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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Watergate Affair has been likened to a Bach 

fugue with its interlaced themes. It has been called 

kaleidoscopic because the design of it shifted again and 

again and yet again. In reality it began before the June 

17» 1972, break-in at the headquarters of the Democratic 

National Committee in the Watergate complex in Washington, 

D.C. It did not end with Richard Nixon's resignation 

August 9> 1974. The public's awareness of the Watergate 

Affair did begin, however, shortly after the break-in. 

The climax was the resignation of the President who, at the 

moment he left office, faced almost certain impeachment by 

the House of Representatives. Because of the significance 

of these two dates it is proper to limit an analysis of ed

itorial comment within this period. 

The question of fairness from what was called the 

eastern establishment press and the television networks fre

quently was brought up during this period. During the Senate 

Watergate hearings in June and July of 1973> John D. Ehrlich-

man, former chief domestic adviser to the President, explain

ed that the "play in Peoria" had a special significance and 
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columnist Russell Baker described the use of what had become 

a White House slogan. 

When the President complimented himself on having 
created 'peace with honor,' and sticklers for details 
were saying, 'Well, yes, but he is still bombing a lot 
of people and land,' the White House men said, 'Maybe 
so, but it will play in Peoria.'^ 

Peoria, 111., was a Nixon political stronghold, and 

support could be counted on in places like it in middle 

America, in the White House view. While the Washington Post 

and the New York Times and network newsmen might rail against 

administration behavior, it was felt that Peoria, and the 

middle America it represented, would defend the President. 

Texas politically^anked with middle America. Sena

tor John Tower, a strong supporter of Richard Nixon, had been 

re-elected in 1972. John Connally, the Democrat who served 

as Nixon's Secretary of the Treasury, was a former Texas 

governor. He headed a drive to persuade Democrats to vote 

for Nixon. Anything that would "play in Peoria" should also 

play in Texas. 

As a sidelight to the interplay of events in Wash

ington, it is important to know, in truth, what was and was 

not playing in Texas. Editorial opinion is one measure of 

political support or lack of it. For this reason a study 

was undertaken of five Texas newspapers. The editorial 

^Russell Baker, Corpus Christi Caller. June 16, 1973, 
p.3B 



content from June 17f 1972, through the President's resigna

tion, August 9» 1974, was noted, analyzed and compared. 

The five newspapers chosen for the study were the 

Houston Chronicle, the Dallas News, the Corpus Christi Caller, 

the Austin American-Statesman, and the Lubbock Avalanche-

Journal . 

The Houston Chronicle has the largest circulation 

(299,228^) of any newspaper in Texas. The Dallas News (c. 

266,667) exerts a strong influence in eastern Texas. The 

editor of the Corpus Christi Caller (c. 63,979) is Ed Harte, 

head of the Harte-Hanks chain which owns 12 newspapers in the 

state, exerting a broad influence. The American-Statesman 

(c. 102,432) is the newspaper serving the state capital. 

The Lubbock Avalanche-Journal (c. 76,924), located on the 

South Plains, serves far west Texas. 

Several other newspapers were considered for the 

study, but the selection of these five was made primarily 

because of the distribution of their influence. 

There are two major problems associated with a study 

of editorial opinion for the period of the survey. The first 

requires a selection of topics bearing a firm relationship 

to Richard M. Nixon and to the Watergate Affair. The second 

^Circulation figures are for daily circulations. 
Audit Bureau of Circulation, September 30, 1973• Distribu
tion was determined in part through telephone conversations 
with circulation managers of the rive papers studied ajid 
others considered for this study. 



question is whether there should be a vertical study of each 

newspaper followed by a horizontal comparison of all five, or 

whether a better understanding can be achieved by a chrono

logical, horizontal study of all five newspapers within the 

framework of selected topics. A vertical study would take 

each newspaper from June 17, 1972, through comments on Richard 

Nixon's resignation in 1974, and the comparison of one to the 

others would look at the sum of the content. A horizontal 

view permits comparisons as events unfolded and would pro

duce the view that one would have if subscribing to each of 

the five papers. The editorial columns could be lined up 

side by side each day and viewpoints compared. 

The dimensions of the first problem are illustrated 

by the statement of Rep. Lawrence Hogan, R-Md., a member of 

the House Judiciary Committee. During the committee's hear

ings of the possible impeachment of President Nixon, Hogan 

spoke to the press but addressed himself to fellow committee 

members who said there was no evidence of direct presidential 

involvement. Hogan said: 

What they are looking for is an arrow to the 
heart.... We do not find in the evidence an arrow 
to the heart. We find a virus that creeps up on you 
slowly and gradually until its obviousness is so over
whelming to you. It is like looking at a mosaic and 
going down and focusing on one single tile in the mosaic 
and saying, 'I see nothing wrong in that one little piece 
of this mosaic.'3 

^Elizabeth Drew, "A Reporter in Washington, D.C., 
Ill-Summer Notes, The New Yorker Magazine. October 28, 
1974, p.104 



To make a proper survey of editorial comment, it is 

necessary to choose enough pieces of the mosaic to outline 

the configuration of the virus. To attempt to use all the 

pieces in the mosaic would present a confusion of facts. 

The items chosen should give pattern to shifts in editorial 

opinion, where shifts occur, and to give meaning to whatever 

opinion is expressed. 

Events to which this report is keyed—or the tiles 

which represent the entire mosaic—are the June 17, 1972, 

break-in at the headquarters of the Democratic National Com

mittee; the indictment of the seven burglars, September 15» 

1972; the national election of November 7f 1972; the trial 

and conviction of the Watergate burglars G. Gordon Liddy 

and James McCord, ending January 30, 1973; President Nixon's 

speech of April 30, 1973; "the end of the Pentagon Papers 

trial. May 11, 1973; the initial period of the Senate Water

gate committee hearings, beginning May 17, 1973» and includ

ing the testimony of John W. Dean III in June and the 

revelation on July 16, 1973, of the existence of taped presi

dential conversations; the Saturday night massacre, October 

29, 1973; the President's release of transcripts of his taped 

conversations April 30, 1974; the Supreme Court decision 

which ruled that President Nixon must turn over 64 taped 

conversations to special prosecutor Leon Jaworski, July 25, 

1974; the House Judiciary Committee's public hearings ending 



July 30, 1974, with the adoption of three articles of im

peachment against President Nixon; the release of the tapes 

by President Nixon and the public announcement August 5f 1974, 

regarding the June 23, 1972, tape; and President Nixon's 

resignation August 9, 1974. 

These events were chosen, not because they broke the 

pattern into tidy time segments, but because they marked 

specific turning points in the unraveling Watergate saga. 

The entire affair was one of ever-changing pattern, but the 

significant twists turned on these events while a general 

erosion was taking place as a result of the sum of other 

disclosures. 

The summary of disclosures occurring between events 

—including White House denials in cases where they had 

strong influence on editorial comment—is discussed through

out the study. 

The second major question in regard to the presenta

tion of material was resolved by selecting a chronological, 

horizontal format throughout because this appears to show 

better differences of opinion throughout the stateo The 

Watergate Affair was so complicated that every effort was 

made in this study to strive for clarification and simplicity. 

The sum of the facts is mind-boggling and so is the sum of 

the editorial comment in the five newspapers chosen for 

study. 



Editorials reproduced, usually in part, for the study 

were chosen from 849 on the subject of Watergate taken from 

4,705 editorial pages published by the five Texas papers 

during the period chosen for study. This includes the 

evening as well as the morning Avalanche-Journal, the two 

issues carrying different editorials written by the same team. 

All papers were studied from June 17, 1972, through at least 

the initial comment on the President's resignation.' For 

four of the papers the study ended August 10, 1974. For the 

Houston Chronicle the study went through August 11 in order 

to include comment on the resignation. 

In selecting editorials for comment, opinion repre

sentative of the thrust of the paper's viewpoint toward 

Watergate and the President was sought. In selecting edi

torials commenting on the key events there was, in some cases, 

no choice because only one editorial was published regarding 

the event. This was particularly true in the first and last 

stages of Watergate, as it is confined in this study. 

It is important to know that each of the five news

papers supported Richard Nixon's re-election in 1972. Each 

was forced eventually to withdraw that support. How editors 

reasoned this reversal, and at what time and with what 

evidence at hand they chose to make the break is a part of 

the study. 
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In fairness to the editors whose opinions were 

edited for this study, an interview was conducted with the 

chief editorial writer of each of the five newspapers. The 

results of these interviews are presented with as much ob

jectivity as possible. 

This study should show how Watergate and the Presi

dent's relationship to it played in the "Peorias" of Texas. 

It could, therefore, hold a message for politicians and other 

Americans who would count any group of their fellow citizens 

as a lump sum merely by the fact of their geographical 

location within the nation. 

Watergate, however, produced a constitutional crisis 

in government. It also raised several questions regarding 

the Bill of Rights to the Constitution, and among them the 

question of freedom of the press. 

Consequently the conclusion of this study gives some 

consideration to the perspective of history—the service or 

lack of it rendered by the five Texas newspapers in the 

context of the First Amendment which guarantees the people 

a free press. There is an attempt to give some answer to 

the question of whether the editorial content of the Texas 

newspapers served well the intention of the First Amendment. 

On another question--Did the press of Texas, along with 

the media throughout the United States, drive a president 

from office?--there is no attempt to give an answer. This 



study should, however, shed some light on the question and 

contribute to the answer. 

Each chapter begins with a summary of the events for 

the period covered by that chapter. Footnotes are not in

cluded in the summary because this information is readily 

available from any news periodical of the period. Summaries 
4 also are available in Facts on File. 

^Facts on File (New York: Facts on File, published 
monthly ana annually) 



CHAPTER II 

THE WATERGATE BREAK-IN 

The Austin American-Statesman was among the first 

newspapers in Texas to report the break-in at Democratic 

National Committee headquarters in the Watergate in Wash

ington June 17, 1972. While most waited until the identi

fication of James McCord, chief security officer for the 

Committee to Re-Elect the President (CRP), the American-

Statesman played the story on page 14A, June 18, using the 

Washington Post News Service. 

According to that story those held on charges of 

burglary and attempting to bug the headquarters were: 

Edward Martin of New York City and possibly the Washington 

area, who said he retired from the Central Intelligence 

Agency two years ago and was then a "security consultant"; 

Frank Sturgis, Miami real estate agent and Cuban immigrant; 

Virgilio R. Gonzalez, Miami locksmith and a Cuban; Bernard 

L. Barker, Miami; and Eugenic Martinez, also Cuban. The 

five were captured inside the small sixth floor office of 

Lavrrence O'Brien, chairman of the DNC. Their attorney was 

Douglas Caddy who, it developed, appeared at the jail 

although none of the five had made a call. 

This was the third incident of this type at DNC, 

10 
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the others occurring May 28 and June 7. 

On June 18, and reported in each of the fiv^ news

papers by June 19, former Attorney General John N. Mitchell, 

then head of CRP, acknowledged that Edward Martin was James 

McCord, a CRP employe who was "not operating either in our 

behalf or with our consent." In the June 19 papers, McCord 

was identified as the CRP security coordinator. 

First reports claimed Barker was the apparent leader, 

and the event was tied to a patriotic Cuban exile organiza

tion called "Ameritas." Similar burglaries were reported: 

May 13-14, the chancery of the Chilean embassy; May 16, the 

Watergate offices of Freed, Drank, Harris, (Sargent) Shriver 

(to become the Democratic vice presidential candidate) and 

Kampelman; May 28, the DNC headquarters while the men in

volved were reported by the police to be registered at the 

Watergate; June 7i "a second apparent raid" at DNC. 

By the end of June, these reports were published in 

the Texas newspapers: O'Brien had filed suit in the U.S. 

District Court asking $1 million damages from CRP and others, 

saying the break-in had a "clear line of direction" to CRP 

and there is a "developing clear line to the White House;" 

Presidential Communications Director Herbert Klein accused 

O'Brien of McCarthyism and said he owed Mitchell a "full 

apology;" Combatientes Cubanos de Fort Jackson, represent

ing 800 veterans of the Bay of Pigs, were said to be 
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associated with the break-in, and a link was reported between 

the Combatientes and a special Washington-based U.S. military 

reserve unit which allegedly is, in part, concerned with 

radicals in the United States and operates under an office 

of Emergency Plans and Preparedness within the executive 

office of the President; President Nixon denied any "involve

ment whatsoever;" the courts raised the question of the 

source of funds for the arrested five; the name of E. Howard 

Hunt and his phone number were discovered on two of those 

arrested and Hunt was linked to Charles Colson, who had 

served as counsel to the President; O'Brien asked for a 

special prosecutor of unimpeachable integrity; and, in a 

front page social note which was to become politically 

significant, Mrs. Martha Mitchell said that she was being 

held a "political prisoner" in California and that she 

would leave her husband, John. 

John Mitchell resigned as CRP chairman July 1 when 

he reportedly told the President that "I have found . . . 

that I can no longer run the campaign on a full-time basis 

and still meet the one obligation which must come first: 

the happiness and welfare of my wife and daughter." 

While there was a rash of editorial cartoons 

immediately after the break-in, the only one of the five 

newspapers to carry editorial comment on it in June was 
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the Corpus Christi Caller. On June 21, the Caller said: 

In spite of disclaimers, registered by such moguls 
as . . . John Mitchell, most Democrats will believe that 
Republicans are behind the attempt to filch files and 
plant "bugs" in the offices of the Democratic National 
Committee in Washington. 

But the question "why?" will plague them for months 
to come. . . . " 

Editorials in the Dallas Morning News and the Lubbock 

Avalanche-Journal regarding Martha and John Mitchell's pri

vate life had slightly different points of view. Said the 

Morning News on July 4: 

So far as practical political considerations go, 
Mitchell had no choice. He had to choose not only 
between his wife and the campaign but also between giving 
the Republicans an image of either chivalry or sexist 
hardness. 

He is said to be a consummate politician, but he 
didn't have to ponder this one. . . . 

Some cynics say that the Martha-John episode was 
an elaborate blind—a veiled sacrifice of Mitchell to 
charges that he ordered the installation of electronic 
listening devices in Democratic headquarters in Washing-

^ ton. 
«̂'' That would be conceivable—anything is possible in 

politics—except for one thing: Martha Mitchell probably 
wouldn't stand for it. Knowing her outspokenness, only 
fools would expect her to lend herself to such a plot. 
If her husband were being thrown to the wolves in any 
fashion, the whole world would know about it by now. 

The Avalanche-Journal wrote two editorials on this 

episode. The first on June 29 cautioned Mrs. Mitchell to 

"cool ito" "Mr. Mitchell has been able to calm Martha 

before and probably can do so again. • • . Such a match 

doesn't come along often. It's worth preserving." A 

second comment July l6 took a similarly light view of Martha: 
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Mrs. Mitchell, Martha, that is, convinced the 
former attorney general that too much of his time 
was consumed by his directorship of the Committee 
for the Re-Election of the President. Also, she 
thought too much "dirty politics" was involved. 

Although it's supposed to be a "victory" for her, 
it's likely that there's been a compromise. He'll still 
do some campaigning, and probably will manage more and 
more as the wire is approached in November. And it's 
a pretty good bet that she'll make a telephone call 
now and then on a suitably controversial subject. We 
hope so. Martha's phone calls are always good, clean 
fun.. 0 0 

The Avalanche-Journal was more serious in its com

ments after Sen. George McGovern was nominated as the 

Democratic presidential candidate. As McGovern hit the 

campaign trail, the Lubbock paper protested (July 18): 

How well Sen. George McGovern does in his campaign 
to defeat President Nixon in November might depend on 
his ability to control a tendency to make unnecessary 
comments in pique after a hard day's work. . . . 

Also, he has been guilty of plain exaggeration. 
Before even a few rudimentary details were known about 
the break-in at Democratic National Committee head-

Ĵ ô  quarters, he charged that "somebody" was guilty of 
ĈL>'*" "quasi-fascism." . . . 

These are not the issues Middle America is really 
interested in* . . . 

The initial view of the Avalanche-Journal toward 

the Waterga.te issue was seen more clearly just before the 

Republican National Convention, August 17« 

. . . the Republicans can take heart from Presi
dential candidate George McGovern's current fixation 
on two "issues." One is the "great Democratic head
quarters bugging." Since this bumbling episode 
includes participation by the Cuban exile "planners" 
of the Bay of Pigs "invasion," it is worth little 
more than a chuckle or twoo 

In addition. Senator McGovern seems determined.to 
win in November largely on the basis of his complaint 

v̂ ^ 
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that the Republicans were smart enough to round up a 
rumored $10 million in campaign contributions from 
major donors before the deadline for public accounting. 

Such issues just won't do. • . . 

The Dallas Morning News stated on July 14 that it 

could not endorse McGovern, but another editorial July 23 

made it "clear The News has not endorsed Mr. Nixon; for one 

thing, he has not been nominated." 

Both the Morning News and the Austin American-

Statesman discussed the question of radicals at the Repub

lican national convention. Both noticed an unusual quality 

about this effort, which was to become important in the full 

mosaic of Watergate, but they found different reasons for 

what they saw. The Morning News on July 17 said, about 

street demonstrators expected at the GOP convention: 

In fact, these gatherings are about as spontaneous 
as a Hollywood supermarket opening. . . . As for 
organization the Yippie-Zippie headquarters planning 
the Miami get-together has mailed out a sheaf of 
instructions and promotional materials that make a 
military operation look haphazard by comparison.. . . 

For a group that advertises itself as a loose 
alliance of totally independent and free spirits, this 
is strangely out of character. . . . 

The television reporters and columnists may be 
taken in again, but that doesn't mean that their 
audience has to be. 

The results for the Republicans were outlined a 

month later, August 22, when the Morning News explained 

that "for Nixon, of course, the contrast between the 

administration's image of cool competence and the hoodlum 

exercise staged by the remnants of the old direct action 
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crowd is worth its weight in votes." 

The Austin American-Statesman's view was almost 

prophetic in the light of testimony before the Senate Water

gate Committee almost a year later. On July 24, it stated 

editorially: 

The idea is farfetched, of course, but it is 
almost as if the Republican National Committee had 
planted agents provocateur inside key groups of youth
ful protesters who gathered in Miami Beach during the 
Democratic convention. 

How else explain the threats . . . from assorted 
Hippies, Yippies, Zippies and just plain hippies 
promising trouble when the Republicans roll into 
town.. . . 

If President Nixon were as cynical and immoral 
as these people apparently believe, he could want 
nothing better than a clash between demonstrators and 
police. . . . 

If anything was proved by the sorry events in 
Chicago in I968, it was that riots don't help the 
Democrats nor do they hurt the Republicans, . » . 

Again, it makes you wonder whether some of these 
people are secretly working for the GOP or whether 
their minds are simply befuddled by pot. 

That was the sum of the American-Statesman's 

comments in the summer of '72 on anything related then or 

in the future to the Watergate Affair. 

The Corpus Christi Caller was engaged editorially 

with questions which, for many newspapers, would not merit 

comment for more than a year. In the June 22 edition, 

wiretaps were an issue: 

A grand presumption made by former Attorney 
General John B/Iitchell has been defeated by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. Mitchell contended that 
the Department of Justice was authorized under the 
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Fourth Amendment and the federal Safe Streets Act of 
1968 to use wiretaps and bugs, without court sanction, 
against suspected subversives. 

The Court took a diametrically opposed view . . . 
in delivering the 8-0 decision.. . . 

To diminish one right is to diminish all rights. 

On July 23, the Caller raised the point of a "new 

patriotism" complaining that "one of the most disturbing 

manifestations of the times is the tendency on the part of 

some individuals, and the federal government itself, to 

equate dissent with treason. Nothing can be much more 

destructive to civilized dialogue." 

During July and August the Watergate Affair was 

beginning to show evidence of what one columnist later 

described as its inner dynamic. As Joseph Kraft pointed 

out, the case began to feed upon itself, proceeding on its 

own momentum from one thing to another and another. No 

external force could stop it. There were external forces 

exerting some influence, however. 

John Connally, a Democrat who had served as governor 

of Texas and as Secretary of the Treasury in the Nixon 

administration, said on July 15 that to support Nixon's 

.̂e-election he would organize those Democrats who were 

disenchanted by McGovern's nomination. On August 3, the 

President was reported to have asked all the White House 

1Joseph Kraft, Corpus Christi Caller. January 3I, 
1974, p.8A 
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and CRP staff to cooperate with the current investigation 

stemming from the break-in. On August 29, the President 

said that an investigation of the break-in by his counsel, 

John W, Dean III, permitted him to say "categorically that 

his investigation indicates that no one in the White House 

staff, no one in this administration presently employed, 

was involved in this very bizarre incident." 

It was necessary for the President to qualify his 

statement to include only those employed at that time because 

the names of E. Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy had already 

been linked to the break-in and both had been dismissed 

from their positions in the White House and CRP, respec

tively, after the break-in. 

There was another problem growing with the Water

gate issue. This was the problem of campaign funding. It 

was discovered that a $25,000 check, donated to the CRP, 

wound up in the possession of one of those arrested, 

Bernard Barker. The check had been deposited by Barker 

on the same day that he deposited $89,000 in Mexican money. 

The Mexican money raised the question of laundered funds. 

Both deposits raised the question of whether CRP was 

reporting properly the campaign contributions received. 

Also, for the first time, the term "plumbers" was 

used, and the term was applied to a group recruited by the 
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Nixon administration to stop leaks of information to the 

media. The Corpus Christi Caller on August 21 quoted Time 

magazine as saying that the "plumbers" included Liddy, a 

CRP attorney, and Hunt, a former White House consultant, but 

not necessarily those arrested June 17. 

It was the funding question which aroused the news

paper editors in Texas. 

The Houston Chronicle, in its first editorial 

relating to the break-in, spoke out on August 22: 

It is long past time for the Republicans to give 
the public some hard facts about the break-in. . . . 
This issue isn't going to go away. . o . 

. .0 Disclosure that a $25,000 contribution 
check . . . somehow wound up in the bank account of one 
of the suspects is a situation that cries out for 
explanation. . . . 

. . . from the White House down, they are consis
tently refusing to discuss the case, pointing out it 
is under investigation by the authorities. That may be, 
but a wondering public is entitled to an explanation of 
these highly suspicious goings-on, and the sooner the 
better. 

In the Chronicle's apparent view, the problem was 

isolated, however, and the Chronicle came out in support 

of the Republican platform on August 22: 

Political party platforms have a reputation of 
being all things to all people. While the Democrats, 
and now the Republicans, did a pretty fair job in this 
respect . . ., the documents also left little doubt 
that this is the year of the clear choice. . . . 

All in all, it is rather hard to escape the 
impression that the Republican platform was put 
together by people who were figuratively licking 
their lips in anticipation of taking out after, in 
their words, that "radical," "far-left," "begging," 
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"isolationist" George McGovern. 

The Corpus Christi Caller waited until September 5 

to comment: 

Politics has already fuzzed up the edges of the GOP 
campaign-fund controversy. And . „ . things are apt to 
get a lot murkier. . . . 

The matter now rests in the hands of the Justice 
department . . . and in the hands of the grand jury, in 
the case of the alleged bugging. There is merit in 
going further than that and, as Rep. Wright Patman and 
others have urged, appointing a special prosecutor or 
prosecuting team to probe the entire affair. 

It's not a matter of prejudging the Justice Depart
ment or Attorney General (Richard) Kleindienst. . . . 
But an investigation by the department headed by Klein
dienst would be subject to a great deal of sure-to-be-
voiced suspicion. 

0 . . And the public deserves o . . to have the 
matter investigated in a way that will leave no reason 
to cast doubt on the result. That's the only way to 
satisfy the legitimate national interest." 

The Dallas Morning News saw the campaign funding in 

a lighter vein September 1, commenting: 

One of the sideshows of the presidential campaign 
more likely to raise a nonpartisan smile than most is 
the squabble over which party is taking in the most 
illegal contributions—gifts of money not complying 
with all the provisions of the new Federal Elections 
Campaign Act (which went into effect April 7)» • • • 

The law is new and pretty technical, and it's hard 
to say what's error and what's deliberate. . . . 

The McGovern forces jumped Mr. Nixon's side first 
after the General Accounting Office (which now says it 
will investigate McGovern, too) reported that some 
money sent to the GOP wound up in the bank account of 
a man supposed to be involved in the break-in at Demo
cratic headquarters, another sideshow which is less 
likely to draw nonpartisan smiles. . . . 

Nothing that had happened since June 17 could deter 

the Morning News from being the first of the five papers 
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to endorse Richard Nixon's candidacy. On July 23, the News 

had reminded readers that it "was the first big-city daily 

in the United States to endorse Dick Nixon in i960 when he 

opposed the late John F. Kennedy." On September 3, the paper 

said editorially: 

Mr. Nixon at times has been more liberal than this 
newspaper had hoped. But in most vitally important 
spheres of government, the achievements of his adminis
tration have been singularly sound and progressive, and 
as the nation's chief executive he has cloaked himself 
with dignity and respect. 

The choice . 0 . is clear: This country either 
vests its leadership for the next four years in the 
tested performance of Mr. Nixon or in his Democratic 
challenger who so far has been erratic, inconsistent 
and illusory. . . . 

. . . Richard Nixon has met the tests, and met them 
well. 

Although the other four newspapers were to follow 

suit, there were political clouds gathering. In Washington 

on September 3, U.S. District Judge Charles R. Ritchey 

denied a motion for delay in taking a deposition from John 

Mitchell in a Watergate related case and said that "there 

is more suspicion about this case . . . than any I can 

remember in my adult lifetime." 



CHAPTER III 

INDICTMENTS AND AN ELECTION 

Indictments were returned September 15, 1972, 

against seven men, the five who were arrested in the Water

gate break-in and G. Gordon Liddy and E. Howard Hunt. With 

the announcement of the indictments, news stories quoted a 

Justice Department spokesman as saying that the investiga

tion "for all intents and purposes is closed." 

While the presidential campaign was being waged, 

there were undercurrents of developing problems which would 

take on greater significance in 1973. 

Maurice Stans, finance chairman for the Committee 

to Re-Elect the President (CRP), filed a $5 million suit 

against O'Brien for "falsely and maliciously" accusing Stans 

of criminal acts, and O'Brien revised his suit against the 

CRP upward to $3.5 million and added the names of Stans and 

his chief assistant, Jeb Stuart Magruder, as defendants. 

There were several references in news stories to developing 

information of a secret Republican fund estimated at between 

$350,000 and $700,000, and linked to the fund were the names 

of Stans, Mitchell, Magruder and an unidentified White House 

official0 On October 3, by a 20-15 vote, the House Banking 
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Committee, headed by Wright Patman, D-Tex., decided not to 

investigate financial aspects of the break-in because it 

"would be impossible to conduct a public investigation with

out prejudicing the trial of seven men."^ Information compiled 

by this committee continued to leak or to be planted in the 

press, including reports of "massive bookkeeping irregulari

ties" at CRP as well as other unusual campaign practices. 

By mid-October, the newspapers were beginning to carry reports 

on the "San Clemente ownership snarl" as it was termed by 

Wallace Turner of the New York Times News Service and carried 

in the Caller October 15. The politically disruptive prac

tices of Donald H. Segretti, in the Florida Democratic 

primary and elsewhere, were brought into question, and his 

name was linked to presidential aide Dwight Chapin, Hunt, and 

Herbert Kalmbach, the President's personal lawyer. The 

Associated Press on November 1, carried a report that House 

Ways and Means Committee Chairman Wilbur Mills, D-Ark., 

wanted a congressional investigation of presidential cam

paign tactics and quoted Mills as saying that the idea of 

impeachment has not "escaped my attention." At the same 

news conference, Sen. William Fulbright, D-Ark., charged 

there had been a "deliberate effort" to destroy the 

^The Associated Press, reported in the Corpus Christi 
Caller. October 4, p.9A. attributed the quote to "opponents 
6f th6 investigation,^' led by Reps. Garry Brown, R-Mch., 
and Robert G. Stephens Jr., D-Ga. 
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Democratic Party. "It smacks of the same kind of tactics 

used by the Fascists," Fulbright was quoted as saying. 

Each of these news stories foreshadowed questions, 

charges, investigations and events to come. Two additional 

stories should have special mention because of the even 

deeper connotations and suspicions that would flourish after 

Mitchell gave a name to a collection of executive abuses, 

calling them, during Senate hearings in 1973i the "White 

House horrors." 

The first of these two stories was reported October 

30 when John D, Ehrlichman, chief domestic adviser to Presi

dent Nixon, responded to a Time magazine report saying that 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation sent a directive to 21 

field offices September 8 asking for political information 

for Ehrlichman to be used in the President's re-election 

campaign. Ehrlichman said the directive was sent by a Jus

tice Department subordinate. Ehrlichman said he disapproved 

of the action and had ordered it halted. 

On November 1, another Associated Press story 

reported a secret White House study of a proposal to wire 

every American home, car and boat into a central communica

tions system under government control. The study was made 

public by Rep. William S. Moorhead, D-Pa. The story said 

a spokesman for the Office of Science and Technology said 

the plan never went to Nixon's Domestic Council, for whom 
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it was prepared. It was rejected "out of hand" on a techni

cal basis, this spokesman said, because it "did not take 

account of the right of privacy by citizens, nor of the 

social acceptability of such a scheme." The report was dated 

August, 1971» was marked "Administration Confidential," and 

had been requested by Dr. E. David Jr., Nixon's science 

adviser who headed OST. The proposed network purportedly 

would have protected citizens against disastrous events— 

hurricanes, floods, etc. 

With these reported activities, all relating to what 

would become the Watergate Affair, a discontent with McGovern 

was becoming increasingly evident in editorial columns. 

The Dallas News already had endorsed Nixon editori

ally (July 23). The other four papers followed suit. 

Surprisingly, the newspaper which was expressing the great

est reservations about the Nixon administration was the 

first of the four to endorse his re-election. The Caller's 

endorsement came September 23• The American-Statesman 

spoke out for Richard Nixon's re-election October 22, the 

Chronicle on October 29, and the Avalanche-Journal on 

November 5- Each made it clear that the decision was based, 

in part, on a negative attitude toward McGovern and, in part, 

on a positive attitude toward the Nixon foreign policy. 

While the Caller did not agree with some of Nixon's 

policies, it did credit the President with dealing "compe

tently with some of the tremendously complex problems which 
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face any President." It said further: 

. . . In some fields his leadership has shown 
flair and imagination, particularly in his new 
approaches to China and Russia and the trade agree
ments that followed. 

All political decisions have to be made in terms of 
choices at hand. The choice this year is Nixon or 
McGovern. We prefer Nixon. 

The American-Statesman spoke out as the presiden

tial campaign entered "its final, frenzied two weeks." 

Richard Nixon, the editorial said, "deserves a second term 

as President of the United States" amd continued: 

The President in his first term initiated actions 
and policies that moved the nation and the world toward 
a degree of stability that holds promise of developing 
into the kind of balance needed for human progress. 

To change leadership at this juncture, to replace 
known capacity with uncertain and undecisive opportunism, 
would be to jeopardize this balance world-wide and 
nationwide. 

The Chronicle's endorsement of the President was a 

"clear choice" even on domestic issues: 

We believe President Nixon has demonstrated his 
ability to perform. We also believe his philosophies 
are in tune with the needs and wishes of the great 
majority of the American people, 

On such matters as the general direction the 
Supreme Court should take, the prudent but not emascu
lating reform of the tax structure, no forced busing 
for racial balance, a higher regard for the work ethic 
than the welfare ethic, no unconditional amnesty for 
those who deserted their country—on all these issues 
we think the President stands with the country, not 
far and unrealistically to the left of it. 

We believe this country should have and wants 
change in many directions, but a reasoned and intelli
gent change without radicalism. President Nixon is the 
man we would trust to have sitting in the Oval Room of 
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the White House for the next four years to preside over 
this change and our national security. 

The Chronicle spoke November 5 of Nixon as an 

"individual of balanced and mature judgment," and emphasized 

his efforts in foreign relations: 

President Nixon in four years has set the whole 
world on a new course of a less dangerous existence 
with real hope of and progress toward a true peaceful 
co-existence. 

The same editorial found it "frightening to contem

plate the lack of judgment which Sen. McGovern and his 

advisors have displayed in the conduct of his campaign and 

in putting forth positions, then changing them when they 

unsettled the country." 

The continuing editorial position of the Avalanche-

Journal took away any surprise when it said, two days before 

the election, that "the A-J recommends re-election of both 

Richard M. Nixon as President and John G. Tower as U.S. 

Senator from Texas.. . ." 

The Avalanche-Journal was one of the papers that 

strongly opposed McGoverno On October 12, it said editori

ally that "uncleanliness in the presidential campaign is 

plain enough." The editorial continued: 

Chief perpetrators are Democratic candidate George 
McGovern, his running mate, Sargent Shriver, and their 
top campaigners. 

When they compare President Nixon with Adolph [sic] 
Hitler, and call him a "liar," "Tricky Dicky," and 
"slicker," they seem to b^ unaware that such petulant 
stuff has a w^y of backfiring. . . . 
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In question are charges which are intemperate, 
unsupported by enough facts, and personal beyond the 
bounds of gentility. 

The same paper, on October 27, said that charges 

against the Republicans have "turned out to be Senator 

George McGovern's 'great domestic issue'" in the campaign. 

"The 'Watergate Caper' did take place," the editorial said. 

"So have other instances of 'bugging,* spying, speaking of 

'smears,' and all the rest long before 1972." The editorial 

agreed with Sen. Barry Goldwater, R-Ariz., that the incidents 

of which the Democrats complained had "nothing to do with 

the conduct of governmental affairs." 

The American-Statesman was the only one of the five 

which ignored references to issues related to the Watergate 

Affair. 

The Dallas News commented, on October 4 after the 

House Banking Committee voted against an investigation, 

that "the last effort by Democrats to make a campaign issue 

out of what is known as the Watergate Caper . . . has failed." 

Its editorial continued: 

It is bad luck for the Democrats. Watergate might 
have been their big campaign issue if they could have 
convinced the public that Mr. Nixon and his lieutenants 
sent five scroungy adventurers to implant electronic 
"bugging" equipment in their opposition's headquarters. 

But from first to last, Watergate has been a water-
haul. . . . But cynically or resignedly, Americans seem 
to regard it as part of the game. There is no evidence 
at all that they believe the President had prior know
ledge of the incursion. 
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All the same burglary is a crime, and somebody is 
accountable for the break-in . . . . 

The Justice Department says it has the facts and 
the trials might afford a fascinating look at the 
lower^echelon aspects of professional political cam
paigning—the cloak-and-dagger side. The only surprise 
would be that higher GOP brass either ordered or con
doned the group 0 . . 

The Avalanche-Journal. also looking upon the break-

in as a "caper," commented September 18 that Republican 

leaders had "managed, intentionally and otherwise, to keep 

the bugging episode mostly at the comic level." 

The Chronicle took brief editorial notice of cam

paign spending September 16, commenting: 

It's too bad the parties have to devote as much 
time and thought as they do to raising money, but it 
has to be done if they're to get their message across, 
because a political campaign is a tremendously expen
sive operation and no workable and foolproof way to 
get around that has yet been devised. 

The Chronicle observed that "when the currency 

comes in they appreciate it and take delivery, no matter 

whether it's $5 in an envelope or $700,000 in a bag on 

board an airplane." 

In another comment, October 30, basically treating 

the sale of grain to Russia, the Chronicle commented on 

the spy business. 

. . . things started going downhill in the spy 
business with the Watergate affair. No real con
noisseur of espionage could fail to be turned off 
by the idea of men sitting in a motel room listening 
to a bug picking up politicians talking about polls 
in an office across the street. 
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It was the Caller that appeared most concerned about 

Watergate and its threatening ramifications. 

By October 11, the Caller could see a landslide for 

Nixon in the making and hoped, editorially, that it would 

bring Richard Nixon a feeling of security "which will allow 

him to accept criticism and the searching light of a press 

interested in its constitutional role of maintaining an 

informed public, and does not encourage him to retreat 

further behind the protections of a palace guard more appli

cable to a monarchy." The editorial had commented: 

The trouble is, the President and many of his 
advisers and protectors equate his person and his 
administration with the country itself. Given that 
attitude, questioning the motives or the performance 
of the Administration becomes transformed into some
thing near the border of treason. 

The Caller challenged the "false attitude that a 

president and his administration are synonymous with the 

flag." 

The Caller on October 16 protested, at the FBI's 

conclusion of its investigation into the break-in, that 

there was no indication that the FBI touched "on the 

matter of who financed the alleged bugging." The Caller 

felt it important that the President submit the matter to 

"a non-partisan commission" for investigation. 

Both the Avalanche-Journal and the Caller editori

alized on Ehrlichman's statement regarding the gathering 
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of political information by the FBI. 

The Avalanche-Journal said November 4 that Ehrlich

man 's apology "certainly would not have been enough had Mr. 

Hoover still been in office. The incident would have become 

a great 'issue' in the presidential campaign. Times have 

changed for the FBI." 

The Caller found Ehrlichman's statement "incredible 

and a little frightening." The editorial pointed out that 

the countermanding order came only after existence of the 

directive was exposed by Time. The portion of Ehrlichman's 

statement that the Caller emphasized reflected the presi

dential aide's view of politics in the Justice Department: 

But Ehrlichman says he approves of Justice Depart
ment involvement in politics. He makes no distinction 
between the Department of Justice and any other federal 
department in this regard . . . . He says the Justice 
Department should be headed by a political appointee 
and remain "responsible to the political will of the 
people. " 

That is a.warped view of justice and the political 
process of a democracy. And that this is the view 
propounded by the man at the President's elbow can't 
but chill any American who believes in democracy.. 

Extended, Ehrlichman's view would seem to encompass 
use of the Justice Department to enforce the "political 
will of the people" by diligently seeking out, investi
gating and punishing those who disagree with what the 
Executive determines to be that "political will." 
. . . the stifling of dissent could become a legitimate 
function of "justice" in such a situation. 

Down that path have trudged all totalitarian 
regimes . . . Surely Ehrlichmsm can't mean what his 
words imply. . . . 

The Caller was the only one of the five newspapers 
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to comment on the scuttled idea of wiring every home, car 

and boat in the nation and commended the administration 

November 6 on its rejection of the study and the concept's 

obvious "opportunities for abuse." 

On the growing interest in federal expenditures at 

San Clemente, Nixon's Californian White House, the Avalanche-

Journal was the only paper to comment editorially. Its 

editorial was headed "'Heating Unit Caper' Small Stuff" and 

dealt with the expenditure of a reported $13,000 for a 

heating system. The Avalanche-Journal held that "most 

Americans won't begrudge his comfort, safety and well-being, 

particularly when there is such a small amount involved." 

On November 7» the landslide victory was a reality. 

Richard M. Nixon was re-elected to a second term with 60.7 

per cent of the vote. Dan Rather and Gary Paul Gates said: 

On the surface, at least, Nixon had much to rejoice 
over that evening. His towering victory was of a magni
tude comparable with the great Presidential landslides 
of this century: Harding's in 1920, FDR's in 1936, and 
Lyndon Johnson's in 1964. His percentage of the total 
vote, 60.7, was exceeded only by LBJ's record breaking 
61.1 figure; and in winning forty-nine out of fifty 
states, he even surpassed Roosevelt's near-sweep of the 
electoral vote, when he carried everything except Maine 
and Vermont. Finally, in the last election of his 
career, Richard Nixon was able to exorcise, once and for 
all, the "loser's" tag that had so cruelly mocked him 
in earlier years. . . . Over the past twenty years, 
Nixon had run for national office five times, emerging 
victorious in four of those races. Only one other man 
in American history—Franklin D. Roosevelt—could make 
the same claim. Like Roosevelt, Nixon had been able to 
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outlast his enemies and to endure as a political force 
long after they had been driven from the field of 
combat.^ 

2Dan Rather and Gary Paul Gates, The Palace Guard 
(New York, Harper & Row, Publishers, 19747ppoOa-01 



CHAPTER IV 

A VERDICT WITH MORE QUESTIONS THAN ANSWERS 

Despite the overwhelming victory, which came amid 

administration promises that the Vietnam War was drawing to 

a close, the Watergate unraveling was not to be halted. 

A Senate subcommittee headed by Sen. Edward M. Kennedy, 

D-Mass., was investigating the Watergate break-in, and on 

February 7, 1973, the Senate voted 70 to 0 to name a select 

committee to undertake a full-scale investigation of the 

Watergate bugging case as well as a look into the extent 

of illegal, improper or unethical activities in the cam

paign. Sen. Sam J. Ervin, Jr., D-N.C, was named to chair 

that committee. 

A variety of money questions tumbled into the open. 

Curiosity was piqued dramatically December 9 when 

investigators in Chicago probed the rubble of a jetliner 

crash that took 45 lives and found a purse containing 

$10,000 in $100 bills. The purse was identified as that 

of Mrs. Dorothy Hunt, wife of E. Howard Hunt, one of the 

seven charged in the break-in. 

On January 10, an 87-page deposition of George L. 

Mehren, general manager of Associated Milk Producers, Inc., 

3^ 
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revealed that the dairy industry had given CRP $417,500. 

The deposition was given in a suit brought by a "watchdog" 

organization headed by Ralph Nader who claimed that 16 dairy 

leaders met with President Nixon on March 23, 1971» and 

within 24 hours the administration reversed a Department of 

Agriculture decision, and increased the support level on 

dairy products. 

On January 19, the CRP's chief fund raiser, Maurice 

Stans, reportedly told the Republican National Committee in 

a closed session that GOP fund raisers brought in $58 million 

in 1972. Of this amount $50 million was raised by the CRP 

which spent $48 million. The General Accounting Office (GAO) 

had several complaints. For instance, on February 14, GAO 

said the Nixon campaign failed to report properly $1.5 million 

in last-minute donations. 

Two trials which were to figure spectacularly in 

the Watergate case began in January. 

A Pentagon Papers trial began January 3 in Los 

Angeles without any apparent connection to the Watergate 

Affair. This trial had grovm out of the publication by the 

New York Times and other newspapers, of Vietnam war materials 

considered by the Defense Department to be secret. Daniel 

Ellsberg and Anthony Russo were on trial on charges of 

having stolen the documents and having released them to 
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the media. Judge Matthew Byrne was presiding. The trial's 

relationship to Watergate would not become publicly known 

until April 28. 

In Washington, the trial of the Watergate Seven 

began January 8 with U.S. District Judge John J. Sirica 

presiding. On January 10 Hunt changed his plea to guilty. 

On January 15 the four Cubans involved pleaded guilty, 

causing their attorney to quit the case. Sirica questioned 

the four closely about being paid or being persuaded by Hunt 

to change their pleas. Bernard Barker denied that either 

had occurred, and Sirica told him, "I'm sorry, but I don't 

believe you." On January 24, the judge refused a request 

made by McCord's attorney, Gerald Alch, who asked for jury 

instruction attesting to the validity of the defense claim 

that McCord was acting under justifiable fears that Republi

cans, including President Nixon, were in danger from violent 

demonstrations staged by radical groups linked to the Demo

crats. Sirica termed the claim "ridiculous." When the 

former CRP treasurer, Hugh W. Sloan, testified January 23, 

he said he turned over $199,000 to defendant G. Gordon 

Liddy but he had "no idea" what the money was used for. 

On January 30, the jury found McCord and Liddy 

guilty. On February 2, Sirica said he hoped the Senate gets 

"to the bottom of this case" because he was not satisfied 
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the story came out in the courtroom. He expressed "grave 

doubts" that Sloan "told us the entire truth in this case." 

He criticized both government and defense lawyers for not 

asking Sloan more questions, and he said, "I gave the gov

ernment the names of several persons that should be called 

by the grand jury." 

Before sentencing the conspirators March 26, Sirica 

discussed the preliminary matter of a letter from James 

McCord which requested a private meeting with the judge 

because of his (McCord's) fears for his family's safety if 

he spoke publicly regarding his knowledge of the Watergate 

Affair. Sirica postponed McCord's sentence but pronounced 

provisional sentences of up to 40 years for the other con

spirators, at the same time recommending their "full 

cooperation with the federal grand jury and the Senate 

select committee" investigating Watergate. He told them 

that if "you decide to speak freely I would have to weigh 

that factor in appraising what sentence will be finally 

imposed in each case." 

While Sloan denied he was less than truthful, ques

tions remained when statements taken from Stans in civil 

suits brought against the CRP were found in conflict with 

Sloan's testimony. Stans' statements relating to a CRP 

cash fund of $350,000 were made public February 7* 
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Other threads of the Watergate unraveling were 

weaving a net over the White House. On December 12, presi

dential press secretary Ronald Ziegler admitted there was a 

special privately billed phone in the EOB installed for 

sources reporting to Egil Krogh and David Young—both on 

Ehrlichman's staff. The Washington Post said the phone was 

used chiefly for conversations between Hunt and Barker. 

Ehrlichman said he knew nothing about it. Further, Dwight 

Chapin, the President's appointments secretary, was identi

fied as a White House contact for political saboteur Donald 

Segretti, and Chapin was the man in the White House who 

instructed the President's lawyer, Herbert Kalmbach, to pay 

Segretti. These were the kinds of pieces that were falling 

into place. 

Amid these events and disclosures were administra

tion clashes with Congress over spending and other preroga

tives. There were the deaths of the only two ex-presidents 

who were alive at the time of Nixon's re-election. Harry 

S. Truman died December 26. Lyndon B. Johnson died January 

22. 

The period was, on the whole, a positive time for 

the President. He was inaugurated January 20 to his second 

term. On January 23 he announced there would be a cease 

fire in Vietnam starting January 27» to be followed by 
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complete withdrawal of U.S. forces and the release of U.S. 

prisoners of war. Pollster George Gallup reported February 

6 that this peace settlement boosted the President's popu

larity to match his previous high, with 68 per cent of the 

people approving his performance in office. The first POW's 

were flown out of Hanoi February 11. 

At the grass roots level the power struggle between 

the White House and Congress began to be felt February 4 

when Howard Phillips, the new Office of Economic Opportunity 

director, said his assignment was to dismantle the agency— 

including the Community Action Programs throughout the 

country. The OEO had been the center of President Johnson's 

Great Society program. Perhaps because it typified the 

struggle, the dismantling of OEO came in for considerable 

editorial comment in the months to come. 

Editorial reaction in this period began with com

ments on the President's mandate. The Caller on November 

8 found it "a particularly joyless election" with the view 

that many had cast votes for Nixon because they believed 

him the lesser of two evils. The Caller pointed toward 

some difficulties with Congress: 

Nixon has won endorsement . . . but is hardly an 
object of widespread affection as previous landslide 
winners . . . have been. He can win that affection 
if now . . . he acts to dispel the animosity a Demo
cratic Congress feels toward him and turns to serious 
action on domestic problems. That is our hope; that 
is the President's task. 
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The Chronicle said November 9 that "many mandates 

can--and probably will--be read into the President's land

slide" and added: 

The clearest we see is that the American public is 
tired of being wrenched at, emotionally set upon, lec
tured for alleged evils and told it must endure traumatic 
and radical change for its own good. The public has 
replied—that it will accept change, but only in an 
orderly and rational manner, . . . 

On November 15, the Chronicle saw the need for com

promise with "a Congress certain to have a will of its own." 

The comment continued: 

We would be more comfortable with the President's 
far-reaching discussion of domestic affairs if he had 
. . . taken a more humanistic approach to those in 
disadvantaged positions. . . . We find no evidence of 
a mandate from the people to roll back the calendar, to 
repeal progress. . . . The mandate would seem to be to 
retain the status quo but to make it work better and in 
a more orderly fashion. . . . 

The Avalanche-Journal picked up on the administra

tive reshuffle and on November 24 said: 

As he seeks improved operations, Mr. Nixon will 
receive more complaints such as those aimed at his top 
White House aides. He will be accused of trying to 
become "King Richard." The "liberal establishment," 
whose attitude toward him has changed from hatred to 
ill-concealed hostility since his landslide "mandate," 
will raise cries of "dictatorship." 

But . . . there is no good reason why the Executive 
Branch should flounder about in all directions. The 
President has a valid point. 

The American-Statesman viewed changes with both 

approval and alarm on December 14, commenting: 
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. . . So the United States is to have a reshuffled 
national administration, one which will be responsive 
to the mood of the nation, one which will not sink 
slowly into oblivion as the next four years wear on. 

And one which presumably will work hard to prune 
unnecessary spending to maintain budgetary goals set by 
the White House. These are admirable aims, but the 
difficulty of achieving them—especially the last one— 
is indicated by the expanding budget of the office 
closest to the President. 

The obvious costs of the executive office have 
increased from $31 million to $71 million in three 
years. The not-so-obvious costs are included in budgets 
of a dozen other departments, from the military services 
(chauffeurs and cooks) to the National Park Service 
(gardeners). 

No one can say with certainty what it all totals. 
. . . 

The Caller on November 30 objected to the direction 

of the reshuffling, and called attention to the comment of 

George Romney as the former Michigan governor left the 

Cabinet: 

. . . When the head of a major government depart
ment counts it a matter of pride he has met with the 
President a total of five times in the course of a 
year—an election year, to boot--that seems pretty 
conclusive evidence the President has severely sub
ordinated the Cabinet to his own circle of White House 
advisers. Power in the Nixon administration seems 
vested ever more completely in that narrow circle of 
advisers, none of whom can be made to answer to the 
Congress or the public. 

The Dallas News was more critical of the critics 

than of the administration. By December 29, the editors 

chose to speak out on the subject: 

For the foreign reader of our national press, it 
would be easy to form the opinion that Richard Nixon 
rates with the American people somewhere between pre-
Christmas Scrooge and Jack the Ripper. 
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In Washington and New York, commentators, colum
nists and--most unfortunately—news reporters manage 
to give the idea daily that not only are the adminis
tration's policies and administrators repugnant to all 
thinking people in the land, but that Richard Nixon 
himself is universally scorned and hated by those he 
governs. . . . 

How then is our foreign reader to understand the 
annual Gallup poll survey of America's opinions of 
world leaders? Not only does Richard Nixon lead the 
latest list of men Americans admire most, but this is 
the fourth straight year that he has done so. 

It could clear up the confusion to point out that 
the prevailing—if not required—opinion in Washington 
and Manhattan is not necessarily that of the rest of 
the country. And it would help to raise the objecti
vity of our news coverage if the Fourth Estate in 
Washington and Manhattan could remember that, too. 

The American-Statesman was defensive of the 

President also on January 17: 

. . . if Washington reporters are disappointed in 
the frequency of White House news conferences, could 
they be smarting because Mr. Nixon has, in a sense, 
gone over their heads? He has opened wholly new 
channels of communication between his administration 
and the public, including regional briefings conducted 
for editors by Cabinet members and other high officials. 
. . . 

. . . While all presidents are obliged to be as 
frank as possible with the American people, it is hard 
to see how President Nixon could do more, at this 
crucial juncture [in the Vietnam settlement], to dis
charge that responsibility. 

Regarding the specific issue of Watergate, four of 

the newspapers also had comments. The News chided the 

Democrats in Congress November 30 and again December 14. 

The first editorial said: 
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Forget Watergate? Forget the break-in last summer 
of Washington Democratic headquarters by what George 
McGovern called the hirelings of a corrupt President? 

Well, that's what some Democrats are saying . . . 
and even those who aren't saying it aren't as indignant 
as they were before election. 

But an election shouldn't make everybody forget how 
rotten a thing it was, should it? Didn't McGovern pile 
his charges of corruption up to the very roof tree of 
the White House? Didn't congressional committees make 
effort after effort to hold hearings to prove that the 
GOP high brass all the way up to Nixon were privy to 
the grand theft of McGovern's campaign plans? 

It would seem the most natural thing in the world 
for a Democrat-controlled Congress to make a Watergate 
probe the first order of business of the new session 
—but somehow that isn't the case. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . a . . . . . . . . . . . 

Some Democrats are dubious about any kind of Water
gate probe—it might not be politically profitable to 
get into it, they say, without knowing where it could 
lead or whether it would backfire. 

Two weeks later the News specifically mentioned 

Senator Kennedy and made an oblique reference to an incident 

which had occurred the previous summer on Chappaquiddick 

Island when a car Kennedy was driving went off a bridge. 

The senator escaped, but his lone companion in the car, 

Mary Jo Kopechne, died. The News said: 

A Washington dispatch left the definite impression 
recently that Congress was hesitant to investigate the 
so-called Republican scandal at Watergate. The idea 
at the time seems to be to leave well enough alone. 

There may be another reason which has not been 
disclosed. 

The chairman of the committee which would investi
gate Watergate is Sen. Ted Kennedy, and maybe Ted 
doesn't want to investigate any subject involving the 
word water. 

The Chronicle spoke out earlier, in a different 
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tone and without mention of the break-in itself. On 

November 16, the Chronicle said: 

The President's reelection comes across as 
strictly personal and anti-George McGovern.. . . 
There is muted disquiet within the party over the 
way the President ran his campaign. In a great many 
ways it was divorced from a Republican campaign and 
was a President Nixon campaign. . . . 

The Avalanche-Journal. on the evening of January 

4, said the mystery might deepen, and added: 

The Watergate caper, of course, may not be as 
profoundly important as it was blown up to be because 
of its political timing. But since it became a clam
orous issue, many members of the public would like to 
know who the Mr. Big was who ordered [it]. Who paid 
for it? And what did he stand to gain? 

Even those questions have less interest to most 
than one other: How much more stupid can one get than 
to order illegal methods to get answers that may have 
been obvious to him in the first place? 

The Caller looked backward on February 7* 

Democrats were hopeful that the Watergate scandal 
o . . would be one of the major issues in the presi
dential election of 1972. It didn't seem to create 
more than a ripple. Why? 

The almost inevitable conclusion to be drawn is 
that politics is a business in which anything goes. 
Yet the basis for our democratic system rests on the 
assumption that basically honorable conduct is re
quired of those who participate in politics. To 
destroy, or even to erode seriously, this basic con
cept is to invite public disillusionment with demo
cratic methods. 

Thus it is a pity that the American people did 
not react with any revulsion to the Watergate incident 
The political process was diminished by this lack of 
wholesale concern. 
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The American-Statesman made no direct reference to 

Watergate. 

The Avalanche-Journal and the Chronicle were the 

only two of the five papers to comment directly upon the 

trial. On January 15, the Avalanche-Journal saw the trial 

as a "strange one" and commented: 

It's unfortunate that the public simply hasn't 
been laughing as much as it should at the '¥atergate 
Seven" trial in Washington. 

Perhaps the times are just too grim. Or it might 
be, as Republican spokesmen kept saying during the 
presidential campaign, that this case of espionage 
. . . was of no great importance, not even worth a 
hearty chuckle. 

However the trial is a downright funny one although 
it is, of course, serious to the defendants. 

* ° * * * o . . . * . . . * . . . . . . . . . . . 

If it is ever told fully, the story of how the 
Finance Committee to Re-elect the President was 
"conned" out of $500,000 or so to pay for this fool
ishness should be downright hilarious. 

As for the "White House aide" bit, every adminis
tration has had at least a few strange characters 
scouting about the fringes. 

All seven are patently guilty, having got their 
daggers tangled up in their cloaks so obviously that 
it is a strain on the American system of justice to 
go through the motions. 

Criminal trials are serious matters, but a few 
chuckles, outside the hearing of the jury, of course, 
are sometimes forgivable. 

The Chronicle, on February 8, expressed the view 

that the Watergate Affair had a "basic flaw:" 

The end of present criminal proceedings in the 
Watergate trial left a sense of incompleteness 
insofar as the whole story was concerned . . . 

. . . the real problem remains what it has been 
from the beginning: Any attempt to establish "the 
whole story" is undercut by the basic flaw of the 
case's political nature. 

The motive of all sides, all participants, all 
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who pose questions and all who answer--or don't 
answer--are suspect in this case and always have been. 

. . . we believe the Nixon administration and the 
Republican Party owe the people a broader and more 
comprehensive summation and explanation of the Water
gate affair and attendant matters. 

We also believe there is no amount or degree of 
such explaining which could ever satisfy the anti-
administration political appetites in this. That is 
an unfortunate bedevilment for the Republicans but 
they brought it on themselves; it wasn't, after all, 
the Democrats who got caught bugging the opposition. 

The editorial then continued and expressed a view 

similar to that held by the Caller. The Chronicle said: 

Much has been made of the fact that this case has 
seemed to stir the public so little. This has always 
had somewhat of a hollow sound to it; it should come 
as no surprise to anyone that the public recognizes 
the politically-flawed nature of the affair, given the 
facts as now known. 

This roadblock to "the whole story" may never be 
surmounted. And our political system will be the 
poorer for it. 



CHAPTER V 

THE PRESIDENT SPEAKS OUT 

In the spring of 1973» the Watergate tide of dis

closures adverse to the administration was swelling. In 

addition, there were daily confrontations with Congress 

over the President's impoundment of funds for congression-

ally authorized programs; over the dismantling of OEO— 

which newspages of the Caller later (June 17, 1973, page 

2A) called "a classic exercise in legislative versus 

administrative power"; over the secret bombing of Cambodia; 

and particularly over executive privilege. 

In addition there were questions of fund manipu

lation by the CRP. On May 10, Mitchell and Stans were 

among those indicted on federal charges of influence 

peddling, conspiracy and perjury in regard to a $200,000 

donation made to CRP by Robert L. Vesco who reportedly was 

seeking, at the time of the donation, assistance in regard 

to a Security and Exchange Commission investigation of his 

financial operation. (Both men later were acquitted.) 

Some figures related to Watergate were speaking 

out publicly and, before the end of April, at least a 

score of men high in the administration or in the Com

mittee to Re-Elect the President had been tainted by 

47 



48 

Watergate. These included the two former Cabinet members, 

Mitchell and Stans, Nixon's chief of staff H. R. Haldeman 

and his chief domestic adviser John D. Ehrlichman, Acting 

FBI Director L. Patrick Gray, Nixon's personal attorney 

Kalmbach, White House counsel John W. Dean III, Deputy 

CRP Director Jeb Stuart Magruder, CRP attorney Kenneth 

Parkinson, former Deputy Attorney General Robert C. Mardian 

and Frederick LaRue who were both aides to Mitchell at the 

CRP, Segretti, Haldeman aide Gordon Strachan, Ehrlichman 

aide David Young and former aide E^il Krogh, White House 

counsel Charles Colson and former presidential appoint

ments secretary Herbert Porter. 

The seeds of issues to be studied later by the 

House Judiciary Committee considering the impeachment of 

President Nixon sprouted in the Washington springtime of 

1973» but, because there were so many issues, not all can 

be considered in this limited study. Instead three events 

have been selected because they show the trend of editorial 

opinion in regard to the President and Watergate. These 

are the hearings held by the Senate Judiciary Committee 

on the nomination of L. Patrick Gray as director of the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation; the end of the Pentagon 

Papers trial; and the President's speech of April 30. 

The question of executive privilege—basic to the 

entire Watergate affair—was raised in the Senate hearings 
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on Gray's appointment to succeed the late FBI director, 

J. Edgar Hoover, who died May 2, I972. The President 

refused to allow any members of the White House staff to 

testify at these hearings. He said March 15 that "if the 

Senate feels that they want a court test, we would welcome 

it." 

For a brief period, the President invoked this 

executive privilege to cover all 2.5 million employes of 

the Executive Branch. This message was delivered April 

10, 1973. l3y Attorney General Richard Kleindienst in a 

meeting with three Senate subcommittees, each of which had 

requested testimony. Kleindienst told the Senators that 

"you've got all kinds of remedies," noting that Congress 

could "cut off our funds, abolish most of what we do, or 

impeach the President." 

To this Sen. J. William Fulbright, D-Ark., said, 

"I never heard anybody talk like that before." The 

Arkansas senator, who headed the Foreign Relations Com

mittee, said that "the power to withhold testimony is 

the power to strangle Congress." The President relaxed 

his position April 17 when he said that "all members of 

the White House staff will appear voluntarily when 

requested by the committee. The committee ground rules 

as adopted totally preserve the doctrine of separation 

of powers." 

TEXAS TECH HORARY 
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By this time Gray's fate was sealed, however, and 

he was not allowed to succeed Hoover. He resigned as acting 

FBI director April 27 and William D. Ruckelshaus was named 

temporary successor. 

Gray's appearance before the committee was an 

embarrassment for the administration, especially on March 

22 when he testified that Dean "probably" lied to FBI 

agents investigating Watergate. 

On April 28, new embarrassment came from Los Angeles 

where, in the midst of the Pentagon Papers trial. Judge 

Byrne announced the discovery that some of the Watergate 

burglars also had burglarized, in 1971» the office of Ells-

berg's psychiatrist. Dr. Lewis Fielding, in Beverly Hills, 

Calif. Hunt and Liddy were involved in this effort—later 

referred to as the Ellsberg burglary—to find psychiatric 

files relating to Pentagon Papers defendant Ellsberg. On 

May 1, Byrne announced from the bench that he had been 

approached April 5 by Ehrlichman regarding his (Byrne's) 

possible appointment as FBI director. On May 11 Byrne 

dismissed the case because of what he called "extraordinary 

misconduct by the government" which had "irreparably 

damaged the defendants' right to a fair trial." 

The President had first spoken out in regard to 

Watergate on August 29, 1972. At that time he said that 
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Dean had made an investigation and, he added: 

I can say categorically that his investigation 
indicates that no one in the White House staff, no 
one in the administration, presently employed, was 
involved in this very bizarre incident. 

On October 3, the President said that no one on the 

White House staff at the time of Dean's investigation "was 

involved or had knowledge of the Watergate matter." 

At a hastily called news conference April 17, 

President Nixon read two statements, one of which said: 

On March 21, as a result of serious charges which 
came to my attention, some of which were publicly 
reported, I began intensive new inquiries into this 
whole matter: . . . I can report today that there 
have been major developments in the case concerning 
which it would be improper to be more specific now, 
except to say that real progress has been made in 
finding the truth. . . I condemn any attempts to 
cover up this case, no matter who is involved. 

Charges were mounting so rapidly, however, that on 

April 25 the Dallas News said editorially that it seemed 

that "nearly everybody up to and including the President's 

preacher is advising him to get the Watergate thing out 

in the open and over with." The editorial continued: 

With the Congress weak, divided and irresponsible, 
Americans have come to depend on the presidency to 
translate their wishes into policy and action. Today 
the preoccupation with the Watergate incident is crip
pling to the ability of the chief executive to fulfill 
that function, endangering the confidence of the public 
upon which he must rely. 

The President cannot afford to let this mess drag 
on. Neither can the country. 
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Five days later, when the President did speak out, 

he said he did not know of the political espionage or the 

attempted cover-up of the 1972 Watergate case, but he 

accepted full responsibility for it. He also had accepted, 

he said, the resignations of Haldeman, Ehrlichman and Klein

dienst and had dismissed Dean. He named Elliot Richardson, 

who had been Secretary of Defense, to the post of Attorney 

General with the authority to engage a special prosecutor 

for the Watergate case. The President said: 

As the investigations went forward I repeatedly 
asked those conducting the investigation whether there 
was any reason to believe that members of my administra
tion were in any way involved. I received repeated 
assurances that there were not.. . . Because I believed 
the reports I was getting, because I had faith in the 
persons from whom I was getting them, I discounted the 
stories in the press. 

Some people, including Congressmen, were more dis

turbed by the stories in the press than the President 

appeared to be. During the hearings regarding Gray's 

nomination, they asked questions about the FBI's Watergate 

investigation and were not always satisfied with the answers. 

The Gray hearings had begun on a brighter note. On January 

1, the Austin American-Statesman had approved Gray's 

appointment: 

In a brief seven months L. Patrick Gray III has 
worked efficiently and well as acting director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. . . . 

Gray . . . has moved not only efficiently, but 
with considerable tact. In the process, he has managed 
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to burnish the already bright image of the nation's 
leading investigative agency. 

Such a display of ability under pressure during 
a difficult period of transition has earned Gray his 
appointment as permanent director of the FBI. 

As the Gray nomination began to run into trouble, 

the News on February 21 observed: 

Democratic members of the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee are holding Gray captive on political charges 
while wringing all the political dividends they can 
out of the Watergate incident—about which he knows 
more than he'll tell, they declare. 

They are trying to make Gray's confirmation con
tingent on Nixon's agreeing to send his legal counselor, 
John Dean, to testify on Watergate. Dean did the White 
House's own investigation of the bugging and, of course, 
talked with Gray. The nominal demand is that he tell 
what Gray told him. 

The actual aim is to deluge him with questions on 
Watergate--all nominally relevant to Gray's confirma
tion, but intended primarily to convict Gray, Dean, 
Nixon and Republicans generally of political espionage. 

The Chronicle spoke of the executive privilege issue 

on March 16. This editorial referred, also, to the Senate 

committee's vote to "invite" Dean to testify, but it took 

a broad view of the issue. The editorial found that "the 

political overtones are obvious" as "they are in much of 

the rest of the President vs. Congress disputes being so 

grandly advertised as 'constitutional crises'." The 

Chronicle said: 

Congress seeks a political club with which to 
beat the executive over the head and the executive is 
not going to pass over the weapon . . . 

Neither side comes into this dispute with clean 
hands. 
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An executive department which claims absolute 
right of confidentiality for the President's aides 
has on the other hand, claimed a right to interrogate 
a senator's aide. In the separate and equal doctrine 
of our government's branches, that senator's right of 
confidentiality seems as valid as the President's. 

The reference was to an aide to Sen. Mike Gravel, 

D-Alaska, who was requested to testify before a grand jury 

about Gravel's role in the release of the Pentagon Papers. 

The editorial concluded: 

Is it any wonder, then, that there is an inclina
tion to take a slightly cynical view when such politi
cal disputes are set forth as holy missions to rescue 
the grail of constitutional separation of powers. 

The Caller on March 11 had recited Gray's background, 

including his speeches in behalf of Nixon's 1972 candidacy. 

"If Gray is confirmed," said the Caller, a "pattern may be 

set wherein each new president routinely replaces the FBI 

director along with replacing members of the preceding 

Cabinet." In view of testimony that would be developed 

during the Senate Watergate Committee hearings, however, 

a Caller editorial of March 23 is of special interest. The 

Caller then said: 

The Nixon administration does not seem to be 
greatly concerned with the question of whether L. 
Patrick Gray is approved or rejected as permanent 
director of the FBI. The administration is playing 
with Gray as if he were a yo-yo. 

Gray's fault is that he has been too faithful to 
President Nixon. In the process he has permitted 
politics to intrude in an office that had been 
strictly insulated from politics by his predecessor. 
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Facts on File (1973. P. 623E3) later reported 

that during the July Watergate hearings, Sen. Lowell 

Weicker, R-Conn., drew from Ehrlichman the fact that the 

President abandoned L. Patrick Gray when his nomination as 

FBI director ran into trouble in the Senate. Ehrlichman 

admitted before the committee that he had said that the 

White House "ought to let him [Gray] hang there, let him 

twist slowly, slowly in the wind." 

The Avalanche-Journal. on April 7, said of Gray 

that "without the 'Watergate rumble,' his chances would 

not have been bad at all." The editorial continued: 

Much of the opposition, as it has been in several 
recent confirmation cases, was politically motivated 
or based on the grandstanding instincts of certain 
members of the Senate. Better men then Gray have 
dodged Presidential nominations rather than walk into 
the Senate confirmation grinder. It's simply too bad 
that more objective procedures can not be followed. 

In regard to the Pentagon Papers trial, the Caller 

on February 20 saw Judge Byrne as "furious" over the dis

covery that the government had failed to reveal evidence 

that might destroy the charges. Said the Caller: 

Frank A. Bartimo, assistant general counsel to the 
Defense Department, reported government surveys to 
determine if the Pentagon Papers revelations damaged 
national security. They did not. 

A trial is not a "sporting event," as the Supreme 
Court ruled in I963. Important evidence may not be 
suppressed on grounds it damages the prosecutor's case. 

. . . The Government's espionage case against 
Ellsberg and Russo now appears to be shot full of 
holes.. • . 

The Pentagon Papers revealed a secret pattern of 
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gradual involvement in Vietnam. Secrecy in government 
on such vital matters as war and peace affronts a 
democratic society. 

After the case was dismissed the other four news

papers spoke their editorial minds. The Avalanche-Journal 

May 15 said: 

Involved were illegal wiretapping of Ellsberg 
conversations, burglary of the office of his psychi
atrist, rumors of an attempt to influence the judge. 
Why the White House, which was understandably worried 
about the Pentagon Papers leak and other security 
breaches,did not go through strictly legal investiga
tive channels is a real mystery. 

Regardless of associated issues, including free
dom of the press, one fact in the case is clear enough. 

That is that Ellsberg and Russo were legitimately 
charged with conspiracy, espionage and theft. The 
charges are dismissed but the defendants have been 
declared neither innocent nor guilty. Justice has not 
been served. 

On the same day the Houston Chronicle found that 

"of all those connected with the Pentagon Papers trial, 

the one who most clearly followed the correct course of 

action was Judge Klatt Byrne, who tossed the matter out of 

court." This editorial found the defendants "were wrong" 

and then went on to cite the series of irregularities. 

Finally, the Chronicle said: 

. . . the real issues of the case . . . remain 
unresolved. Instead, the judicial process was 
thwarted by governmental misconduct. There can be 
little pleasure in that. 

. . . Under the circumstances, no other course 
was open. 

The following day. May I6, the American-Statesman 

said: 
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Watergate is not justifiable, theft of government 
documents is not justifiable and illegal means to 
reach an ethical end are not justifiable. 

In the United States, two wrongs still do not make 
a right. 

The Dallas News on IVIay 16 did not comment specifi

cally on the end of the trial, but it did have an editorial 

on official surveillance reported in the context of Water

gate. In that editorial, the News said: 

^In the case of the Pentagon papers, there were 
individuals who not only took secret information 
intrusted to them and broadcast it to the world but 
boasted about their deed. 

In saner times, there would be little question 
raised if the FBI and the nation's counterespionage 
forces took a decided interest in the activities of 
people who want to steal and reveal classified 
information. 

To the President's April 30 speech there was 

immediate and strong response. The Dallas News had said 

on April I9 that "Watergate remains, in its essentials, 

the third-rate burglary it was first called." The Presi

dent's speech, however, acknowledged the burglary's 

growing political proportions. 

The first to respond was the Caller which on May 

1 said that "President Nixon bit the unsavory bullet 

labelled 'Watergate'" and "delivered a fervent appeal for 

a restoration of faith in the integrity of his administra

tion, so badly shaken over the past few weeks." The 

editorial concluded: 

The President's ability to lead the nation has 



58 

been compromised, and he recognizes this. Only the 
most rigorous of investigations into every nook and 
cranny of Watergate will suffice to restore confidence 
completely. The President has made a start on the 
road back, but there's a long way yet to travel. 

On May 2 the Dallas News recognized that the 

"Watergate buck did indeed stop" at the Oval office. The 

News commented further: 

For the past several weeks Watergate has mono
polized the spotlight of the national press and 
paralyzed the operation of the national capital at 
a time when there are major problems that urgently 
require the attention of the country and its political 
leadership.. . . 

Whether the President's clean-house speech will 
serve to end the preoccupation with Watergate and 
turn attention to these matters [energy, foreign 
relations, inflation] we do not presume to know. . . . 

Above all, it is vital that the air be cleared so 
that the nation and its leaders can get on with the 
work that must be done this year. 

Also on May 2, the Chronicle said that the Presi

dent "did not succeed by any means in closing the topic of 

Watergate." The editorial continued: 

We do not believe that, considering the serious
ness of the charges involved and the length of time 
this matter has already interfered with affairs of 
state, that this subject can be left solely with sub
ordinates, as the President indicated . . . he would 
like to do. 

While we recognize the urgency of the topics 
awaiting action . . . we urge him to keep in close 
touch with all facets of the investigation into this 
scandal until all doubts are cleared. 

The President struck the proper note when he said 
that public faith in the office of the presidency is 
a necessity. He must do that which is necessary to 
restore faith. 
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Watergate is going to be with us for quite a while 
yet, even though . . . a large segment of the public 
has become bored with the topic. The President said 
justice will be done, and not until that day arrives, 
and only after a full disclosure of the facts surround
ing the Watergate incident, will the books be closed. 

On May 3, the Avalanc he-Journal wrote: 

Now that President Nixon has accepted responsibility 
for the entire Watergate scandal, it is time for a bit 
of sorting out by every observer who wishes to be fair 
and to try to get a proper perspective on what seems 
to be the truth. 

First, it should be noted that "responsibility" 
is not the same as "blame." Mr. Nixon has not accepted 
blame. . . . 

There is, of course, plenty of blame in the "caper," 
but assigning it to those who have been convicted and 
to those still to be indicted is a difficult task, one 
which seems likely to be a long-drawn-out one. 

[The President] commented that he had spent too 
much time on the case, and now would like to turn to 
more important matters. 

That he should do. And there should be a muting 
of "impeachment" talk, except by the usual irresponsi-
bles. Sen. Sam Ervin . . . and Sen. Barry Goldwater 
. . . have spoken of it, but they can now explain that 
the references were "hypothetical." 

The Presidency and the nation are going to survive. 
Count on it. 

The American-Statesman said on May 4 that: 

. . . absolute power still corrupts as it has 
tended to do in previous administrations. The Presi
dent, of course, needs strong aides who can command 
the loyalties and performance of the sprawling 
agencies of government. 

But he also needs the independent judgment and 
competition of ideas which come with decentralization. 
It is as important to develop the upward flow of 
information and thought in government as it is to 
command from the top. 

Decentralizing authority and responsibility 
lessens the chances for such ridiculous political 
maneuvers as the Watergate affair. It also helps 
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promote public confidence in the political system, 
now at a low point. The task of restructuring White 
House offices should be accomplished with this in 
mind. 

The Senate Watergate Committee hearings were about 

to begin, but before they did four of the five newspapers 

had taken stands which were to be reflected repeatedly in 

Watergate related editorials during the coming months. 

On April 30, the Avalanche-Journal headed an edi

torial with "Keep Watergate In Perspective." The editorial 

dealt with Watergate, the economy and foreign affairs. 

"Perhaps there are those in Washington," the editorial 

said, "who think the latest scandal will take the nation's 

mind off an even more pressing problem, the economy." 

It continued: 

It should be clear that the Watergate should be 
judged on two major points—find the guilty parties 
who were actually involved, let the law take its 
course, promptly, severely. Then, find those who were 
guilty of planning and covering up the circumstances, 
including those in top-level positions who lied, and 
punish them likewise. Mr. Nixon obviously has no 
choice except to "clean house" of those in this cate
gory, however close friend or political ally. 

But to equate Watergate's repercussions with the 
U.S. commitments abroad, to standing up to Red terror 
when and where necessary, to doing what is best for 
the nation regardless, is the height of insanity. 

On the May 6 editorial page of the Caller-Times 

Editor and Publisher Edward H. Harte, in a signed column, 

said that he had come back from Washington the week before 

with "a sense that we're entering an exceedingly critical 
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period in the history of our country. Watergate and the 

loss of confidence in government which has flowed from it," 

he said, "are going to strain the cohesiveness of our 

society, perhaps as it has not been strained since the 

Civil War." He said he came back from the capital with 

these impressions: 1) events are out of control; 2) govern

ment in all but the most routine services is paralyzed; 

3) a special prosecutor will be named; 4) a knight in 

shining armor will be brought into the White House; 

5) there is a good chance that Nixon will either resign or 

be impeached; 6) these developments will shock and divide 

the nation. Harte continued: 

Nixon may resign or be impeached. Nobody, or 
almost nobody, really wants to see any president of 
the United States impeached. People, even in as poli
tical a city as Washington, don't even want to talk 
about it. But I found nobody experienced in Washing
ton's ways who did not return to this cataclysmic 
outcome as at least a possibility. 

Yet the drama must be played out. If laws have 
been broken, those who did it must be punished, no 
matter who they are. Any other course would be to 
repudiate our own basic principles as an open society 
governed by laws, and would institutionalize in our 
political practices the Mafia mentality and morality 
typified by the Watergate affair. 

In a lengthy editorial on the same page, the 

Caller-Times said: 

In his speech on the Watergate scandals. Presi
dent Nixon gave credit to "the system" for exposing 
the wrongdoing. And he indicated he may recommend 
changes in law or practices to^prevent any recurrence 
of such wholesale political chicanery. 
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Yet changes in "the system" pursued by the admin
istration almost from the date of its birth might 
have, if realized, prevented just the exposure of 
wrongdoing which has now taken place. 

The editorial said that the "President has been at 

war with Congress over the balance of powers issue" and 

has with his administration "conducted a running battle 

with the press." The President sought "before continued 

secrecy on Watergate became impossible" to extend the 

definition of executive privilege "to extraordinary lengths." 

The editorial continued: 

All of these things could have, if completely 
successful, hidden the facts of Watergate forever. 
For it was a finally bestirred Congress, an aggressive, 
free and inquiring press, and the threat of a constitu
tional battle over executive privilege raised by the 
Senate committee investigating Watergate which finally 
pulled the stopper. 

Those things, and a federal judge, John Sirica, 
who practiced not "judicial restraint" (the goal of 
the administration) but judicial vigor in refusing to 
accept the prosecution and conviction of the Watergate 
Seven as the final word in the case. 

"The system" indeed has functioned well in Water
gate, but it's not "the system" the President and his 
advisers have had in mind for America. The system 
has continued to function in spite of, not because of, 
efforts from the White House. 

On May 16, a Chronicle editorial bore the head, "A 

time to watch, wait." It reflected a theme to be repeated 

frequently in Chronicle editorial comment: 

We are concerned about the inordinate amount of 
conclusion-jumping and doomsaying in connection with 
the Watergate scandal in Washington. 

Instead of assuming guilt, we believe there 
should be a calm determination to discover and 
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consider all the facts. 
Instead of a competition in dire predictions, we 

call for recognition that our system of government is 
healthy and functioning as it should. 

. . . there is every reason we should avoid pre
conceived notions about any individual at any level of 
government. . . . This is a time to wait and watch. 

On May 18, the Dallas News published an editorial 

which to a great extent reflected a view that would be 

repeated in various contexts for the coming year. The 

News said: 

It is highly unlikely that anyone will accuse 
[Sen.] Barry Goldwater of being either a liberal or 
a professional Nixon critic. Therefore when he advises 
the administration to pull itself together and get 
back to work, he has something in mind other than 
joining in the get-Nixon vendetta.. . . 

In case anyone has forgotten—and many in Washing
ton seem to have done just that—a few months ago an 
overwhelming majority of American people voted to 
employ Richard Milhous Nixon to preside over the 
government of the country for four more years. They 
picked him over another applicant for the job and, 
as it is more than probable, that they would make the 
same pick today, Watergate or no Watergate. 

. . . we agree with Goldwater when he says, Mr. 
President, you applied for the job, you got the job, 
so do the job. 



CHAPTER VI 

WATERGATE COMMITTEE HEARINGS 

Although the break-in at the Democratic National 

Headquarters took place in June, 1972, the late spring and 

early summer of 1973 could more aptly be called the Summer 

of Watergate. In the truest sense of the word Watergate 

related news proliferated, and so did editorial comment. 

The Senate Select Committee on Presidential Cam

paign Activities began its publicly televised hearings May 

17. Its shortened name was the Senate Watergate Committee, 

and the hearings took on also the name of the committee 

chairman, Sam J. Ervin, Jr., of North Carolina. Other mem

bers of the committee were Democratic Senators Herman E. 

Talmadge of Georgia, Joseph M. Montoya of New Mexico, and 

Daniel K. Inouye of Hawaii, and Republican Senators Howard 

H. Baker, Jr., of Tennessee, Edward J. Gurney of Florida 

and Lowell P. Weicker, Jr., of Connecticut. 

On May 18, Attorney General Richardson announced 

his choice of Harvard Law Professor Archibald Cox as 

special Watergate prosecutor. On July 9f Kansas City 

Police Chief Clarence Kelly became FBI director. On 

September 20, Ruckelshaus' appointment as deputy attorney 
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general under Richardson was confirmed. In the White 

House personnel reshuffle, Alexander Haig, an Army general, 

replaced Haldeman as White House chief of staff. Melvin 

Laird, a former congressman and former Secretary of Defense, 

took over duties as chief adviser to the President for 

domestic affairs» 

There was another shift in the wind. Although it 

was not Watergate related it had a profound effect on the 

presidency. On August 6, Vice President Spiro Agnew's 

office said Agnew had been informed that he was under inves

tigation for possible violations of the criminal statutes. 

The President commented on the abundance of Water

gate news July 20 when he said, "Let others wallow in 

Watergate, we are going to do our job." But the volume of 

news grew. On July 31, Rep. Robert P. Drinan, D-Mass., 

introduced a resolution in the House calling for Richard 

Nixon's impeachment because of the "recent revelation that 

President Nixon conducted a totally secret air war in Cam

bodia for 14 months prior to April 30, 1973-" 

In Washington there was grand jury action, court 

action, the Watergate hearings and congressional hearings 

on other matters which would come to be classified as 

abuse of power by the executive branch. Investigations 

into the President's personal and campaign finances 

continued. 



All of the news was not exclusively the domain of 

Washington correspondents. Bits and pieces cropped up 

around the country--from Texas and Iowa reports of illegal 

dairymen's contributions and from other states reports of 

illegal corporate contributions; from California reports 

on the hard-to-understand financial dealings surrounding 

the purchase and alterations of the President's San Clemente 

estate; and from other locations reports of illegal sur

veillance echoing the techniques of the Watergate burglars. 

From page one to the back page, a reader could find 

the lengthening shadow of Watergate. For instance, on page 

12D of the Caller June 1, the Associated Press in Miami 

reported that a U.S. District judge, William Mehrtens, 

announced he had suppressed wiretaps showing "overwhelming" 

evidence of guilt in eleven federal gambling, narcotics and 

bribery cases from several states—all of which had been 

consolidated for a single hearing on one wiretapping issue. 

It was a ruling that could have been completely separated 

from the Watergate break-in except for the implications in 

the comments of Judge Mehrtens who said that the evidence 

was suppressed because former Attorney General John 

Mitchell "believed he could ignore the express command 

of Congress" in allowing illegal authorization for the 

wiretapping. The judge said: 
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The blame for this waste of public resources . . . 
lies squarely in the office of the attorney general 
of the United States . . . it is especially important 
that the law not be bent or ignored in the name of 
expediency by the highest enforcement officers in the 
c ountry. 

In a government of laws, the very existence of the 
government is imperiled if it fails to observe the laws 
scrupulously. When the government becomes a law breaker, 
it breeds contempt for laws. Against such pernicious 
conduct, this court resolutely sets its face. 

Judge Mehrtens was speaking to precisely the same 

issue to which the senators on the Watergate Committee were 

addressing themselves. 

The major focus from May 17 until the Committee 

recessed August 7» however, was on the Ervin hearings. Of 

the Watergate related editorials in the five newspapers 

under study during Phase I of the hearings, more than two-

thirds were commentaries on Watergate Committee activities. 

Two witnesses gave testimony of particular importance. The 

President's former counsel, John W, Dean III, involved 

Richard Nixon in the cover-up of Watergate. Alexander 

Butterfield, formerly a Haldeman aide and at the time of 

the hearings the head of the Federal Aviation Administra

tion, revealed July 16, that all presidential conversa

tions in several locations had been taped. The locations 

were the Oval Office, Nixon's office in the Executive 

Office Building (EOB), the telephone in the Lincoln Room 

of the White House, and the President's lodge at Camp 
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David, Md. 

The importance of Dean's testimony was forecast 

before he appeared. The Caller reported June 12 a letter 

to Dean from U.S. Attorney Harold Titus, denying Dean 

immunity for testimony before the Watergate Committee. In 

the letter, written May 22, Titus accused Dean of being 

at the center of a very "profound kind of corruption" and 

"fostering a pervasive scheme to obstruct justice." 

It is important to recall a few of Dean's state

ments. He testified, for instance, on June 25 that the 

President failed to heed Dean's warning that the Watergate 

case was "a cancer growing on the presidency." In a 245-

page prepared statement he indicated the President knew 

of the cover-up as early as September 15 following the 

June break-in. Dean said he had not conducted an investi

gation or reported to the President as the President had 

told the nation August 29, 1972. President Nixon had, he 

said, discussed hush money for the Watergate defendants 

with him as well as executive clemency for Hunt. These 

discussions took place, said Dean, on March 13 and prior 

to that date. Among the 47 documents Dean submitted in 

support of his evidence was a memo dated August 16, 1971, 

discussing a game plan "to screw our political enemies" 

with such tactics as harassing tax audits by the IRS. He 
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also submitted a political "enemies list" compiled by the 

White House for use in persuading the IRS and other agen

cies to provide embarrassing information about the individ

uals seen as opposed to the administration. The tenor and 

impact of Dean's testimony can be seen in these statements. 

The day Dean's testimony ended, June 27, Frederick 

LaRue, a political strategist for the CRP, made a surprise 

appearance in a Washington U.S. district court and pleaded 

guilty to conspiring to obstruct justice. He was the first 

person charged in the cover-up and his statement said, "I 

was the recipient of several deliveries of cash which, at 

various times, I was called upon to distribute to a number 

of persons in satisfaction of commitments made by others to 

the defendants in the Watergate trial." LaRue's action 

tended to support Dean. 

On the other hand, the White House issued a state

ment—prepared by special counsel J. Fred Buzhardt—which 

was read to Dean during the hearings by Sen. Inouye. This 

statement said, in part: 

Dean's activity in the cover-up also made him, 
perhaps unwittingly, the principal author of the 
political and constitutional crisis Watergate now 
epitomizes.. . . The political problem has been mag
nified a thousandfold because the truth is coming to 
light so belatedly, because of insinuation that the 
White House was a party to the cover-up, and above all, 
because the White House was led to say things about 
Watergate that since have been found to have been 
untrue. These added consequences were John Dean's 
doing. 
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Editors, like the rest of the American people, were 

left with the decision of whom to believe. 

The tapes could show the degree of presidential 

complicity or lack of it in virtually any situation. 

Butterfield's disclosure was one of the few which was not 

leaked to the press before the televised hearings. It was, 

in Watergate terms, a "bombshell." Butterfield said that 

the only people who knew about the taping were himself, 

Nixon, Haldeman, aide Lawrence Higby, Haig, special assis

tant to the President Stephen Bull, Butterfield's secretary, 

and members of the Secret Service who maintained the equip

ment. He said he mentioned the taping because he thought 

the committee had learned of it from earlier witnesses. 

The Watergate Committee and Special Prosecutor Cox 

requested tapes and other documents from the White House, 

but requests were met with the objection of confidentiality 

and executive privilege. Cox went to the courts to obtain 

certain tapes, and U.S. District Judge John J. Sirica 

August 29 ruled in favor of the special prosecutor. The 

White House asked for a hearing before the entire nine 

members of the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Issues arising out of the hearings which brought 

editorial comment included campaign reform, abuse of 

power by the executive branch—including abuses by the 
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CIA, the FBI, IRS, Secret Service, admissions of perjury 

and payoffs, illegal electronic and other surveillance, 

reported promises of executive clemency for burglars, des

truction of evidence, and questions of national security. 

The abundance of Watergate related news was one 

indication that the nation was swept up in the affair. 

This in itself was an aspect for editorial comment. 

The Avalanche-Journal wanted no "circus hearings" 

according to a May 19 editorial comment: 

The Watergate hearings are off and running. . . . 
It is conceivable that Sen. Sam Ervin . . . will be 
able to hold the reins in check and conduct a most 
objective series of hearings. . . . 

But it is also a possibility . . . that the hear
ings . . . might evolve into a "circus like" atmosphere. 

. . . . . 0 0 0 0 . . o . . . * . . * . * • > < > ' > * 

The point is that in the mass of testimony, ques
tioning and charges which is going to pour forth, the 
American public owes it to itself to weigh all the 
facts, as well as the source of opinions. 

The jury—including the ones which later will 
actually try those charged—should remain out until 
all the facts are in. 

The Chronicle echoed the caution May 25: 

At least three committees of the United States 
Senate and at least five federal grand juries are 
investigating this whole affair, and the American 
people should wait until all the facts are in before 
pronouncing verdicts. 

On May 24, the American-Statesman warned that the 

success or failure of congressional investigating com

mittees historically "has been a mixed bag." The Austin 

paper said: 
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The hearings, if conducted so as not to interfere 
with the parallel judicial processes in connection with 
Watergate can . . . help Americans to reach the bottom 
of the Watergate barrel to remove every last rotten 
apple. 

There is the possibility, of course, that the 
committee can descend into the mire of pure partisan
ship. In doing so it can compound the evils of Water
gate at the worst. 

The Caller found "some public argument over the 

necessity or the propriety of the Watergate hearing by a 

Senate committee." But in the Caller's view: 

The lesson being taught the American people, we 
hope, is that we have just witnessed a deliberate and 
sustained effort to corrupt the democratic process. 
When the people realize this, they will be on their 
guard. They will demand standards of honor and morality 
in political campaigns. They will vote against those 
who think, or by their actions show, contempt for 
election laws or customs and traditions. 

If the Senate Watergate hearing awakens the Ameri
can people to the peril of corruption of their elec
tions, then it will have served a high and worthy 
purpose. 

The Dallas News was strongly critical June 8: 

Sam Ervin, Watergate majordomo, talking: "The 
American people are entitled to find out what actually 
happened without having to wait while justice travels 
on leaden feet." 

A remarkable statement by a former judge. It was 
Ervin's reason for turning down a request by . . . 
Cox that the Senate hearings be delayed until after 
criminal proceedings are over with. Ervin also said 
that federal prosecutors have had a year to do their 
work--that we^re entitled to a quicker delivery of 
"the truth." 

Several commentaries are in order. First . . . 
in many ways, Cox must start from scratch. He has 
had a few days, not a year. ^ , ̂  ̂  

Second: "The truth" that Ervm is so hot to es
tablish won't involve a formal finding and a verdict 
. . . The hearings will have the country as the jury, 
and the jury is already hopelessly split. 
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Third: What does a renowned constitutionalist 
like Ervin mean in talking about justice moving on 
leaden feet--that it must seek a truth subject to a 
great many more tests of fact than his anything-goes 
Senate hearings? 

Well, Ervin has already said that the hearings 
are more important than sending people to jail. Since 
neither due process nor formal justice are worth much 
in his view of the proceedings, we are entitled to 
ask, more important to whom? The Democrats? 

The Chronicle, by July 12, was bearing down heavi

ly on committee procedures which had allowed crowd response. 

The editorial said: 

. . . While the Watergate hearing is not a trial, 
it is a formal, official proceeding of the U.S. Senate. 
The reputation of those testifying is at stake, perhaps 
even their freedom. The hearing is dealing with com
plicated matters of utmost importance to the nation. 
For these subjects to be dealt with in less than serious 
atmosphere is outrageous. . . . 

Sen. Ervin has the authority to control the Senate 
hearing room, to set the tone for the conduct of the 
hearings. His is the hand that holds the gavel. We 
respectfully recommend that he use it more frequently. 

The reaction to testimony brought few editorials 

which dealt with specifics, maybe because there were so 

many specifics catalogued in the evidence or perhaps be

cause the broad issues were viewed as more important. 

Jeb Stuart Magruder's testimony revealed an atti

tude that he held that did bring editorial reaction. The 

American-Statesman on June 26 referred editorially to 

Magruder's observation. The former CRP deputy director 

"spoke of a 'certain atmosphere* that developed in the 

White House, the feeling that if the dissenters [to the 
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Vietnam war] could break the law, then it was legitimate 

to fight fire with fire." The editorial continued: 

None of this, of course is any defense whatsoever. 
It also ignores the vast difference between the acti
vities of the anti-war dissenters which, for the most 
part were public and open, were not aimed at denying 
anyone's civil liberties and invited punishment, and 
those of the Watergate conspirators, which were secret, 
were a betrayal of public trust and were capped with 
elaborate attempts to cover up and evade responsibility 
and punishment. 

Nevertheless, Magruder's testimony is the first 
real evidence we have had of the deeper effects of 
the years of dissent. 

It will remain for historians to judge which was 
responsible for inflicting the most grievous wound on 
the body of American democracy—Watergate or the 
righteous lawlessness of the 1960s. 

The Chronicle called IVlagruder's a "phony excuse." 

The Chronicle, a June 20 editorial said, "would like to 

nail it for what it is, not only legally and morally out

rageous but also phony even in its supposed concept." The 

editorial concluded: 

Just because [the protesters] broke the law openly 
doesn't make the protesters' actions defensible in 
any way. But if there is going to be an argument in 
this country over the relative moralities of subvert
ing the law, the weight of the evidence is clearly 
going to be on the side of those who at least did it 
in public fashion. To try to equate one with the 
other only further exposes the essential falseness of 
the entire line of thought. 

The hold which the Watergate hearings had on the 

country was indicated in the Dallas News' commentary on 

Dean's testimony. Referring to the June visit of Soviet 
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leader Leonid Breshnev to the United States, the News said 

on June 29: 

In the Watergate confusion, do you believe Mr. 
Dean or Mr. Nixon? That's the question of the hour 
and the American psychosis of the hour in the wake of 
a world event going begging in our own press: The 
Breshnev summit. 

Were it not for Watergate, that summit would be 
holding the headlines and calling on the best energies 
of our columnists to explore its dimensions. 

None of this is to suggest that Dean's testimony 
is irrelevant or even untrue. It is only to point out 
that we have time for nothing else, no time even for 
a separate look at a great achievement for peace. 
The summit and the trail that led to it are left to 
foreigners to evaluate and explore. 

The Avalanche-Journal on July 1 also spoke of the 

Dean testimony: 

How John Wo Dean III . . . came off depends on 
several things, many of them yet to be resolved. 

We feel more intense questioning, more probing, 
more "follow through" when a question is not fully 
answered, is necessary. Sen. Edward J. Gurney, R-Fla., 
fortunately has been most aggressive in this area. 

Since it is true the hearings will provide a basis 
for the public to render a verdict, then the public is 
entitled, not to a partisan approach, but a good hard-
nosed, no-nonsense handling of the whole matter. 

The Caller July 13 commented on the testimony of 

the CRP director and former attorney general, John N. 

Mitchell: 

The law-and-order image the Nixon administration 
tried to project as an election issue was tarnished 
this week by the testimony of John N. Mitchell, archi
tect of the campaign and the chief law-enforcer of 
the first Nixon term. 
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The amoral atmosphere that appears to have settled 
over the White House is being described in cold, calcu
lating, cynical detail. Mitchell's recital clearly 
doesn t square with a law-and-order campaign. His 
obvious creed in running that campaign was any means 
A?-,̂ S.®̂ *̂ -̂ "̂ '̂  ̂ ^ wonder things turned out so badly. 
All Nixon won was the election and, as of this week, 
it doesn't seem to have been worth it. 

Each of the five papers had comments on Butterfield's 

revelation of the White House taping system. The Chronicle 

and the Caller followed up on the testimony immediately 

with editorials July 18. Both believed the President would 

claim executive privilege. But the Chronicle said: 

To the extent that the presidential tapes deal with 
matters relevant to the breaking of the law, it would 
be preferable that they be made available to the pro
per parties. Executive privilege should not be used 
to suppress any evidence relating to violations of the 
law. 

The Watergate hearings have produced so much con
flicting testimony that no conclusions can be drawn 
even yet . . . 

The cloud of Watergate must be lifted, and the 
more facts available the better we will be able to 
draw the correct conclusions. 

"So now we have a Richard M. Nixon Oral History 

Project," said the Caller. "The Senate Watergate investi

gating committee has turned up some strange goings on, but 

few stranger than this." The Caller recognized the 

senators' desire to hear the tapes but felt that "quite 

likely their curiosity will not be satisfied" because of 

the claim of executive privilege and the separation-of-

powers doctrine. The editorial continued: 
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^ The Butterfield testimony is another link in the 
chain of circumstantial evidence that may prove guilt 
or innocence on the part of the President in connection 
with the Watergate break-in, the subsequent cover-up, 
and the strange tricks his associates resorted to 
during the 1972 campaign. 

The President's capacity to govern the country is 
the central issue now at stake. To do so he must take 
the American people into his confidence. He must ex
plain frankly and in detail all aspects of the Water
gate affair and related 1972 campaign incidents of 
which he has knowledge. 

The people of the United States need the Presi
dent's story. 

The Avalanche-Journal on July 25 saw that Nixon's 

refusal to release the tapes meant the coming of "that 

constitutional confrontation everyone had hoped would be 

avoided." The Lubbock paper said: 

But regardless of the legal ramifications, the 
President has boxed himself into a corner, insofar 
as public opinion may be concerned, by knowingly 
recording his conversations and then saying that the 
comments could be misinterpreted. 

If the President can find a way to restore public 
trust in himself, and to convince the people that 
they know the truth about Watergate without hearing 
the tapes, then he will have pulled off a miracle. 

Otherwise, the tapes apparently remain the "best 
evidence" of what went on at the White House regard
ing the coverup. 

The Dallas News' first comment on the tapes illus

trates a role in which editorial writers constantly found 

themselves as the Watergate mosaic fell into place. The 

writers instructed readers in the processes of govern

ment. The News discussed the separation of powers July 

28: 
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The country is now having a dramatic political 
science lesson, acted out before the background of 
the Watergate hearings and the subpoenas for presi
dential tapes. 

The subject is the principle of separation of 
powers. . . . 

In refusing Congress' demands for inside White 
House information, Nixon is not setting a precedent. 
. . . 

The doctrine of separation of powers means that 
the two great elective branches of our federal gov
ernment are answerable primarily to the people who 
elected them and not directly to each other. It is 
on that ground that President Nixon is making his 
stand and basing his refusal to surrender to Con
gress' demands. 

The American-Statesman July 3I capped the first 

round of editorial comments on the tapes disclosure with 

a touch of humor. The writer said: 

Human psychology being what it is, there is a 
foolproof way President Nixon could take the wind 
out of the Ervin Committee's sails, cut the ground 
from under his detractors and bury the subject of 
Watergate once and for all. 

Instead of getting up on his high horse of execu
tive privilege in answer to the Committee's request 
for the tapes . . . and certainly instead of taking 
it as an attempt to "get" him personally or politi
cally, he ought to commandeer three hours of prime 
time on all radio and television networks and play 
the darned tapes—unedited. . . . 

To be sure, listening to a president's private 
conversations would be a fascinating thing—for a 
few minutes. But to endure the long stretches of 
dullness . . . would require the stamina of a truly 
born eavesdropper. 

Most Americans would be asleep before the first 
hour was up. And there would be no reruns of the 
"Watergate tapes." 



CHAPTER VII 

THE SATURDAY NIGHT MASSACRE 

After more than a month of the Watergate hearings, 

on June 25, the Chronicle wanted to hear President Nixon's 

response to the accusations being made against the CRP, 

the Nixon administration and, by John Dean, against the 

President himself. Much of Dean's testimony had been re

vealed before he appeared before the Watergate Committee, 

and the unanswered questions were of deep national concern. 

The Houston newspaper said editorially: 

The Chronicle believes it is important that Presi
dent Nixon should, without delay, hold a full-scale 
and unrestricted news conference. 

There are questions in the public mind, particular
ly as regards any element of involvement by the Presi
dent in the Watergate affair, which are unanswered and 
will continue to inhibit any kind of normal operation 
of the executive branch until they have been cleared 
up. "̂  

The Chronicle's was not a lone voice and, on July 

3, a White House spokesman at San Clemente, quoted in an 

AP dispatch in the Caller, said the President "will speak 

out about the Watergate scandal when the Senate Watergate 

Committee completes the current phase of its probe." The 

President did speak out in a televised speech August 15. 

He urged that Watergate be turned over to the courts and 
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and that Congress get on with the country's business. 

On August 22, the President announced that Secre

tary of State William P. Rogers was resigning effective 

September 3 and that he was nominating Henry A. Kissinger 

to replace him. 

At a televised and radio broadcast news conference 

in Ssm Clemente that day President Nixon also answered 

questions about Watergate. Among other things the Presi

dent said that: 

Watergate was "water under the bridge"; he would 

not resign; he would get on with the "people's business"; 

he had confidence in Vice President Agnew's integrity; 

he predicted Haldeman and Ehrlichman eventually would be 

exonerated; he had ordered taping for an accurate record; 

until March, 1973» Dean had said there was not "a scintilla 

of evidence" that anyone in the White House was involved 

in Watergate; there was no attempt to influence the 

outcome of the Pentagon Papers trial; he would repeat his 

view of the Ellsberg burglary as illegal, unauthorized and 

"completely deplorable"; the late Presidents Kennedy and 

Johnson had ordered burglaries and wiretaps; and he would 

obey a "definitive" ruling of the Supreme Court on the 

question of access to the tapes. 

Most of the Watergate related news of this period 

was a clarification of earlier reports and testimony. 



81 

The peripheral news was not startling. The Caller report

ed October 10 that nearly forty lawsuits then in the courts 

involved the issue of the President's impoundment of funds. 

Costs related to Nixon's private residences were being 

questioned. For instance the Secret Service told a House 

committee October 10 that the personnel cost to safeguard 

Key Biscayne and San Clemente residences ran as much as 

$500,000 a year. 

After reports on campaign funding heard by the 

Watergate Committee, a front page Caller story October 1 

had a blunted impact. The report gave an accounting of a 

$100,000 contribution from millionaire Howard Hughes, 

delivered to the President's friend, Charles G. (Bebe) 

Rebozo. (Almost a year later the Chronicle reported, on 

page 17, Section 1, August 4, 1974, that "a still secret 

report of the Senate Watergate Committee staff sets forth 

a theory that the Watergate break-in and the intelligence 

gathering plot that inspired it were the end result of a 

White House effort to suppress public knowledge of a 

$100,000 payment from Howard Hughes to Charles G. Rebozo." 

The account said Lawrence O'Brien, in whose office the 

burglars were apprehended, might have had knowledge of 

the $100,000 payment.) 

One major news event had no direct relationship 
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to Watergate but had a profound effect on the office of 

the presidency. Vice President Spiro T. Agnew resigned 

October 10 after pleading nolo contendere to a charge of 

income tax evasion and after accepting a statement made 

public by Attorney General Richardson. The statement made 

"clear that the scope of the government's allegations 

against Agnew went far beyond the simple tax evasion."^ 

While this resignation was unrelated to Watergate, the 

growing talk about President Nixon's removal from office 

attached additional importance to the event. House Minor

ity Leader Gerald Ford was nominated October 12 to succeed 

Agnew. Ford took the oath of office December 6. 

The most critical event of the period began 

October 12 when the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District 

of Columbia ruled 5 to 2 to uphold Sirica's order to the 

President to turn over the tapes to him for his private 

review and possible forwarding to Cox. 

Instead of turning the requested tapes over to 

Sirica, Nixon agreed October 19 to let conservative elder 

Senator John Stennis, D-Miss., listen to the tapes and 

verify a presidential summary of their contents. The 

summary then would be released to the prosecutor and the 

^Richard M. Cohen and Jules Witoover, A Heartbeat 
Away (New York, N.Y.: A Bantam Book by arrangement with 
Viking Press, 4th printing, 1974) p.365 
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Watergate Committee. The President said he had directed 

Cox "to make no further attempts by the judicial process 

to obtain the tapes, notes or memoranda of presidential 

conversations." Nixon said he would not appeal the 5-2 

Appeals Court decision against his position and thus would 

avoid a constitutional confrontation. 

Cox contended that the President was refusing to 

comply with the court decree and that a summary lacked the 

evidential value of the tapes themselves. He said he would 

bring this and other points to the attention of the court 

and abide by its decision. If complied with. Cox said, 

the President's orders "would violate my solemn pledge to 

the Senate and the country." This was in reference to a 

pledge to investigate Watergate wherever the investigation 

led. 

On Saturday night, October 20, President Nixon 

ordered the firing of Cox. Rather than carry out that 

order. Attorney General Elliot Richardson resigned, on the 

ground that his appointment had been confirmed by the 

Senate with the understanding that a special prosecutor 

would be free to investigate the Watergate affair without 

interference. The President accepted Richardson's resig

nation and fired Deputy Attorney General William P. 

Ruckelshaus who also refused to fire Cox. Nixon named 
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Solicitor General Robert H. Bork to be acting attorney 

general, ordered the immediate sealing of the offices of 

the special prosecutor and, through his press secretary, 

said the special prosecutor's duties would be taken over 

by the regular staff of the Justice Department. 

These events became known as the "Saturday Night 

Massacre" and the resulting massive public protest was 

described as a "firestorm." Cox's office reported October 

21 that phone calls supported the special prosecutor 98 to 

2. The White House did not reveal figures, but its switch

board was jammed with incoming calls. Western Union de

clined to release figures also but reported the message 

volume for the White House was "well above" the 300 per 

day considered normal. In front of the White House on 

Sunday morning marchers carried placards which read: 

"Honk for Impeachment," and enough of the passing motor

ists complied to create a din breaking the traditional 

Sunday morning quiet. More than 20 members of the House 

of Representatives called for impeachment. 

By October 22, an Oliver Quayle Group poll of 

public opinion taken hurriedly showed 44 per cent of the 

people were for Richard Nixon's impeachment; 43 per cent 

were opposed and 13 per cent were undecided. On that 

same day deans of 17 law schools had signed a petition 
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asking Congress to create a special committee to "consider 

the necessity" of impeaching Nixon. Democratic leaders of 

the House met and agreed tentatively to have the House Judi

ciary Committee begin an inquiry into whether Richard Nixon 

had committed any offenses which could lead to impeachment. 

Labor union delegates to an AFL-CIO convention meeting in 

Miami urged the President to resign and said Congress should 

impeach him if he refused. 

On October 23, the President said he would turn 

over the tapes to Sirica because of polarized public reaction 

and foreign policy considerations. On October 26 the Presi

dent said he would appoint a new special prosecutor, and on 

November 1 he did appoint Leon Jaworski, a Houston lawyer 

and former president of the American Bar Association. On 

November 14, U.S. District Judge Gerhard A. Gesell ruled 

that Cox's firing was illegal because "Mr. Cox served sub

ject to congressional rather than presidential control." 

Jaworski, however, had been sworn in as special prosecutor, 

and Cox made it evident he did not choose to pursue the 

matter of his reappointment. 

With his August comments, the President regained 

some ground lost as a result of the hearings. The Dallas 

News saw the speech as the beginning of President Nixon's 

"struggle to repair the damage of the Watergate summer." 
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The News' August 17 editorial reflected some of the Presi

dent's view when it said: 

As to knowledge of the coverup . . . only one 
witness has attempted to implicate the President in 
that. And that witness, John Dean, has not provided 
evidence beyond his own assumptions. Indeed, Dean's 
primary goal appears to be saving John Dean at whatever 
cost to others. 

After weeks and weeks of raking over the incident, 
the senators have been unable to produce the hard 
evidence to implicate the President. It seems unlikely 
that further repetition will serve any purpose. 

. . . Watergate does suggest that it is time to 
reapportion the responsibilities of government, decen
tralize the powers that have accrued to the White 
House. The trend of the past 40 years has been to 
heap more and more of the responsibilities on the 
President.. . . 

Thanks to this trend, the modern president is so 
preoccupied with making and carrying out these deci
sions, doing the jobs that ought to be done by the 
other branches and levels of government, that he can
not properly supervise his own executive team. 

The trend toward an all-powerful presidency has 
gone too far. That seems to be the one lesson Water
gate has taught Americans of all political persuasions. 

The Chronicle. August 17, was not completely satis

fied: 

. . . It is doubtful the public will agree that 
the Senate select committee investigating Watergate 
should halt its hearings and let the courts handle 
the matter, despite the fact that the President is 
correct in the sense that ultimately the courts are 
where it will have to be handled. But the Senate has 
launched a fact-finding endeavor through its special 
committee and the President was not on as convincing 
ground when he called for Congress to get on with 
business as usual as when he was trying to restore 
confidence of the people in the system of government. 

Now that the President has made this public ap
pearance and general statements about the Watergate 
affair, we think it would be a wise course in restor-
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ing public confidence for him to hold a press con
ference and answer all questions asked. 

The Caller on August 17 was blunt: 

. . . The President . . . has a curious confidence 
in the ability of the American people to forget things. 
. . . 

He should not be deceived. If the people should 
forget Watergate after a time, historians will remind 
them of it, since the case will almost surely be re
cognized as a watershed in the history of American 
political institutions, the point at which this country 
turned to a more open or a more closed society. 

The conclusion seems inescapable that the President 
failed to persuade the American people to turn from 
Watergate to other matters. . . . The people are faced 
with too many unanswered questions and too many con
flicts in testimony. The President's report on Water
gate did little to clear up those questions and 
conflicts. 

The Avalanche-Journal found support for the Presi

dent when, on August 18, its editorial said: 

As Mr. Nixon pointed out, "After twelve weeks and 
two million words of televised testimony, we have 
reached a point at which a continued backward-looking 
obsession with the Watergate is causing this nation 
to neglect matters of far greater importance to all the 
American peopleo The time has come to turn Watergate 
over to the courts where the questions of guilt or 
innocence belong," he said. 

This is a point this newspaper has emphasized 
from the start. . . . 

We think the President reflected the overwhelming 
opinion of most Americans in appealing for a concen
tration on those things vital to this nation's future 
—an inflation-wracked economy, the unsolved South
east Asia debacle, the energy crisis. 

There was a stronger shift toward President Nixon 

following the San Clemente news conference. On August 23, 

the Chronicle saw the press conference as the President's 
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"most effective presentation since the Watergate issue 

arose." The editorial said: 

In the exchange with reporters, no holds were 
barred. Some newsmen gained sympathy for the Presi
dent by showing bias of their own. The mood and 
attitudes of the President have been under examination 
in recent days and the press conference was conducted 
under great stress. Nevertheless, the President was 
able to banter with his critics and respond promptly 
and firmly to each question. 

We believe the brisk and long overdue press con
ference will ease the tensions that have built over 
Watergate and other issues and make easier the Presi
dent's stated determination to get on with the 
business of running the country. 

The following day, August 24, the News and the 

Caller responded to the news conference. The News com

mented on the public reaction and what it saw as disap

pointment on the part of the President's outspoken cricics. 

The News said: 

We suspect that the tapes, too, will be similarly 
shrugged off if they are released and fail to serve 
the critics' true purpose . . . to humiliate Richard 
Nixon completely, destroy his mandate from his voters 
and drive him out of the presidency. 

The only way that President Nixon can really 
satisfy most of his critics is to grovel before the 
nation's voters, confess total guilt on every charge 
his critics have thought up and announce his resigna
tion, o . . 

The Caller viewed the news conference as "remark

able" and saw in Nixon's appearance a man "undergoing 

torment." The editorial continued: 

The important thing is the President at last 
emerged from behind the high wall he had erected 
between himself and the press and the public.. . . 
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The truth is the people still want to believe in 
and support their President; given an even chance, 
they will do so.. . . 

The hope is, realizing the benefits of this event, 
the President will put aside his former isolation and 
unwillingness to level with press and public, and 
adopt instead a policy of accessibility, answering the 
public's questions frequently and forthrightly. Both 
Richard Nixon and the country would benefit. 

The Avalanche-Journal commented on the news con

ference August 25: 

Whatever else it might have accomplished, the news 
conference . . 0 did serve one purpose. 

It gave members of the White House press corps an 
opportunity to "dig in" a bit more deeply into areas 
which they felt had been uncovered or left uncovered 
by Sen. Ervin's committee. . . . 

Regardless of the obsession of those present with 
the Watergate affair—and they can be excused only 
for the reason it was their first shot at the Presi
dent in person on the subject—nevertheless, it is 
unbelievable that someone did not touch on one or two 
other problems.. . . 

After all, to paraphrase a bit, the nation can't 
live on Watergate alone. Not with the bread and grain 
prices where they are. 

The American-Statesman withheld editorial comment 

on the President's public statements until August 3I when 

it said: 

His many years in the public spotlight have shown 
President Nixon to be an intelligent, articulate and 
resourceful man who will adhere tenaciously to any 
program or course of action that he believes is right. 

He certainly exhibited all of these characteris
tics at San Clemente as he faced his first press 
conference in five months. . . . 

Limited questioning and all, his performance at 
San Clemente will certainly add to the President's 
stature in the eyes of American citizens. 
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Review of the news conference was not limited to 

the days immediately following it. One question would 

persist for almost a year. The Dallas News phrased it for 

a lot of readers on September 10: "You have to wonder just 

what President Nixon means by saying he'll abide by a 

'definitive' ruling by the Supreme Court" in regard to the 

tapes issue. The News took the opportunity to scold the 

court. It said: 

One reading of his meaning is that he wouldn't 
accept a badly split decision. Yet another might be 
that he wouldn't accept anything less than a majority 
decision in which all the judges in the majority said 
the same thing. 

If the latter reading should prove to be correct, 
it might have a salutory effect on the court—forcing 
it to reexamine those decisions that some call "buck
shot." 

It is understandable that Mr. Nixon might not 
regard such scattershot thinking as a "definitive" 
majority opinion if the ruling should go against him. 
It would be unprecedented for him to refuse to obey 
on such grounds, but if he did it might lead to better 
decisions than the cobbled ones that too often pass 
as majority opinions when they are nothing of the sort. 

The American-Statesman also was looking forward to 

a possible Supreme Court ruling when, on October 8, it 

said editorially, at the start of the 1973-74 session: 

In 1973 the sordid Watergate affair has brought 
the court to the threshold of another watershed ruling. 

Certainly all of the justices of the 1973-74 court 
will need the full depth of their own experiences as 
well as that of the court itself for the last two 
centuries at this session. If the court will pardon 
us for mixing church and state we also would suggest 
that some divine guidance might help. 
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Although the Agnew resignation was not related to 

Watergate, it had a bearing on the President's position 

and the sum of the discomfort Americans felt about the 

state of affairs in the national capital. Some editorial 

writers saw this. While congressmen were discussing the 

possible impeachment of Agnew, the American-Statesman said 

October 4: 

What, they ask themselves, in the dark, scary 
hours of the morning, happens if Richard Nixon himself 
is impeached? 

Alice didn't have it quite right. Not only does 
it get curiouser and curiouser. It gets seriouser 
and seriouser. 

On October 12 the Chronicle quoted Texas Governor 

Dolph Briscoe in observing that the American political 

system would survive the shock of Agnew's resignation. 

"It is time for all of us to think foremost of that system 

and not the men who abuse the system," said the Chronicle. 

The Avalanche-Journal saw a new spectre rising 

against Nixon as a result of Agnew's resignation. October 

18, the Lubbock paper said: 

One result of all this is that what was once the 
nation's leading conservative voice has been silenced. 

Now, all signs indicate that a "get Nixon" move
ment will be stepped up! 

The Corpus Christi Caller commented October 20: 

The Agnew issue was never a part of the central 
struggle. That it is now settled does nothing to 
settle the Watergate affair. . . . 

We're not out of the woods yet. But we are 
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clearing away a lot of underbrush. 

The Caller had only one editorial October 22. It 

said: 

It is not the firing of Special Prosecutor Archi
bald Cox, but the President's defiance of the courts, 
that is shaking the country to its roots. . . . 

There is, we believe a moral issue in the firing 
of the special prosecutor, as distinguished from a 
constitutional issue. Last April, in the first of 
his Watergate addresses to the country, the President 
said that Atty. Gen. Elliot Richardson would have 
"absolute authority to make all decisions bearing 
upon the prosecution of the Watergate case" and author
ized him to appoint a special prosecutor. The Presi
dent said he wanted to satisfy the American people 
"justice will be pursued fairly, fully and impartially, 
no matter who is involved." Cox said in his news 
conference Saturday that within a matter of weeks 
this cooperative attitude had become one of delay and 
outright refusal to produce evidence. Cox also noted 
that early in the investigation many papers were taken 
from their places in the files of Watergate principals 
and placed in presidential files, where presumably 
they would be beyond Cox's reach. So much for the 
intention of this administration to make a Watergate 
investigation that would earn it the confidence, as 
the President said, "of every law-abiding person in 
the country." 

Congress must move if we are not to pass into a 
time of absolute and unchecked presidential rule. It 
is important to our future as a nation that the Con
gress resort to its ultimate weapon, to demonstrate 
not so much to this but to all future presidents that 
there is a point beyond which a president cannot, and 
will not be allowed, to go. 

The Dallas News, the Houston Chronicle and the 

Austin American-Statesman responded to the Cox firing 

October 23. The Dallas paper said: 

The Associated Press report . . . told of "con
gressional talk of impeachment," We'd suggest that 
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Congress would do well to exercise restraint in this 
type of talk, unless its members are fully prepared to 
act on it and then take the responsibility for such 
action. 

Whether one approves or disapproves of President 
Nixon's actions, there seems to be little doubt they 
were well within his constitutional powers. . . . 

Let us all . . . recognize that what this "con
gressional talk" proposes is, in essence, to make 
House Speaker Carl Albert the president of the United 
States. . . . 

If Congress decides to carry through impeachment 
to the end, it will be taking the full responsibility 
for eliminating the executive leadership chosen by 
the voters and replacing that leadership with a mem
ber of its own leadership. . . . 

The Chronicle agreed that Congress "should not 

rush into impetuous action." The Chronicle said: 

Friday night and Saturday were truly an American 
tragedy as a compromise on revealing the President's 
-Watergate-related tape recordings was rejected by 
Cox and the drama played out to its sad conclusion. 

However there is still too much confusion and too 
many things unknown about this whole affair for Con
gress to be taking hasty steps which might later be 
regretted. 

Certainly Congress will and should take serious 
cognizance of the President's actions, trying to find 
out why the President felt he had to take such drastic 
moves to protect what is in those tapes. 

It is anyone's guess as to what will be the ulti
mate aftermath of this latest convulsion in Washington. 
It does seem clear, though, that unless President 
Nixon can give satisfactory answers concerning the 
tapes, the situation is likely to deteriorate in Con
gress and before the American people. 

The American-Statesman said the nation's answer 

"will not be found in impulsive denunciation and hysteri

cal cries for impeachment." The editorial continued: 

We cannot at this time defend the President of 
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the United States in what many citizens of both 
parties interpret as a breach of faith with Congress 
and the people. On the surface, the executive dis
charge of Archibald Cox . . . appears to be a direct 
repudiation of the President's word that Cox would 
have a free hand to compile all the facts of Watergate 
and report to the people. 

Neither are we, pending clarification of develop
ments, ready to impeach the President. 

Confidence must be restored in national government 
but it must be through the exercise of justice which 
includes such precepts as moral rightness, honor, fair
ness, and in the end, due reward and treatment. 

. . . The Congress of the United States of America, 
in all the years since this nation was founded, has no 
greater responsibility than that legislative body faces 
today. 

Confidence in national government must be restored. 
That may require cooperation and coordination with 

President Nixon. This may require, even though it 
would be a sad day in America, removal of a President. 

But above all it does require statesmanship and 
justice. 

The following day, October 24, the Avalanche-Journal 

headlined its editorial, "It's No Time to Lose 'Our Cool'" 

and commented: 

Cox, in effect forgetting who his boss was, and 
according to some, setting himself up as a force outside 
the three branches of government, announced in a nation
wide press conference, he would defy the President. 

. . . At this point, President Nixon had little 
choice. He could either fire Cox or let him proceed 
"independently" of any branch of the government, a 
concession the President was not willing to make. . . . 

The President still is the elected head of govern
ment. Thus far, the worst one can accuse him of is 
perhaps extremely bad judgment. If the tapes prove 
otherwise, then will be the time to act. In the mean
time, it might be well for the nation to do something 
Washington hasn't of late—keep it cool. 

The appointment of Leon Jaworski as special 
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prosecutor was generally well received by all five news

papers . 

The Chronicle commended the choice November 2 and 

said: 

Jaworski has always been a strong defender of the 
Constitution and the system of justice which has 
developed under it. Applying those principles as one 
of the most able lawyers in the country, the Chronicle 
knows he will conduct the affairs of the special pro
secutor's office in such a manner that Congress and 
the American people can have complete confidence in it. 

The Caller wondered if Jaworski could succeed where 

Cox failed and hoped for an affirmative answer. The Novem

ber 2 editorial went on: 

The American people should know with reasonable 
certainty the answers to these questions: Was Presi
dent Nixon involved in the Watergate breakin and its 
coverup? Were the government improvements to his 
property in Key Biscayne and San Clemente necessary and 
proper? Did he try to settle an antitrust case against 
International Telephone and Telegraph Co. in return 
for an offer to defray expenses of the Republican 
National Convention in 1972? Has he paid taxes on all 
his income? Did he have anything to do with the price 
increase in milk which produced contributions to his 
re-election campaign of approximately $2 million? 

All of these questions touch upon the integrity 
of the office of the presidency. The answers are 
needed to determine both the President's fitness and 
his capacity to govern. Jaworski must have the un
fettered right to investigate anything that bears on 
Watergate or the presidency. 

The Dallas News described Jaworski as "an authentic 

legal luminary of almost half a century's standing." The 

November 3 editorial said: 
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Jaworski is noted for his warmth and ability to 
lead. If anyone can build a credibility on the ruin 
of the Watergate investigation, he is the man to do 
it. 

The Avalanche-Journal also commented on November 

3: 

In consenting to accept the job of Special Prose
cutor, Mr. Jaworski, the sincerely public-spirited 
Houston attorney, has demonstrated a typical willing
ness to perform a needed service in response to a 
call from the President. 

Those involved in "Watergate crimes" need expect 
no favors. 

The American-Statesman on November 4 called the 

appointment an "excellent choice." The Austin paper said: 

Leon Jaworski has a difficult task ahead and he is 
aware of it. He is a man of integrity and purpose. 
-There could have been no better choice. . . . He can 
remove much of the tarnish that rubbed off on the legal 
profession through the questionable conduct of the 
lawyers involved in the Watergate scandal. Whatever 
his finding as special prosecutor his reputation and 
background indicate it will be one in which the public 
can place its trust. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CANDOR, TAXES AND TRANSCRIPTS 

The issue of the tapes and the impeachment inquiry 

by the House Judiciary Committee were to become the major 

Watergate issues in 1974, but other factors came to bear 

on the affair. 

The President began Operation Candor following the 

Cox firing. He indicated he would tell all. He promised 

November 9, 1973*to make tapes public. He cooperated with 

the special prosecutor's office. He announced November 11 

that there would be meetings with every Republican congress

man and some Democrats. He began making speeches before 

supportive audiences. He made a memorable appearance Nov

ember 17 before a meeting of the Associated Press Managing 

Editors (APME) and defended himself on many fronts. At one 

point he said he had never "profited from public service" 

and added, "I have earned every cent." Then he said 

dramatically, "I am not a crook!" On November 20 he told 

Republican governors meeting in Memphis that he knew of no 

further embarrassing revelations which could come out of 

the Watergate scandals and said he was willing to face 

impeachment. On November 28 the President announced he 

97 
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would release "in series form" complete information "that 

will clear up all questions . . . and misconceptions" 

about his personal finances, including his income taxes. 

In the spring, after both congressional investigators and 

the Internal Revenue Service concluded he had underpaid his 

taxes by more than $400,000 during his first four years in 

the White House, the President said he would pay $432,787-13 

in back taxes plus interest. 

The President's State of the Union message January 

30 carried a "personal word" at the end. He urged a speedy 

resolution of the impeachment question and said that "one 

year of Watergate is enough." He said he would cooperate 

with the Judiciary Committee "in any way I consider consis

tent with the obligation of the President of the United 

States. I will follow the precedent of never doing any

thing that weakens the presidency of the United States." 

At a news conference March 6 the President said he 

had never authorized payoffs or clemency for Watergate 

burglars. He said he told his top aides that would be 

wrong. 

On March 16 he made an unscheduled appearance on 

stage at the Grand Old Opry in Nashville, Tenn., and 

played the piano for the country music loving audience. 

He appeared on an hour-long broadcast news conference 
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March I9, held during the conference of the National 

Association of Broadcasters. There he said he would not 

resign. It takes courage, he said, to stand and fight as 

he meant to do. When French President .Georges Pompidou 

died April 2 in Paris, President Nixon flew there for 

memorial services and met with the leaders of seven nations, 

an illustration of the esteem in which he was held by them. 

By February 3, however, the effect of other events 

was indicated in a Gallup poll published in Texas news

papers. The poll showed that only 26 per cent of the 

respondents approved of the way in which the President was 

handling his job, 64 per cent disapproving and 10 per cent 

with no opinion. 

Criminal charges were being filed and acted upon 

during this period. The most far-reaching of the cases 

involved grand jury indictments handed down March 1, I974. 

The jury charged H. R. Haldeman, John Ehrlichman, John 

Mitchell, Charles Colson, Robert Mardian, Gordon Strachan 

and Kenneth Parkinson with conspiring to obstruct justice. 

All but Mardian were charged additionally with obstruction 

of justice. Mitchell, Haldeman, Ehrlichman and Strachan 

also were charged with lying in giving testimony to the 

FBI, the grand jury or the Watergate Committee. 

With this indictment, the grand jury handed down 

a sealed and secret report. This later was turned over to 
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the House Judiciary Committee and it named Richard Nixon 

as an unindicted co-conspirator. 

It was in connection with that case that Leon 

Jaworski eventually went to the Supreme Court to obtain 

64 White House tapes and other documents as evidence needed 

for the prosecution. 

Nixon had promised in October, 1973, to turn over 

tapes requested by Cox to Judge Sirica and later promised 

additional tapes to Jaworski. By November 1, however, it 

was discovered that two of the tapes did not exist--one 

recording a Nixon-Mitchell phone conversation June 20, 

1972, and the other a Nixon-Dean conversation of April 15, 

1973. A presidential assistant, Stephen Bull, said then 

that he had given Haldeman 22 tapes to keep, once over

night and once for a week. On November 8 it was learned 

that one of the subpoenaed tapes had an 18.25 minute gap. 

It was a June 20, 1972, recording of a conversation with 

Ehrlichman, Haldeman and the President. (A panel of tech

nical experts told Judge Sirica January 15. 1974, that 

the missing portion had been deliberately erased.) 

On December 19, the Senate Watergate Committee 

served the White House with subpoenas for 481 presidential 

tape recordings and hundreds of other documents. The 

recordings related to campaign contributions, the Water

gate and other break-ins, the coverup, and the documents 
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were such things as appointment logs, travel documents, 

political reports and news summaries. These were not 

provided. 

By February 3, Jaworski said he was not getting 

the White House material he had asked for, and on February 

14 he notified the Senate Judiciary Committee of lack of 

cooperation. The White House responded that the grand 

juries already had enough material to proceed. On April 

16, Jaworski asked Sirica's court to issue a subpoena for 

64 tapes and other material. Sirica issued the subpoena 

April 18. 

The House Judiciary Committee began a serious 

study of impeachment following the Cox firing. Peter W. 

Rodino, D-N.J., was chairman of the 38-member committee. 

On February 6, 1974, the House voted 410 to 4 to give the 

committee broad subpoena power, and Rodino said this would 

enable the committee to gain "full and complete access to 

any persons, information, or things in the custody or 

control of any agency, officer or employe of the govern

ment of the United States, including the President." On 

April 11, the committee subpoenaed tapes and documents 

from the President. 

On April 29, President Nixon went on television 

to announce he would release to Congress and to the 
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nation more than 1,200 pages of transcripts of White 

House tapes that "will tell it all," about Watergate and 

would prove his innocence. He said the edited transcripts 

covered all relevant portions of tapes subpoenaed by the 

House Judiciary Committee. He said senior Democrats and 

Republicans on the House committee could listen to the 

tapes in full and verify the transcripts. The transcripts 

were released April 30. 

The House Judiciary Committee voted 20 to 18 on 

May 1 to send a letter to the President to tell him he had 

"failed to comply" with the committee's subpoena. 

The release of the tapes, however, was sensational. 

The President was shown in an entirely new light for people 

who had known only his formal appearances. Expletives 

were deleted throughout the tapes, and there was made vis

ible the inner councils of a White House beset by revela

tion after revelation, trying to develop effective counter-

moves. 

The Dallas News called President Nixon's "Opera

tion Candor" his "Operation Comeback" in its November 20, 

1973, editorial. The News said: 

Operation Comeback is young, but its strings of 
headlines show the President addressing himself to 
continued clarification of this theme: I am not a 
crook, politically or privately. 

That takes in Watergate, his private finances, 
charges of being bribed by the dairy industry, of 
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seeking illegal corporate campaign gifts and all the 
rest. 

By going public, Nixon has ended the hysteria 
phase of Watergate and put the pressure on all who 
have demanded his resignation or impeachment to put 
up if they have a case or shut up if they don't. 

The next day the Avalanche-Journal said it 

believed the President's "bold gamble will pay off." The 

editorial said: 

His appearance over the weekend before the 
Associated Press editors in Florida was a step in 
the right direction. His candid almost plaintive vow 
of "I'm not a crook" struck a sympathetic chord. . . . 

His weekend foray in search of public opinion was 
important. If those among the nation's citizenry 
believe in him enough then it is they who must let 
their representatives, and those congressmen who would 
oust Mr. Nixon, know how they feel. 

The President's future, and indeed that of the 
nation, may hinge upon the outcome of how the nation's 
citizens react. 

The Houston Chronicle had spoken favorably Novem

ber 16 of the President's plans to invite congressmen to 

the White House and said, "It would be well if 'openness' 

remains the key word in White House operations." On Nov

ember 21, after the APME appearance, the Chronicle noted 

"a favorable reaction so far to the rather vigorous public 

and private campaign which President Nixon is waging to 

regain confidence of the people and restore credibility 

to himself and his office." The Chronicle called atten

tion to the President's defense of his actions in matters 

relating to the dairy industry and finally said: 
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It is to the benefit of everyone that the Presi
dent is now providing a great deal more information 
than has previously been available. This practice 
should continue by all means since it is the only way 
in which the atmosphere can be cleared and the country 
can get on to other urgent business. Our only reserva
tion in this respect is why the President did not come 
out with this kind of information before. 

The Caller commented on the APME appearance on 

November 23. The Caller said: 

^ President Nixon has a startling propensity for 
taking^ tangential courses in his attempt to silence 
his critics. The newest example came . . . when . . . 
he volunteered the statement: "I'm not a crook!" 

Everything would be so much easier if proof were 
evident that he was a crook. The House would have no 
difficulty in returning a bill of impeachment and the 
Senate would vote to remove him if he were just a 
crook. 

The problem is that the President's sins of 
omission and commission are much more subtle. Even 
if he had no knowledge of Watergate and the coverup 
he is guilty of poor judgment in the selection of his 
advisers and subordinates. He has not adhered strictly 
to his oath of office, particularly that section which 
requires him to execute faithfully the laws of the land, 
as witness his attempts to dismantle programs author
ized and funded by Congress. At times he has shown 
what amounts to contempt of Congress, thereby diminish
ing the role of that body which is given separate and 
equal status under the Constitution. In effect he 
defied Congress and public opinion with his secret 
bombing of Cambodia. 

None of these are indictable offenses. Whether 
or not they constitute impeachable offenses is a 
matter being studied by the House Judiciary Committee. 
But President Nixon is not a common crook. 

The Austin American-Statesman had no comment on 

Operation Candor. 

In regard to the President's finances, the Houston 
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Chronicle spoke out December 11, telling readers that "the 

most pertinent point for the public to keep in mind about 

President Nixon's disclosure of his financial transactions 

for the past five and a half years is that he has asked 

the congressional Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 

Taxation to investigate." The editorial also said: 

Nixon's accounting of his finances showed he has 
roughly tripled his wealth while serving as president. 
While this may at first glance appear to be suspicious, 
the big question is whether or not the President used 
the power of his office to increase his personal wealth. 
We hope that this question will also be resolved in 
the course of the joint congressional committee's work. 

The Chronicle commends President Nixon for giving 
such a detailed disclosure of his personal finances at 
a time when he must know his critics will do everything 
in their power to turn such disclosures against him. 

When the committee and the IRS reported and the 

President agreed to pay back taxes and fines, the Dallas 

News said, on April 5» that the President's decision was 

wise and commendable. The editorial pointed out that no 

fraud was shown and continued: 

Largely to blame are the federal tax laws, so 
intricate, complex and hideously detailed. . . . 

The worst that so far can be said of the Presi
dent's tax returns is that they were politically 
inadvisable. But, then, that is no crime. At least 
it did not use to be. 

The Avalanche-Journal April 6 noted there was no 

fraud reported and felt the man on the street "is likely 

to feel a touch of sympathy for a man, even a President, 

who has to scrape up $465,000." This editorial concluded: 
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Many a smaller taxpayer has had his troubles in 
figuring and obtaining deductions for "cruel and 
unusual" expenses. So, Mr. Nixon is likely to receive 
good points for keeping his word to pay what the 
Congressional joint Commission [sic] on Internal Rev
enue Taxation says he owes in back taxes. 

He can use a few of these good points. 

On the same day, the Caller felt, on the other 

hand, that sympathy would be "tiny" and the Corpus Christi 

paper noted also there was no report of fraud. The Caller 

said: 

Taxes, along with birth and death are shared by 
all Americans. Watergate's various issues may be 
hard to grasp or relate to, but taxes are another 
matter. Particularly at this time of year, Americans 
know taxes only too well, and their sympathy for any
one who falls short by $400,000 of discharging his 
tax obligations is bound to be tiny. When the person 
in question is the President, that only makes matters 
worse. 

On April 12, the Caller agreed with the Dallas 

paper in finding the tax system faulty, but for a different 

reason than the News saw. "President Nixon's tax troubles," 

the Caller said, "serve to illustrate a truth about the 

Internal Revenue system: It's weighted unfairly toward 

the rich and bears down heavily on the ordinary taxpayer." 

The Caller said that the situation "cries out for funda

mental reform." 

The Chronicle on April 7 said that "once again, 

out of a tangle of charges and countercharges, we have 

seen our system of government function in a reassuring 
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manner," but the Houston paper worried about fraud and 

the long-reaching effect of the tax matter. The editorial 

said: 

Is there a subtle but very real tendency to gloss 
over the returns of national officials? 

The looming question is whether there was any 
wrongdoing. Was there any finding that there was 
fraud in the preparation of the tax returns? 

If there is evidence of fraud . . . it should be 
investigated from every angle and the ,facts disclosed 
for public judgment and official action. On the other 
hand, to permit baseless innuendoes to spread would 
be to falsely damage the man and the nation. 

The American-Statesman made no comment on the tax 

issue. 

The process for impeachment of a president was 

as new for editorial writers as it was for congressmen 

and the general public. Editorials reflected the writers' 

growing understanding of the subject as events progressed. 

On November 2, the Lubbock Avalanche-Journal said: 

Anyone who thinks Rep. Peter W. Rodino, New 
Jersey Democrat and chairman of the House Judiciary 
Committee will be "judicious" in use of his sole 
power to issue subpoenas for witnesses and evidence^ 
in impeachment proceedings against President Nixon is 
at least a gold-plated optimist. 

In addition to his "get-Nixon" motives, Rodino 
is dreading what promises to be a tough re-election 
campaign next year. He needs "exposure," preferably 
televised, and has been given the go-ahead for staging 
a "good show." 

The Caller said on November 4: 

If the central issue is the President's guilt or 
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innocence of wrongdoing . . . , then any clearing of 
the air must come through investigation of the Presi
dent directly. And that can be accomplished quickly 
and effectively by the Congress, in accordance with 
the Constitution. 

. . . With powers flowing from the impeachment 
provisions of the Constitution, such an investigation 
. . . can do in perhaps a few months what the judicial 
process would require years for—clearing the Presi
dent's name or finding him culpable.. . . 

Protesting calls for the President's resignation, 

the Dallas News said November 7 that "the people of the 

United States chose their president by vote" and Nixon 

"should not allow himself to be driven out of office by 

nothing more substantial than the volume of his critics' 

voices." The News continued: 

The News believes the President should stand his 
ground and force his opponents to put up or shut up. 
. . . 

In brief, the News believes that if his legions 
of constant critics have solid reason to impeach and 
convict Richard Nixon, they must be required to pre
sent those reasons through due process, not through 
the mass media. If they are determined to drive him 
from office, they must convince not only the House 
and Senate, but the entire electorate that Richard 
Nixon is guilty of "treason, bribery, or other high 
crimes and misdemeanors." 

If that is true, that must be proved to the 
nation. If that is not true, then the fact that it 
is not true must be proved. 

For the President to quit now would prove neither 
case. But it would indicate to millions that the 
votes of citizens now weigh less on the democratic 
balance than the volume of criticism that can be 
brought to bear against those the citizens elect. 

There were to be complaints of leaks to the public 

throughout the Judiciary Committee's impeachment study. 
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The Chronicle predicted this December 10: 

It may be cynical to say so, but the whole history 
of recent Washington investigations leads pretty ines
capably to the conclusion that whatever gets said in 
the impeachment probe meetings—closed or not—is going 
to be public knowledge shortly after utterance. 

This is a hot subject. There is no more likeli
hood for silence than there was in any other probe, 
past or present, connected with Watergate and related 
scandal allegations. All of them have apparently 
leaked just about everything worth knowing. 

The anticipated end of the House Judiciary Com

mittee's impeachment study was first set at about April 30. 

The American-Statesman commented January 3» 1974: 

In one of its last acts before adjourning for 
Christmas recess, the U.S. Senate adopted a resolution 
calling for a day of national "humility, fasting and 
prayer." 

0 . . . . . . . . . . 0 . . . . . . . . * • • • • 

Now this is all very well . . . But in his speech 
to his colleagues, [Sen. Mark 0.] Hatfield [R-Ore.] 
claimed that "we, as a people, through our own acqui
escence to corruption and waste, have helped create a 
moral abyss that produces a disdain for honesty and 
humility in high levels of national leadership." 

It is not clear how the people acquiesced to the 
corruption of Watergate when they did not know about 
1 u. . . . 

As for disdain for honesty and humility in high 
levels of national leadership, that has not proceeded 
upward from the people but downward from too many of 
those charged with the responsibilities of leadership, 
not excluding the honorable members of Congress. 

If by April 30 Congress has been unable to present 
to the people an honest verdict about Watergate with 
respect to the present administration, or if it shows 
itself to have been guided by consideration of poli
tics rather than of right and wrong, if it has turned 
its back on its solemn responsibility to lead and if 
the people shrug and accept this—Then Americans^ 
will have been guilty of acquiescence to corruption. 

Then indeed we should humble ourselves. 
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The Dallas News viewed the President's departure 

from Operation Candor seriously January 15: 

In the face of the impeachment study by the House 
Judiciary Committee and the demands of the Watergate 
Committee for new tapes and documents, the Nixon 
strategy is full of risks. . . . 

^His position is said to be that he has committed 
no indictable crime and that will be defense enough 
against everything. If so, it is a high risk decision. 

The House Judiciary Committee says it can demand 
any document in its impeachment study. It will exert 
steady pressure; so will the Watergate Committee. 
The courts will be active, too. All this sets the 
stage for a siege--not the best situation for a presi
dent fighting impeachment. 

The Caller found January 23 that a "new White House 

strategy has emerged." The new strategy blamed the Presi

dent's difficulties on the "impeachment lobby." The Caller 

felt the strategy "should not be permitted to succeed." 

The editorial said: 

How, in good conscience, can the President's 
difficulties be explained except in one way: He or 
his trusted associates brought the administration to 
its present low estate. . . . 

If, as some administration supporters allege, the 
House Judiciary Committee is hell-bent on impeaching 
the President, that committee cannot be accused of 
rushing to judgment. Most of the members . . . dread 
the thought of drawing up articles of impeachment. 
. . . 

The President hasn't helped. . . . He has never 
really given the impression that he wanted all the 
facts . . . spread on the record. He has contested 
the Senate Watergate investigating committee and the 
special prosecutor almost every step of the way. 

The best course is still left open to all: Let 
the House decide whether the President should be 
impeached, after deliberate and mature consideration, 
and^let the courts separate the innocent from the 
guilty. 
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On January 27, the Avalanche-Journal made it clear 

that B/Ir. Nixon should not resign. The Lubbock paper said 

further: 

If Mr. Nixon is guilty of one or more impeachable 
offenses, then we have the process under the Constitu
tion to go about doing something about it. 

If the members of the House Judiciary Committee, 
the full House and later the Senate have no stomach— 
nor evidence—to justify such a move, then let's call 
a halt to the whole thing and get on with those 
matters that are important. . . . 

We say, "Enough!" 
The gentlemen in Congress have their responsibili

ties set forth quite clearly in the Constitution so 
many of them prattle about. Let's handle it on those 
terms, quickly, decisively and fairly or forget it. 

Mr. Nixon, the Nation and the Constitution itself 
deserve no less. 

The Caller said February 24 that "the battle lines" 

had "been joined" when the House Judiciary Committee defined 

an impeachable offense in broad terms. 

"The emphasis has been on the significant effects 
of the conduct--undermining the integrity of office, 
disregard of the constitutional duties and oath of 
office, arrogation of power, abuse of the government 
process, adverse impact on the system of government," 
the brief explained. "Clearly these effects can be 
brought about in ways not anticipated by the criminal 
law. " 

The view of the Nixon administration is much 
narrower. The President's lawyers and some of his 
supporters insist that an impeachable act must be a 
criminal act. 

The Chronicle and the Avalanche-Journal agreed 

with the Nixon administration. 

The Lubbock paper February 25 saw a "necktie 

party . . . made up of the Democratic majority of the 



112 

of the House Judiciary Committee." The Chronicle said 

February 27 that grounds for impeachment "must be com

mission of a criminal act." The Chronicle also opposed 

resignation because it "would be opening the presidency to 

political warfare from this time forward." It went on: 

As for impeachment, the Chronicle believes . . . 
that grounds for such action must by all reasonable 
standards be commission of a criminal act. We think 
the staff of the House Judiciary Committee is far 
afield in its opinion that a president should be sub
ject to impeachment for such undefinable things as 
neglect of duty. Applying such a standard to impeach
ment in general would be to court the prospect of 
impeachment proceedings going on all the time all over 
the nation, instituted by political enemies by the 
simple device of alleging their target is not doing 
his duty. 

In the current emotional atmosphere in Washington, 
the President's critics are forgetting that what they 
are talking about transcends any individual or any 
particular situation. The country is dealing here 
with its basic institutions. They must be kept stable 
and not subject to the passions of passing circumstances. 

This entire situation needs to be brought into 
perspective. We believe special prosecutor Leon 
Jaworski will bring it into such proper perspective 
and will keep the investigation and prosecution where 
it should have been from the first—in the traditional 
courts of justice. 

Without spelling it out in the same way at this 

time, the News' editorial of February 17 had said, "Let 

those who clamor for the President's impeachment put up 

or shut up; offer concrete evidence of wrong doing for 

which the House may indict the chief executive or else 

quit talking about it." 
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Four of the five newspapers found the President's 

credibility factor slipping with the November discovery of 

missing tapes and a tape gap. While the American-Statesman 

had no specific comment on these discoveries, the Austin 

paper did comment on Haldeman's continuing influence at 

the White House. 

Of the missing tapes, the Dallas News on November 

2 said: 

In asking Americans to believe on faith that the 
administration has only now discovered that two of 
the crucial Watergate tapes do not exist, President 
Nixon is asking too much not only of the general pub
lic but of his most steadfast supporters as well. 

As of this moment. President Nixon has the clear 
burden of satisfying the American people that he is 
speaking the truth. 

The Caller said on the same day: 

The President's stock has suffered another blow, 
one which, assuming the truth of the White House state
ment, could have been, and should have been, easily 
avoided. And that is putting the best possible light 
on the subject. 

The Avalanc he-Journal said November 8 that "a 

credible explanation must come as quickly as possible. 

Further delay will only further erode what little 'credi

bility' is left." 

When the l8-minute erasure was discovered and 

the President's secretary. Rose Mary Woods, said she 

might have done it accidentally, the Chronicle said. 
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November 30, that "we find our credibility strained as we 

try to follow all the turns of the plot." The editorial 

concluded with the comment, "One thing after another. 

Interesting, but how believable?" 

The fact that Haldeman had had tapes in his posses

sion was reported and, while not referring specifically to 

the tapes, the American-Statesman did comment December 9 

on Haldeman's role: 

Recurring reports that H.R, Haldeman, the most 
powerful staff man in the White House until he resigned 
under pressure of the Watergate scandals six months 
ago, is still a power in the executive offices are 
disturbing. 

While others who left the White House under vary
ing circumstances related to the same matters had 
their files confiscated and the doors locked behind 
them, that apparently has not been the case with 
Haldeman. 

Larry Higby, a former Haldeman aide and now an 
Office of Management and Budget official, informed 
Judge John Sirica that as recently as a few weeks ago 
Haldeman was still giving orders in the White House 
by telephone from his California home. 

Haldeman had requested that documents from his 

file be read to him before any were turned over to others. 

This request was strange, the Austin paper said, but "it 

is even more strange that [the request] should be honored." 

In February, the Dallas News commented on Jaworski's 

complaint that evidence "material to our investigations" 

had been denied him by the White House. On February 16, 

the News said: 
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The News has defended certain conditions of presi
dential confidentiality and executive privilege. 

But it regrets the breaking of an executive promise 
to Mr. Jaworski in a matter which the public wants 
resolved--and resolved promptly so that presidential 
emphasis can be shifted to other national issues which 
will be with us longer than the odors of Watergate. 

Mr. Jaworski can be trusted not to reveal anything 
that would endanger the welfare of his country. He is 
that kind of man. 

When the transcripts were released, the Dallas News 

said on May 1: 

Like most of the Watergate developments, the 
President's speech on the release of the tape tran
scripts opens up dozens of subjects for comment. 
But the central point of the talk is clear and deserves, 
we believe, the public's study. 

. . . The President has tried to focus the atten
tion of the public on the credibility of the crucial 
witness: John Dean. 

In a larger sense, however, the release of this 
information is months overdue. . . . If the President 
is willing, as a last resort, to give ground and re
lease the taped conversations, it is hard to understand 
why he did not do so long ago. . . . 

By making the transcripts available to the public 
. . . the President has made his argument to the ulti
mate jury, the voters. 

The News on May 4 added this comment: 

The salty language is objected to—so is the tone. 
Conspiratorial, one paper complains. Like a plotters' 
hangout—the backroom of a Mafia saloon, says another. 

More like a convention of mushmouths, we think, 
after suffering through some of the passages. There 
are too many more "inaudibles" than "deletions. 
Not too plain—too obscure. 

The Chronicle hoped on May 1 that the transcripts 

and access to other records would provide a "key that 

opens the way out of the Watergate mess." The editorial 
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said: 

The imperative at this point is to get the facts 
on Watergate out. If at all possible, the President's 
new action should be used as a vehicle to travel from 
this point of suspicion to the point of clarity. . . . 

There is a duty, a national demand, that this 
opportunity to clear the Watergate mess be seized. 

The Avalanche-Journal raised a question IVIay 2: 

Leaving out partisan feelings, one is prone to 
ask why any man under our present judicial system 
should be forced to testify against himself, assuming 
the worst in this case, of course. . . . 

How far the President's action will go toward 
achieving his objectives remain [sic] to be seen. 
But, in any context, as a step toward further "clearing 
the air"—even if leaving some areas still clouded—it 
has to be a plus factor. 

The American-Statesman on May 5 took exception to 

those who complained of the strong language indicated in 

the transcript. The editorial explained that "'expletive 

deleted' referred to much stronger language than the usual 

'hells' and 'damns' that pass between individuals when they 

are exasperated." The editorial continued: 

. . . And who in this nerve-wracked country can 
blame Nixon for having said it—whatever it was. 

"Expletive deleted" at least gives the electronic 
tape the man-on-the-street touch. 

The Caller on May 10 called for the President's 

departure from office. The editorial said that release of 

the transcripts had backfired and called attention to the 

response of the Chicago Tribune. "the nation's leading 

conservative editorial voice," which was "blunt in calling 
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for the President's impeachment or resignation." Senate 

Republican leader Hugh Scott on May 8, said the Caller, 

found the transcripts revealed "'a shabby, disgusting, 

immoral performance' by all involved, not excluding the 

President." The chairman of the House Republican Confer

ence, John Anderson of Illinois had said, according to 

the editorial, that if the President would not resign, he 

would be impeached. The editorial concluded: 

All of these [comments] come directly from the 
heart of the Republican party itself, and from leading 
spokesmen for the conservative philosophy. 

If the President cannot retain this support, his 
fate is sealed. But more important than the future of 
Richard Nixon is the future of the cô ontry. There is 
only one way out of the crisis of confidence, one way 
to stem the erosion of trust. And that way is the 
departure of Richard Nixon from the presidency as 
quickly as possible. 



CHAPTER IX 

A SUPREME COURT RULING AND IMPEACHMENT 

In May, 1974, Leon Jaworski and James St. Clair, 

the presidential lawyer now assigned to Watergate, jousted 

in the U.S. District Court of Judge Sirica over the 64 

taped conversations Jaworski said he needed for the pro

secution of the seven charged as Watergate conspirators. 

Sirica had granted a subpoena for the tapes April 18. St. 

Clair moved to quash the subpoena May 3* Sirica took the 

arguments under advisement May 13 and on May 21 ordered 

President Nixon to surrender the taped conversations. St. 

Clair said the President would appeal the decision, arguing 

that Jaworski, as with Cox, had no standing in court because 

the question involved an "intra-executive dispute."^ 

^This repeated argument was particularly interesting 
because of a point made by an American-Statesman editorial 
November 11, 1973i which said: 

It seems that in 1951 a freshman senator from 
California introduced a bill that would have given 
the chief federal judge in each judicial district 
the power to name, at the request of a federal grand 
jury, an independent prosecutor to look into a variety 
of scandals then rocking the Truman administration. 

The rationale behind the bill was the belief 
that the executive branch could not properly investi
gate and prosecute itself for wrong doing. 

Its sponsor was named Richard M. Nixon. 

118 



119 

On May 24, Jaworski filed a petition directly with 

the Supreme Court, despite the fact that on the same day 

White House attorneys filed their appeal with the U.S. 

Circuit Court of Appeals. Jaworski said his move was made 

to expedite a decision. The Supreme Court consented IVIay 

31 to Jaworski's request so that the trial scheduled for 

September 9 would not be delayed. 

Briefs were filed June 21, with Richard Nixon's 

lawyers contending the President was "the final authority" 

as to what presidential materials might be used in the 

Watergate case or other prosecutions. Jaworski countered 

that if Nixon's claim were upheld, that would allow the 

President "to accomplish indirectly what he cannot do 

directly: secure the abandonment of the Watergate prosecu

tion." 

The two attorneys argued the case, "The United 

States of America vs. Richard M. Nixon," before the court 

on July 8. On July 25 the Court ruled, 8 to 0—with Justice 

William Rehnquist abstaining—that Nixon must surrender the 

tapes and documents requested by Jaworski, ruling that 

". . .• the constitutional need for production of relevant 

evidence in a criminal proceeding" outweighed the Presi

dent's "generalized interest in confidentiality." Seven 

hours later the President said he would comply "in all 

respects" with the ruling. 



120 

During these proceedings, the Supreme Court made 

public a single sentence that revealed an accusation that 

a grand jury unanimously leveled at Richard Nixon in its 

indictment of the seven White House and CRP officials. 

That sentence read: 

On February 25, 1974, in the course of its con
sideration of the indictment in the instant case, 
the June 5, 1972, grand jury, by a vote of 19 to 0, 
determined that there is probable cause to believe 
that Richard Milhous Nixon (among others) was a member 
of a conspiracy to defraud the United States and to 
obstruct justice . . . and the grand jury authorized 
the special prosecutor to identify Richard Milhous 
Nixon (among others) as an unindicted co-conspirator 
in connection with subsequent legal proceedings in 
the case. 

This had been unofficially reported. The Supreme 

Court officially made it public. 

Meanwhile the House Judiciary Committee also was 

trying to obtain tapes and documents for its impeachment 

inquiry and met with no success. The full committee began 

hearing evidence IVIay 9« 

On June 10, the President embarked on a peace-

strengthening mission to Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Syria, 

Israel and Jordan; He returned Jime 19 and left June 25 

for a summit meeting with Leonid Breshnev in Moscow. 

During this trip several modest agreements were signed. 

It was during this period that the nation learned that 

the President was suffering from phlebitis, and on July 4 
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the nation was told by Nixon's physician that the Presi

dent had been informed that there was an "outside chance" 

that this could have threatened his life during the Mid

east trip. On July 7 the White House announced that the 

President would visit Japan at some time in 1974. 

The Senate Watergate Committee released its final 

report July 12. Regarding its lack of conclusions, the 

senator who had been its chairman, Sam Ervin, said, 

"There are two ways to prove that a horse is a horse. 

One is to draw a picture of a horse in as exact detail as 

possible. The other way is to write under the picture, 

'This is a horse.' We just drew the picture." 

Other court cases during this period involved Liddy, 

Colson, Kalmbach, Ehrlichman, Barker and Martinez. 

Colson pleaded guilty June 3 to obstruction of 

justice, answering only one charge and admitting that in 

1971 he concocted and carried out a scheme to "defame and 

destroy the public image and credibility" of Daniel Ells

berg and his attorney, at a time when the Pentagon Papers 

trial was approaching. Colson attributed his criminal acts 

to the repeated and specific suggestions of President Nixon. 

He was sentenced June 21 to one to two years in prison 

and fined $5,000. 
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On the same day, Egil Krogh returned to his Mary

land home after four months in prison, served for his part 

in the Ellsberg burglary. 

Kalmbach was sentenced June 17 to a minimum of six 

months and fined $10,000, following his plea of guilty 

February 25 on two counts: raising just under $4,000,000 

for congressional candidates in 1970 with no formal report

ing and no formal committee being formed; and promising 

J. Fyte Symington, Jr., former ambassador in Trinidad, a 

better post in Europe in exchange for a $100,000 campaign 

contribution in 1972. 

Gordon Liddy on May 10 was given a suspended sen

tence for contempt of Congress, and then he was convicted 

June 26 along with John Ehrlichman, Bernard Barker and 

Eugenic IVIartinez, all charged with plotting to violate 

the Fourth Amendment prohibiting unreasonable search and 

seizure. The charges grew out of the Ellsberg burglary. 

In addition, Ehrlichman was accused of lying three times 

to the grand jury and once to the FBI. When Judge Gerhard 

Gesell sentenced them July 31 he called the episode "shame

ful" and "sordid." 

It was in this climate that the House Judiciary 

Committee members were hearing evidence in their impeach

ment inquiry. The committee's staff had presented each 
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member thirty-six volumes--7,200 pages—of evidence, and 

St. Clair had presented them with four volumes of evidence. 

On July 9, the House committee released its version 

of eight White House tapes which differed from the tran

scripts released by the President, and two days later 

released to the public 4,000 pages of Watergate evidence. 

The opening session of its official debate began 

July 24. This was televised to the nation daily. 

On Saturday night, July 27, the committee adopted 

one article of impeachment, 27 to 11, accusing the Presi

dent of obstruction of justice in covering up the Watergate 

affair. The "aye" vote included six Republicans and 

twenty-one Democrats. 

A second article was adopted Monday, July 29. 

This accused the President of misusing federal agents and 

agencies on a broad scale. The vote was 28 for and 10 

against the article. 

On July 30, the committee passed the third article 

of impeachment, 21 to 17, accusing the President of re

fusing to comply with subpoenas for material sought as 

evidence in the impeachment inquiry. 

Of the presidential missions abroad, the Houston 

Chronicle pointed out May 28 that "a considerable amount 

of worry time is being devoted right now to whether 
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President Nixon should go ahead with the scheduled Moscow 

summit meeting with Leonid Breshnev" in view of Watergate 

events at home. The Chronicle was "unsure whether the 

President can get a meaningful deal with the Soviets on 

arms limitation this time around," but added: 

We do feel fairly sure, however, in saying that 
the effort needs to be made. The possibility of 
some good coming out of it is there. If all comes to 
naught, so be it. We would not counsel that the 
affairs of the country just come to a halt and wait 
heaven knows how long for a resolution of the Presi
dent's problems. 

The Caller said June 28 that "President Nixon of 

course carries the good wishes of all Americans—however 

they may feel about his presidency—with him on his trip 

to Moscow." The Caller said, however, that the President 

was "attempting to deal not from strength but from weak

ness—and that is dangerous business." Moreover, the 

editorial said, the President and Secretary of State Henry 

Kissinger were "playing it perhaps too close to their 

personal vests." The writer concluded: 

We pray the President is successful in advancing 
the cause of a lasting peace. We do not believe the 
President would knowingly sacrifice the nation's 
interest in order to achieve a cosmetic agreement 
which might help his impeachment case. But we share 
the fears that this is the wrong time and the wrong 
place and the wrong way to enter into additional 
summitry with the Soviet Union. 

On July 6, the Dallas News spoke about the ironies 

in the contrast between how Nixon was viewed at home and 
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and abroad. The News pointed out that instead of the 

overseas trips being "impeachment politics" they were a 

continuation of the President's performance abroad before 

Watergate. The editorial said: 

In any case, all doubts, reservations and cautions 
aside, the Nixon achievements for peace to date would 
under another leader, have occasioned an Independence 
Day salute to the American Peacemaker. There would 
be talk of the peace prize—endless columns of praise 
. . 0 perorations in praise of a man who in pursuit 
of a driving dream set out to achieve the unthinkable: 
Peace in our time. 

Such peace, of course, awaits events, but the man 
who was cheered so abroad comes home well aware that 
his summitry was only a temporary escape from a cold 
war centered on his person at home--one he may or may 
not win, but which some of his enemies hope will crush 
him, his presidency and his peace-making efforts all 
in one blow. That would be the final irony. 

The Avalanc he-Journal approved of the trips, but 

throughout Watergate the Lubbock paper had urged Congress 

to keep Watergate in the perspective of other national 

problems, and after the announcement that Nixon would 

visit Japan, the A-J said on July 10: 

The spectre of a rampant inflation still hovers 
over not only the U.S. but the entire world, with 
no indication of a letup. Sadly, neither IVIr. Nixon 
nor Congress seem able to come to grips with the 
problem, even on a superficial basis. 

The nation's economic problems are crying for 
attention. Perhaps the President would be in a much 
stronger position on any projected future foreign 
visits if he were to go with a record of having "done 
something" concrete toward a problem of prime impor
tance to both home folks and those abroad. 
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In commenting on the Supreme Court's ruling that 

the President must surrender the tapes and other materials 

to Jaworski, the Caller said July 25: 

The American people can be thankful that the 
justice system can respond promptly to a constitutional 
crisis as it did in this confrontation between the 
legislative and executive branches of government. . . . 

The American people can also be grateful' that 
President Nixon has accepted that decision and will 
abide by it. His decision strengthened the confidence 
of the American people in their justice system, con
firming their belief that no man in this country is 
above the law. 

The Chronicle said on July 26: 

The way has now been cleared for the "access to 
the specific facts," the court spoke of. In the midst 
of so much contradictory evidence and inconclusive 
testimony, a few "specific facts" will be welcome. 

Within the editorial, the Chronicle pointed out 

that the President "was correct to be concerned about pre

serving the confidentiality of the affairs of a president." 

While his effort cost him heavily in the Watergate Affair, 

the editorial said, "there will be no casual raids on 

presidential files" in the future. 

The Avalanche-Journal on July 26 pointed out that 

the ruling was historic and said: 

The ruling also may open, in future years, more 
problems than it solves. 

Particularly will this be so if future politicians 
and White House foes choose to use the legal avenue 
charted here to "harass" some Presidents for whatever 
reason. 
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What has come out of it all, other than the 
immediate Watergate effect, is that it is the Supreme 
Court which is the final arbiter as to what the Con
stitution does or does not say relative to the respon
sibilities of the various branches of government. 

It also is another step in the evolution of seeking 
a solution to one of the nation's most thorny and 
traumatic constitutional crises. 

That it is being done in the peaceful manner it is 
may be the most important point of all. 

The News also on July 26 said: 

It must be clear to all that in this case, the 
Court has acted as the strict constructionist court 
the President has always favored. Its unanimous 
decision, written and delivered by the President's own 
appointee, shows that neither politics nor ideology 
governed—this was the Justices' interpretation of 
the law. 

That's as it should be. 
And the President, holder of the most powerful 

office in the free world, has bowed to the rule of 
the law. 

That, too, is as it should be. 

The American-Statesman waited until August 4 to 

comment: 

Chief Justice Warren Burger used the Watergate 
tape decision to nail down firmly a new and expanded 
role for the Supreme Court. 

It is that the judiciary, not the President, is 
the final arbiter of a claim of executive privilege. 

This could have wide effects on what a president, 
any president, orders his aides to withhold in testi
mony before Congress. 

Though it does, in a quite narrow sense, open the 
president's files when crucial for the prosecution or 
defense in criminal trials where national security 
would not be specifically compromised, not too much 
should be made of this point. The issue is not 
likely to come up frequently. , , 

The decision indirectly strengthens the position 
of Congress versus the Presidency. It vitally 
strengthens the power and influence of the Supreme 
Cou;-t—and gives the justices and.Burger an oppor
tunity to enhance the court role m other areas. . . . 
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Burger has made it clear that he believes [Chief 
Justice John Marshall] did the court and the nation 
a great service by grasping opportunity by the fore
lock and using a single case (Marbury vs. Madison) as 
a vehicle for curtailing the powers of Congress or the 
president, as one or the other seemed to get out of 
hand. 

If this interpretation of Biirger's objectives is 
correct, it is quite possible we shall see in the 
future one or another court decision aimed at pre
venting future presidents from using agencies of the 
government in ways which smack of partisan politics 
or personal advantage. 

As the public debate of the House Judiciary Com

mittee was approaching, the American-Statesman spoke out 

July 11 to clarify the impeachment process: 

This insistence by some that impeachable conduct 
by the President must be demonstrated beyond the 
shadow of a doubt by the Judiciary Committee is one 
of the reasons the committee has been so long in 
performing its function. That function is by no 
means to conduct the "trial" of the President but 
to recommend or not recommend that the House of Rep
resentatives adopt articles of impeachment. The 
Constitution provides that the trial of an impeached 
president take place in the Senate. 

To insist that the President's guilt must be 
proven conclusively before he can be impeached, to 
demand what amounts almost to a full-scale trial in 
the Judiciary Committee, is not only a misreading of 
the Constitution. As much as any of the recent un
favorable leaks from the committee, it could actually 
prejudice IVIr. Nixon's chances for a fair trial if 
the issue does, indeed, go as far as the Senate. 

The Avalanche-Journal said on July 28 that during 

the impeachment process "the flow of rhetoric will range 

from the sublime to the inane." The editorial continued: 

Either the President is guilty of [treason, 
bribery or other high crimes or misdemeanors] or he 
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isn't. And it is on presentation of evidence so over
whelming that the American public will be convinced 
that the final decision should be made. . . . 

A frustrated and by now disenchanted public has 
watched its elected leaders--from the White House to 
the Halls of Congress--engage in a time-consuming 
process designed, admittedly, to render Justice. 

But . . . millions have reached the conclusion 
that the process itself has been tainted through that 
very delay. 

^Whatever the verdict, it is true that the American 
citizen will render his own judgment upon the "judges." 
Thus far, the average citizen has remained "calm, cool 
and collected." There is no reason to think he will 
not continue to remain soo And therein lies the 
strength, and hope, of the Democracy in its "hour of 
travail." 

The Houston Chronicle July 24 reviewed the role of 

the House Judiciary Committee and then discussed its "awe

some task." The Chronicle said: 

The vote of each of the . . . members will be 
historic. Probably it will be the most important vote 
each will cast in his public career. Each must reach 
a conclusion as an individual, each according to his 
own conscience. 

For most officeholders, indeed for most people, 
decisions are usually dictated by business or personal 
affiliations. On rare occasions, people are confronted 
with great issues to which they are forced to respond 
as individuals according to their own basic tenets. 
There comes a time to stand up and be counted, and that 
awesome time has arrived for the House Judiciary Com
mittee. 

In the absence of a judge to give an inspirational 
talk to the committee, that role must be assumed by 
the entire nation. Whatever the final tally, it is 
important that the nation know that each person on that 
committee is voting on the basis of the facts and his 
own conscience. 

After the first impeachment article had been 

adopted by the House Committee, the Dallas News said. 



130 

July 30: 

. . . Impeachment, we now know for a certainty 
is going to the entire House where, one hopes, the 
debate over whether to oust an incumbent U.S. presi
dent will shape up as a just and fair proceeding. 

Not that the hope is a bright one. Already the 
Judiciary Committee has cast doubt on whether Mr. 
Nixon could receive a fair trial this side of Tim
buktu . 

That is for three reasons, at the very least: 
(1) The outcome of the Committee's deliberations 

was a foregone conclusion.. . . 
(2) The vote on the first impeachment article— 

coverup of the Watergate affair—was mostly partisan. 
. . . 

(3) The impeachment article is vague and indefinite. 
. . . 

In continuing the discussion of its third point, 

the News quoted Charles Black, Jr., of Yale Law School to 

show that the phrasing of the article was "not a clear 

way to charge." The editorial concluded: 

It is a clear way to impeach, however, if that 
is all one really wants to do. And for all the world, 
it looks as though that is just what the committee is 
determined on. Given such a will, one should not 
wonder that the committee has found a way. 

The Caller on August 1 pointed out that̂  months 

had been spent in gathering evidence. "It cannot be said," 

the Caller commented, "that members of the committee 

shirked their duty and responsibility." The editorial 

added: 

These allegations can be distilled into one 
major charge: The President misused and abused the 
vast powers of his office. The offenses alleged, if 
proved, constitute the "high crimes" defined by the 
Constitution as grounds for impeachment and removal 
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from office. 
What can be said of the House Judiciary Committee 

at work? It is certainly not true, as some critics 
assert, that the committee acted as a "kangaroo court" 
or conducted a "lynching bee." On the contrary, the 
committee bent over backwards to be fair, even to the 
extent of granting the almost unprecedented permission 
for James D. St. Glair, the President's personal 
attorney, to sit in on part of the investigation and 
even to cross-examine witnesses. 

. . . it should have been obvious to the American 
people who watched the final proceedings on television 
that individual members voted their convictions rather 
than their political ideologies. . . . the committee 
has done its duty. No one should ask more than that. 



CHAPTER X 

NINE DAYS IN AUGUST 

Events bringing the Watergate Affair to its climax 

moved rapidly after the House Judiciary Committee adjourned 

its impeachment inquiry. Even as this session was ending. 

President Nixon surrendered twenty recorded conversations 

on eleven reels to Judge Sirica, who was to review them to 

determine which portions might be given to Leon Jaworski. 

The following day, Attorney James St. Clair said a 5:12-

minute gap in an April 12, 1973. tape was caused by the 

need to change tapes. The gap was in a 45-minute conversa

tion—including Richard Nixon, H. R. Haldeman and John 

Ehrlichman—regarding the President's defense of his actions. 

A Secret Service spokesman said that a two-recorder system 

was used. This would have prevented the loss of any con

versation as tapes ran out. 

On August 1, the leadership of both parties in the 

House of Representatives said impeachment hearings would 

begin on the floor August 19- They were to be televised 

daily and the final vote could be expected by the end of 

the month. 

On August 2, Judge Sirica set Wednesday, August 

7, as the deadline for material to be turned over to him 
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as ordered by the Supreme Court. 

White House aides, on August 3» were reported to 

have said that President Nixon's chances of winning a 

House impeachment vote had evaporated and that they viewed 

the Senate trial as his last hope for survival in office. 

President Nixon admitted on August 5 that six days 

after the Watergate break-in, on June 23, 1972, he had 

ordered Haldeman to instruct the CIA to tell the FBI, 

"Don't go any further into this case," and that the deci

sion was for political as well as national security reasons. 

The conversation had been held in the Oval office. The 

President further admitted he kept this evidence from his 

lawyers and those on the House Judiciary Committee who 

were supporting him. 

Nixon made the admission in a statement accompany

ing the release of partial transcripts of three conversa

tions of June 23, 1972, which he said might further damage 

his case against impeachment. 

"It is virtually a foregone conclusion," news 

reports quoted him as saying, that the House would vote 

to impeach him. But he added that he hoped the Senate 

would look at all the evidence "in perspective" and vote 

to acquit him. 

St. Clair told Republican senators that Richard 
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Nixon would not resign because the President felt it would 

be setting a precedent for removing future presidents from 

office. 

By August 6 news reports told of an impeachment 

"tidal wave" washing Washington. The President's staunch-

est supporters were convinced he could not survive 

impeachment and a trial. 

Republican House leader John J. Rhodes of Arizona 

said he would vote to impeach President Nixon on Article 

1. Sen. Robert Dole, R-Kan., said that if the President 

had forty votes a week before he had no more than twenty 

on August 6—not close to the thirty-four he would need 

to survive as president in a Senate trial. Another Repub

lican senator, who would not be named, estimated the 

President's votes at no more than ten. 

The following day the President met with Secretary 

of State Henry Kissinger who would, by law, receive any 

letter of resignation. He also met with congressional 

Republican leaders. Sen. Barry Goldwater of Arizona, 

Sen. Hugh Scott who was the Senate Republican leader, 

and House GOP leader Rhodes. They later met briefly 

with newsmen and reported that they had told the Presi

dent that "the situation is very gloomy on Capitol liill." 

The night of August 8, President Nixon told a 
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national television audience that he was resigning as the 

37th president of the United States at 12 noon, Eastern 

Daylight Time, August 9, and that Gerald Ford would take 

over the presidency at that same moment. 

When Gerald Rudolph Ford took the oath of office 

as the nation's 38th president he promised the country 

that "our long national nightmare is over." 

By that time United Press International reported 

that, in addition to the President's resignation, the 

Watergate Affair had brought about criminal charges 

against 50 men. Thirty-five had been convicted or pleaded 

guilty. Four were acquitted or had charges dropped. 

Eleven had charges pending. In addition 12 corporations 

had pleaded guilty to illegal campaign gifts. One cor

poration had been acquitted of that charge and, for an

other, a trial was pending. 

In commenting on the President's disclosure that 

he had lied in covering up the June 23 conversation, the 

Dallas News said on August 7* 

In admitting that he deliberately withheld 
damaging evidence and that he attempted to restrict 
the FBI investigation of the Watergate break-in, 
the President revealed acts of deceit that are 
indefensible. 

The President now declares that his failure to 
level with his own staff, his defenders and the 
nation was "a serious act of omission for which I 
take full responsibility and which I deeply regret." 
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That is, unfortunately, a statement that comes at 
least two years too late. The President's own respon
sibility can no longer be evaded or denied. He gains 
no credit in publicly acknowledging it now. 

As for regret, there can be no doubt that President 
Nixon has good reason to regret his breach of faith. 
So do we all. 

At this point most Americans probably share the 
feelings expressed by Rep. Joe Waggoner, a leader of 
the Southern Democrats who have supported the Presi
dent. Asked his opinion of the latest revelation, 
Waggoner said, "It hurts." 

On August 9f the day the President said he would 

resign, four of the five papers--the American-Statesman, 

the Avalanche-Journal. the Caller and the News--had 

comments. 

The American-Statesman, in an editorial headed, 

"Today It Is All Behind Us," said: 

This newspaper endorsed Richard Nixon for Presi
dent in the last general election. 

For that, in view of a long series of doubts 
that came to a climax in his resignation speech last 
evening, we apologize. 

But Richard M. Nixon, President of the United 
States, neither apologized nor admitted his involve
ment in a high-level scandal that has become known 
as Watergate. 

All of the high hopes and aspirations he es
poused in seeking a second term as President have 
been overcome or dashed to pieces upon the rocks of 
Watergate. 

Whether he ordered the events that led to Water
gate's execution, or whether he merely approved 
them, as Chief Executive of this great nation, he 
must be and is responsible. 

Nixon's address to the world, and it was indeed 
that, was an historic moment these United States of 
America have never witnessed in almost 200 years of 
history and God willing, will never witness again— 
a President resigning. 

Unfortunately his farewell smacked of insincerity. 
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He smiled at the wrong time. He read it in the same 
tone he has read the 36 previous television addresses 
to the nation. 

Here is a man who worked all of his life to achieve 
the highest office of his country, and he resigned it 
without even being able to express himself without a 
written text prepared by hired speech writers. 

Today, that is all behind us. Vice President 
Gerald Ford will take the office of President. The 
United States has a new leader. From him we must 
expect honest, straightforward leadership. And in 
return he must expect the support of Congress and the 
people. 

Only with confidence and trust can we set a new 
course toward peace in the world and a good life and 
prosperity for all at home. 

The Avalanche-Journal headed its August 9 editorial 

"So, How About The Economy?" and said: 

Now that the Watergate crisis has passed its 
"fever" point, perhaps those charged with such matters 
can get down to the business of worrying about the 
folks back home. 

If that sounds brutal, then so be it. 
But, there are millions across the land whose 

chief concern for months has not been the eventual 
fate of President Nixon so much as that of their 
savings and the tab on everything from food to fuel. 

Even with Mr. Nixon out of the picture, a nagging 
question remains: 

Okay, that's fine. But what about those soaring 
interest rates and living costs? . . . 

Now that Watergate has apparently passed its 
high water mark, we don't think it is asking too 
much to expect some reaction and action on the 
economic front. 

The following day, the Lubbock paper had more to 

say: 

No commentary on the events of the past few days, 
and the resignation of President Richard M. Nixon, 
would be complete without recognition of the contra
dictions in Mr. Nixon's more than a quarter of a 
century of public life. ^̂  ^ ̂  + +u« 

In many ways, his career reflected not tne 
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excesses and extremes, the heights and depths, of 
one man, but more that of the political exigencies 
as they existed, and still do to an extent, of a 
nation. 

As President, and even as vice president, Mr. 
Nixon played a wide-ranging, and in the view of many, 
one of the most successful roles in foreign affairs 
of any chief executive in modern times. 

For whatever else he may have done or not done, 
he did bring about--at least for the time being—the 
"Era of Peace"—for which he said he wished to be 
remembered. 

Actually, his foreign and domestic record was 
not the total failure many of his longtime enemies, 
both in Congress and the television and Eastern media, 
would have the nation believe. . . . 

Other than his Watergate-related troubles, it was 
in the area of controlling inflation that he met his 
greatest challenge and perhaps failure, although 
here again he can not be saddled with the total 
blame. . . . 

0 . . . . . 0 . 0 . . . . . . . . a . . . . . . . 

. . . Mr. Nixon and his zealous aides violated 
basic moral and legal concepts, which must be upheld 
if we are to survive as a nation. 

The irony of it is that it was totally unnecessary 
by any standard. That it has happened before, without 
punishment, may be a mitigating factor, but no excuse. 

The Caller said on August 9: 

President Nixon's resignation should be greeted 
with heartfelt thanks by his fellow countrymen. He 
has spared the American people the anguish of a trial 
in the Senate—an overwhelming House vote for impeach
ment was assured. He has truly acted in the best 
interests of the country by resigning. 

Today, for the first time in two years, we can 
think of putting Watergate behind us. We cannot, 
nor should we, forget the tragic chronicle of sub
version of the election process and the many evil 
deeds performed by subordinates in the President's 
name. But we can now begin with President Gerald 
Ford, the laborious process of restoring faith in 
the integrity of our government. 

These have been historic days. We have witnessed 
the passing of what George Reedy called the "Imperial 
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presidency." The presidency as an institution has 
been damaged only marginally. . . . 

Lack of perspective prevents us from assessing 
the place of Richard M. Nixon in our history. He 
will be remembered, certainly with favor, for his 
efforts to moderate the rivalries between East and 
West. Probably only a Republican president—perhaps 
only Nixon—could have made overtures to Russia and 
China without precipitating a national uproar. 

But his faults may in the perspective of history 
outweigh the virtues that can be found. Surely his
tory has never recorded a more private or secretive 
president. In the end he became so isolated and 
removed from the people, and even from the members 
of his own party, that he misjudged, the mood of the 
people. 

The peaceful transition of power is the mark of 
stable and well-ordered societies. The transition of 
power from Nixon to Ford, at a time of unparallelled 
crises in the history of the presidency, testifies 
eloquently to the strength of our constitutional form 
of government. 

Let us now proceed under President Ford in search 
of a better America. 

The News commented on "The Last Act" with this 

August 9 editorial: 

In deciding to resign, the President has rung 
down the final curtain on the remarkable political 
career of Richard Milhous Nixon. 

The decision was his alone to make. Until a few 
days ago, he had assured the nation that he would not 
resign but would insist upon the full constitutional 
procedure for the impeachment and conviction of a 
president. 

The last-minute switch was characteristic of his 
entire defense of his administration during the 
ordeal that began with Watergate. In first proclaim
ing a stand on principle and then retreating from 
both the stand and the principle, the President 
established a pattern of indecisiveness that cost 
him, finally, nearly all of the massive support he 
enjoyed two years ago. 

The most damaging in this series of retreats was 
his admission, earlier this week, that he had in 
fact ordered his aides to cover up embarrassing 
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political leads in the Watergate case and that he had 
misled his lawyers, his supporters and the nation. 

In so doing, he not only confessed guilt in the 
cover-up charge, but he revealed a staggering breach 
of faith with the nation and with those who have de
fended him on the basis of their confidence in his 
word. 

This newspaper was one of those that proceeded on 
the basis of that confidence. It was misplaced. In 
giving President Nixon the benefit of the doubt. The 
News ̂was guided by its recognition of the real and 
significant accomplishments of his administration. 

The accomplishments—withdrawal with honor from 
the Vietnam War, repatriation of the POWs, the first 
steps toward peace in the Mid-East--cannot be denied, 
even by the President's most tireless detractors. 

But neither can his strongest defenders now deny 
the flaws in integrity that have been revealed so 
painfully. The Nixon administration has been sub
jected to many vicious, unfair and wholly reprehensi
ble attacks by its political and ideological opponents. 
But at the end, it has been brought down by the failings 
of Richard M. Nixon himself. 

Between August 4 and August 11 the Houston Chronicle 

had no comment on Watergate events. In its August 4 edi

torial the Chronicle favored the full impeachment process. 

On August 11, the Houston paper carried three editorials. 

They were entitled, "Richard M. Nixon is gone," "Gerald 

R. Ford is in," and "Settle down, America." The editorial 

on Richard Nixon said: 

Richard M. Nixon's farewell address to the 
American people as the 37th president of the United 
States was a sad but soothing affair. 

He showed no emotion. He showed strength and 
self-control. He voiced no bitterness even toward 
those who were vicious in their hysteria to denounce 
him. He did not even mention except by oblique 
reference the sordid, senseless mess that forced him 
out, the Watergate trauma. 
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By resigning he spared this bleeding nation addi
tional months of divisive bloodletting. 

In his manner of leaving, we believe Nixon did 
accomplish that which he said he hoped to do, to hasten 
the start of the healing process which the country 
needs so desperately. 

It was fitting that Nixon address himself to the 
undoubted large accomplishments of his administration 
on the world's stage. For he accomplished these things 
in the name of the people whom he was bidding farewell 
and who had elected him to perform these tasks. 

Those critics who censure him for not pleading 
guilty in his farewell address seem to forget that 
even the most vicious killer before the bar of justice 
in America is granted a constitutional right against 
self-incrimination. 

Richard Nixon did not ask and as far as is known 
no one offered in a successful way to grant him 
immunity against criminal prosecution. Any confession 
of guilt in his nationally televised speech, even if 
he feels that he is guilty of high crimes and mis
demeanors, could have later been used against him in 
criminal prosecution. 

The Chronicle wishes Richard Nixon and his family 
a peaceful and happy life in their new roles as 
private citizens. We extend to them the same blessing 
which the former president wished his countrymen as 
he closed his farewell, "B/Iay God's grace be with you 
in all your days." 



CHAPTER XI 

THE EDITORS SPEAK 

In fairness to the editors whose opinions were 

edited and analyzed for this study, an interview was con

ducted with the chief editorial writer of each of the 

five newspapers. The results of these interviews are 

presented on the following pages with as much objectivity 

as possible. The opinions are submitted without analyses 

in order to protect this objectivity. For this reason 

also they are not included in the Conclusion of the study. 

Each interview is a part of the study but stands apart as 

the editor's own analysis of the sum of his paper's edi

torial stand on President Nixon in regard to Watergate. 

THE AMERICAN-STATESMAN^ 

The American-Statesman, during the period of this 

study, was preparing primarily only the local editorials. 

R. 0. Zollinger and Raymond Brooks, both well 

known editorial writers in Texas, had been the spokesmen 

for the Austin American-Statesman for many years. Both 

were gone before Watergate became an issue and their 

^Interview, by telephone, with Sam Wood, editor. 
The American-Statesman. February 6, 1975 
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positions had not been filled. Sam Wood, editor, wrote 

some of the editorials. 

"I wrote the local editorials as a rule," Wood 

said, "but I didn't have time to write the editorials and 

do everything else." 

Now more active editorially, the American-Statesman 

has employed an editorial writer and has an editorial 

board which meets three times a week. 

(The question arises whether or not it is valid 

to include the American-Statesman in this study because of 

the unusual staff situation within the newspaper. The very 

fact that there was no editorial writer is in itself of 

interest to the study. The newspaper's editorial page 

continued to run, and readers had no way of knowing that 

the paper was operating without an editorial writer. These 

reasons add to, rather than subtract from, the justifica

tion for including the American-Statesman.) 

Wood said that during the period, June, 1972, to 

August, 1974, editorials for the page were chosen from 

Copley, the Christian Science Monitor or the Reed edito

rial services. 

"The editorials we received from the services," 

Wood said, "were reviewed here. ' They do stand as our 

editorials. I think we changed some of them a little" 



144 

to suit the viewpoint of the American-Statesman. 

"We knew our editorial page was a weak spot," 

Wood said, "but we suffered through it." He emphasized 

that an editorial writing slot is a difficult one to fill 

and takes considerable searching for the right individual. 

"In a way," Wood said, "we had a pretty complete 

selection of editorials from which to choose." 

The Austin paper is one of a Texas chain (News

papers, Inc.) with other newspapers in Waco, Lufkin and 

Port Arthur. 

"The Austin American-Statesman is a more conserva

tive paper than the other three," Wood said. He considers 

the newspaper independent politically. 

"Senator McGovern was a type of man we couldn't 

support," Wood said. "We were as independent as we could 

be, but we were pro-Nixon at the time of the election." 

That attitude changed within nine months. 

"I knew early in the Ervin hearings that we 

couldn't put up with Nixon, but we took a watch and wait 

attitude. We never had any campaign against Nixon," he 

said. 

His readers were not so sure. 

"We really took a beating on Nixon," he said, and 

explained that Austin has "quite a few die-hard Nixon 

supporters." 
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The constant news play of Watergate for months— 

until "the Watergate thing got down to where very few 

people could argue"—caused the Pro-Nixon element to com

plain bitterly that the newspaper wanted to "crucify" the 

President. 

"They considered it a personal attack on their 

hero," Wood said. "A lot of those old Nixon die-hards 

continued to write those mean letters--saying the news

papers ruined Nixon," he said. 

"They've got to blame somebody for what happened, 

and they don't want to blame Nixon." 

Wood said the letter writing has "died down" 

some now, but he doesn't believe the "die-hards" have 

changed their minds. 

The 180-degree turn-around for the American-

Statesman was not apparent on the editorial page until 

August 9, following the President's resignation. 

"We had had a pretty strong attitude for Nixon," 

Wood said. But when the end came. Wood and publisher 

Richard F. Brown consulted with one another and decided 

on the content of the editorial together. Wood wrote 

the editorial. 

Although the reader of the American-Statesman's 

editorial page August 9. 1974, might infer a relationship 
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between the newspaper's "apology" for endorsing Richard 

Nixon and the second editorial warning against the exces

sive power granted presidents under the I950 Federal Civil 

Defense Act, there was no intended relationship. Wood said. 

The juxtaposition was coincidental. 

THE AVALANCHE-JOURNAL^ 

The Lubbock Avalanche-Journal is "not leading the 

hounds." It lays out the facts and lets the readers make 

up their minds. 

Jay Harris, chief editorial writer for the Avalanche-

Journal. believes that Richard Nixon misread the signs. 

"The people hadn't named him king," he said, "but 

they had given him a great degree of trust, and he violated 

their trust." 

The evidence that the Avalanche-Journal reflected 

the attitudes of its readers was seen, in Harris' view, 

in the fact that the letters received ran heavily in favor 

of what the editorials were saying. 

"As a rule they run more against what we are 

saying," he said, "but the letters at this time were run

ning in favor of our stand [on Watergate], and this 

encouraged us." 

^Interview with Jay Harris, editor. The Avalanche-
Journal, January 9, 1975 
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Harris said the Avalanche-Journal believed more 

in what Richard Nixon stood for than in the man himself. 

He cited some of these things: orderly government, an 

attitude against crime in the streets, his foreign policy. 

"He created the crack in the door to China. There was a 

certain degree of balance with Russia. He was using his 

good office to keep the mid-East powder keg from being 

worse than it was. 

"I cannot yet get excited about the Watergate as 

a break-in," Harris said. "This kind of thing has been 

going on [in politics] for years. But when a man will go 

to the means he [and others] did to cover it up, he might 

be like that about other things—no telling what!" 

The first time Harris recalls thinking that the 

break-in was more than a political "caper"—as it was 

repeatedly referred to in the A-J editorials for several 

months after June 17. 1972--was when U.S. District Judge 

John J. Sirica made a blunt statement after the seven 

burglars were sentenced (March 23, 1973)- "He said, in 

summary, that 'the whole truth has not been brought out.' 

He then made some remark about thinking the prosecutors 

had not pressed the case as hard as they might have. 

That point bothered me," Harris said. 

The April 30, 1973, speech by the President left 

Harris "feeling, as Shakespeare said, 'Methinks he 
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protests too much.'" 

"If he had men that close to him who committed 

these wrongs, then Richard Nixon couldn't escape being 

blamed for part of what happened if, for no other reason, 

than, as Harry Truman said, 'The buck stops here.'" 

The public rightly blames the people at the top, 

Harris said. It is the same in business or in anything 

else. If something is going wrong, the people at the top 

will be blamed. 

In regard to the tapes, the Avalanche-Journal 

tried to convey four things: "l) in the early stages 

we didn't think Richard Nixon was caught up in it; 2) when 

he was caught up in the coverup and he fired the people 

close to him, the question in our minds was how much he 

should be forced to do to convict himself; 3) should not 

the rules of evidence be applied to him; and 4) in view 

of what has happened, then, once the tapes were sub

poenaed, he could not destroy them because he would be 

destroying evidence." 

Harris said that he has always insisted on three 

things regarding the news and editorials: 1) they have 

to be factual--objective; 2) when you start asserting 

anything that is not an accomplished fact, you have to 

give responsible attribution; 3) before you start 

convicting, you have to adopt, if possible, the court 
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rule of guilt beyond a shadow of a doubt and, at least, 

guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

"I think when the Supreme Court ordered Richard 

Nixon to give up the tapes [July 24, 1974] and he began 

skirmishing, our belief in his credibility began wavering," 

Harris said. 

"I think my greatest disappointment was that a 

man in his position [the presidency] would reveal almost 

a childlike approach to the dilemma he found himself in— 

with a penchant for resorting to the language of the 

gutter," Harris said. "This tarnished his image, regard

less of his guilt or innocence. That denotes character." 

In addition to the tragedy of Watergate, he saw 

the next greatest tragedy in that a "certain segment of 

the press and a goodly portion of the government machinery 

became obsessed—to the exclusion of everything else— 

[with Watergate]. All their energies were concentrated 

on Watergate. " 

Harris felt the A-J escaped this through some 

concentration on three or four major issues in Lubbock, 

for instance. These included a utilities bond election, 

a street issue involving the city and Texas Tech University, 

and several other city problems—a tax increase, bonds 

for a civic center and crime. 
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Distress was expressed at the allegations of the 

involvement of former Texas Governor John Connally in 

the dairymen's campaign contributions. He wondered if 

the same people who accused Connally would "push the same 

business" as hard in relation to Sen. Hubert Humphrey, 

' D-Minn., and Rep. Wilbur Mills, D-Ark. 

Harris said that he was personally "bitterly dis

appointed" in Richard Nixon. 

"People have overlooked all along what caused 

us to put him in office," he said. "There were two main 

reasons why we were for Richard Nixon in the presidential 

campaign: one, his foreign policy was sound; two, it was 

a negative thing. We couldn't see McGovern being elected." 

If given the two choices available in November, 

1972, the Avalanche-Journal would still choose Richard 

Nixon, he said, because of a negative attitude toward 

McGovern. He cited as McGovern's chief drawback, his 

"far-out" economic ideas. 

Despite some accusations, Harris believes the 

Avalanche-Journal was fair and objective throughout. 

"Richard Nixon had been given a fair appraisal. 

I was most encouraged," he said, "in that A^J readers 

were able to reach basic conclusions that left them 

feeling neither betrayed nor frustrated." 
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The end result gained for Harris an appreciation 

for the average citizen in the United States, his basic 

belief in what he stood for and his ability "to put things 

in perspective." 

The Avalanche-Journal editor is left with one 

nagging fear. 

"I have this nagging fear," he said, "that there 

may have been some plan for a take-over. I have heard 

the comparisons on what happened here and what happened 

in Germany before World War II, and I still have this 

nagging fear." 

THE CALLER 

John L. Stallings, executive editor of the Corpus 

Christi Caller and what was called, during most of the 

period of this study, the Sunday Caller-Times, preferred 

to have written questions submitted to him. The questions 

were sent April 16, 1975, and responses returned May 6. 

The questions and answers are included in their entirety. 

Q. On June 21, 1972, you said that despite the 
disclaimers, most Democrats would believe that 
Republicans were behind the Watergate bugging. 
When did you narrow the blame to the Committee 
to Re-Elect the President, and when did you 
first believe that Richard Nixon was party to 
the cover-up? 

A. We narrowed the blame to the Committee to Re-

Elect the President only in early 1974. Before that, we 
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thought in terms of individuals, not groups, as responsible 

for the Watergate break-in. We gave Nixon the benefit of 

the doubt until early in 1974. We did not believe until 

then that he had been personally involved in the coverup, 

although we found it difficult to believe that he did not 

know about it. 

Q. On September 23, 1972, you said the choice 
was Nixon. On November 2, 1972, you acknowledged 
Nixon would win but you referred to the "cloud of 
Watergate, political trickery and financial 
juggling." Was this an attempt to take votes from 
Nixon? Was this a direct Nixon-Watergate linking? 

A. The November 2, 1972, editorial, following 

the endorsement of Nixon on September 23, 1972, was not 

an attempt to take votes from Nixon, merely a recognition 

of the political realities. This was not a direct Nixon-

Watergate linking—in fact the linkage did not occur to us 

at the time. As you can see by the tone of the endorse

ment editorial, the decision to endorse Nixon came after 

much wringing of hands. Such phrases as ". . . choice 

is not inspiring . . . " "The public is apathetic—turned 

off by McGovern, not turned on by Nixon. We find our

selves in the same situation. Of the two candidates, 

Nixon at this moment seems preferable ..." "... All 

political decisions have to be made in terms of the 

choices at hand. The choice this year is Nixon or 

McGovern. We prefer Nixon." indicated our decision to 
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endorse came with some reluctance. 

Q.. Do you recall what the reader reaction was 
to your May 6, I973, editorial on the "system?" 
Was the heaviest reaction favorable? Unfavorable? 
A close to 50-50 split? 

A. We had no reader reaction. 

Q. A great many editorial writers, in and out 
of Texas, found themselves out on a limb that was 
later chopped out from under them. Did you ever 
sense, during the two-year period, that you might 
have written yourself out on a limb? Would that 
concern influence you to the point of causing you 
to be over-cautious? 

A. We never felt we had written ourselves out on 

a limb, although we were guilty of failing to link Nixon 

directly with Watergate. We were not over-cautious. We 

did feel that much more proof was needed before Nixon could 

be linked to Watergate. 

Q. Did other Harte-Hanks newspapers take an 
editorial stand on Watergate similar to that taken 
by the Caller? Is there any effort to persuade 
each of the newspapers in the chain to take like 
stands or is it every paper for itself? 

A. No other Harte-Hanks paper took the same line 

as we did. There was no effort to persuade each of the 

H-H newspapers to "sing" in harmony. Some editorials in 

other Harte-Hanks newspapers, in fact, were flatly contra

dictory with those in the Caller-Times. 

Q. When did the Caller decide that Richard 
Nixon should resign—rather than stay in office--
rather than go through impeachment proceedings? 

A. We decided that Nixon should resign after it 
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became apparent that the House Judiciary Committee had 

produced sufficient evidence to make impeachment in the 

House almost inevitable and Nixon's removal from office by 

the Senate probable. We felt that the country should not 

be called upon to suffer the trauma of the full impeach

ment process. 

Q. It has been suggested to me that Lyndon 
Johnson had a personal interest in the editorial 
viewpoint of the Caller, and that he might per
sonally have influenced the Caller's editorial 
attitude toward Richard Nixon. Is this suggestion 
wild speculation or is there some truth in it? 

A. Absolutely no truth in it. The suggestion 

that Lyndon Johnson had a personal interest in the editorial 

viewpoint of the Caller and thus influenced it probably 

arose from the fact that the late editor of the Caller-

Times. Robert M. Jackson, who retired in January, 1972, 

had been a close personal friend of Johnson since about 

1932 when they both were aides to congressmen in Washington. 

At no time did this friendship influence the Caller's 

attitude toward Nixon. 

Q. Almost from June 18, 1972, the Caller took 
a deeply serious approach to the Watergate break-
in as well as to other matters which later were 
a part of the evidence discussed in the House 
Judiciary Committee impeachment proceedings. This 
editorial position was not shared by the other 
four newspapers of this study. Do you have any 
explanation for this difference in perception? 

A. Almost from the beginning we were deeply 
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serious in our discussions of the V/atergate affair because 

it seemed to us that it was an attempt to corrupt the 

electoral process and it involved the White House itself. 

We are unable to explain why other newspapers did not have 

the same view. 

Q. Can you tell me who wrote the April 5, 1973, 
editorial entitled "Parallel Terms" which commented 
on a "curious parallel in the presidencies of 
Richard Nixon and Lyndon Johnson"? Was there any 
particular source for the writer's idea on this 
commentary? 

[This editorial said that there could be developing 
a curious parallel in the two presidencies. Both 
were landslide victors, but the size of the margins 
was due more to the public conceiving of opponents 
as unacceptable than to any personal popularity of 
the winning nominees themselves. Both began their 
terms with misleading mandates. While "it was 
Johnson's unhappy fate that foreign, not domestic 
matters came to dominate the years of his presi
dency, " it was just the opposite with Nixon. Domes
tic matters were the dominant factor in his second 
term. Johnson was the President more capable in 
the domestic field and Nixon in the foreign. The 
editorial concluded that "Nixon may well finish 
his second term in as melancholy a fashion as 
Johnson departed the presidency, both men tricked 
by fate into facing precisely those problems which 
exposed the flaws in their makeup."] 

A. The editorial, "Parallel Terms," of April 5. 

1973f was written by one of our editorial writers, Jerry 

Norman. The parallel was his perception of a historical 

analogy. 

Q. With the hindsight available now, do you see 
any editorial stands you regret for this period 
or any opinions expressed that you would change 
if you could do it over? Are you completely 
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satisfied to stand on what appeared in the Caller 
in regard to Nixon and the Watergate affair? 

A. With the benefit of hindsight, we regret 

endorsing Nixon in 1972. We certainly would not have 

endorsed a candidate who was to bring scandal to the high

est office in the land and who would resign in disgrace. 

If all of the evidence had been available to us at the 

time the Watergate break-in was revealed, certainly our 

editorials would have been different. However, without 

the ability as a seer we are willing to stand on the edi

torial record we made. 

THE CHRONICLE^ 

Watergate was a "very traumatic" thing for the 

nation to endure, but it was important for the American 

people to recognize that a nation which had endured the 

Civil War and the great depression of the 1930's had the 

inner strength to survive. 

"We had faith that a nation with that kind of 

strength didn't have to tear itself to pieces over Water

gate," according to Les Bennett, chief editorial writer 

for the Houston Chronicle. 

Bennett answered orally ten written questions 

which were mailed to him. One of these asked: 

3lnterview by telephone with Les Bennett, chief 
editorial writer, The Chronicle. April 23, 1975 
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On May 8, 1973» you said that "everything about 
this sordid mess is a failure of individuals to live 
up to their public trust. We can find no evidence," 
you said, "that the nation's institutions and basic 
systems of checks and balances have failed us . . . " 
Is it^fair to say that this was the first of a series 
of editorials which cautioned your readers to keep 
faith in the system in the face of continuing revela
tions of wrong-doing? Were these editorials written 
to calm fears? 

His answer explained the Chronicle's faith in the 

strength of the American system. He said the attitude 

was in response to a comment by Sen. Sam Ervin to the 

effect that the Watergate affair was one of the greatest 

disasters in national history and Ervin's comparison of 

Watergate and the Civil War. 

"We were putting an anchor out to the windward 

here," Bennett said, "and our faith was borne out very 

well as time went on. 

"Of course, Watergate changed the course of our 

history, but it didn't bring us down," he said. 

Chronicle editorials reflecting this attitude, 

Bennett said, indicated a basic confidence Americans 

have in their system--in the courts and in Congress. 

He said that the Houston newspaper, at the time 

the editorial was written, was getting a different reading 

on public reaction than observations in Washington indi

cated that city was getting. 

At the Chronicle a group of eight or ten persons. 



158 

including editors, editorial writers and the cartoonist, 

meet to discuss the issues of the day, and the newspaper's 

policy is reached in these meetings. Editorial writers 

then enunciate the policy as clearly as they can. 

"What we believe is what we say," Bennett said. 

"There are no hidden meanings." 

The editorial that states, "The Chronicle believes" 

or similar expressions speaking for the newspaper's stand 

on an issue is a reflection of this group which determines 

editorial policy. 

In reviewing the Chronicle's editorial coverage 

of the Watergate affair, Bennett saw it as a "very slow-

starting thing." 

"I suspect we were rather slow to view it as a 

far-reaching thing," he said. "We did not have any desire 

that anything be covered up. We just viewed it [the break-

in] as more of an aberration than part of an overall 

political scheme. To us it seemed an isolated event." 

At the time of the 1972 election Watergate was not linked 

to the President but was still "an isolated event—a 

criminal act." 

The Chronicle continued to support President 

Nixon in many things the President was doing, despite the 

Watergate related accusations swirling around the presi

dency. 
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"We looked on Watergate as a matter to be proven 

against President Nixon," Bennett said. "We continued to 

support many other things the President was doing. We 

examined each area, and we would either favor or oppose 

the President" on the basis of the Chronicle's view of 

the individual issue. 

"We were dealing with the entirety of the nation's 

problems," Bennett said. "On that basis we were making 

the editorial decisions." 

Illustrative of this attitude was an editorial 

published May 28, 1974. Regarding a planned summit meeting, 

it said: 

A considerable amount of worry time is being 
devoted right now to whether President Nixon should 
go ahead with the scheduled Moscow summit meeting 
with Leonid Breshnev in late June. 

We do feel fairly sure . . . that the effort needs 
to be made. The possibility of some good coming out 
of it is there. If all comes to naught, so be it. 
We would not counsel that the affairs of the country 
just come to a halt and wait Heaven knows how long 
for a resolution of the President's problems. 

Among the questions asked of Bennett was: 

Was I misreading your 1974 editorials when I 
noted a subtle shift in editorial stance? Throughout 
1973, there appeared to be a stronger stand against 
White House involvement in Watergate than the stand 
taken as 1974 progressed. Instead of a softening 
attitude, was this more of a stand-aside-and-let-
justice-take-its-course attitude? 

In response to this, Bennett said whatever might 
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have been seen by the reader, the editorials in this 

period were "a reaction to those who assumed guilt" on the 

part of the President. 

"There was a segment that quickly assumed guilt 

at a high level," he said. "I think those editorials 

reflected what we had said from our first editorial. They 

reflected consistency." There was no backing off from an 

interest in finding out the answer to "whodunit" even if 

that answer would eventually be the President. 

The Chronicle usually was quick to respond editori

ally to news events. Yet there was no comment on the 

President's resignation until August 11, although the 

other four papers--some of them usually slower in response— 

had all commented by August 10. The delay in the Chronicle's 

response was explained by Bennett. 

"We prefer to think twice," Bennett said, adding 

that there is no feeling at the Chronicle that it must be 

the first newspaper on the streets with editorial opinion. 

But there was an even more fundamental reason for delaying 

editorial comment on the resignation until Sunday, August 

11. 

In August, 1974, the Chronicle had a Saturday 

afternoon edition with a circulation much smaller than 

the Sunday edition. It was believed preferable to withhold 
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comment for the Sunday edition when the readership would 

be greater. 

The Chronicle in May, 1974, had eighteen editorials 

bearing a relationship to Watergate. In June, 1974, the 

number was 15. In July, 1974, there were six. There was 

no direct comment on the impeachment votes by the House 

Judiciary Committee. 

Bennett commented on a question regarding this 

lack of comment. 

"I don't think we were silent," he said. "We 

weren't necessarily ducking anything. We were trying to 

be judicious." 

The Chronicle had strongly endorsed the appoint

ment of Leon Jaworski, a Houston lawyer, as special pro

secutor, and the paper was satisfied with his performance. 

"We were very fortunate," Bennett said, "in that 

we knew who he was. We knew him for the type of man he 

was. He'd done a great deal for this town and this country 

before he was appointed special prosecutor." 

Chronicle editors thought he handled his Watergate 

duties "extremely well." 

Bennett is not one to look backward in judgment 

on the editorials carried by the Chronicle. 

"You make your judgments as you go," he said. 
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"You give your best on any given subject. As circumstances 

went we think we did the best we could do, and all you can 

do is your best. 

"That sounds like a cliche," he added, "but that's 

about it." 

Bennett admitted that Chronicle editorial writers 

have "climbed out on a lot of limbs," but he did not see, 

in a brief look backward, that the Chronicle had found 

itself out on many Watergate limbs. 

Bennett was for seven years city editor of the 

Chronicle before moving three years ago to the editorial 

page. He said the Watergate affair was the "most compli

cated proposition in the last three years, but there have 

been other difficult problems." The mass transit problem 

for a city the size of Houston was suggested by him as 

one of those other difficult problems. 

Editorial writers express an opinion, provide 

information, educate the public and find that opinions 

are returned by readers on "almost any subject," said 

Bennett. 

"There are no Afghanistan topics any more," he 

said. He explained that there is an old admonition 

among editorial writers: "When you don't have anything 

else to write about, write about Afghanistan because 
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nobody has an opinion on Afghanistan." 

"That's no longer true in a community of this 

size," said Bennett. 

THE MORNING NEWS 

Dick West, editorial director of the Dallas News, 

chose not to be interviewed by telephone and preferred, 

instead, to have written questions submitted to him. The 

questions sent to him March 6, 1975i and his prompt re

sponses are included in their entirety. 

Q. Was there any other candidate running during 
the 1972 primaries that the Dallas Morning News 
would rather have supported than Richard Nixon? 
If so, who was that candidate? 

A. The News supported Nixon because of his 

moderate-to-conservative background and because we felt 

he was superior to other candidates who might have a 

chance against him. 

Q. While you made it clear in your October 4, 
1972, editorial, "An Issue that Failed," that 
a burglary is a serious crime, you also referred 
to the break-in at the Watergate as a "caper." 
At what point did you decide that it was no mere 
political caper, but a more serious episode? 

A. Hard to say—probably when the Ervin hearings 

revealed that Watergate was more than a burglary and had 

widespread and serious implications. 

Q. In looking back, do you believe that the News 
considered its support of Nixon's policies stronger 
than its support of the man himself? (Some people 
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have said that they will support the man, and the 
right man will have the right policies. Others 
have said they will choose the right platform and 
the man who supports that platform is the one to 
pick. Was the News choosing the man or the plat
form? ) 

A. Our endorsement of Nixon in 1972 was based on 

the solid accomplishments he had made in his first term; 

we also felt he was sounder than McGovern in his basic 

philosophy. 

Q. On November 3, 1972, the News lauded Leon 
Jaworski's appointment as special prosecutor. 
Did you continue to have faith in his performance 
throughout his tenure? 

A. Yes--total faith. 

Q. When did the News editorial staff first decide 
that it could no longer support Richard Nixon--as 
late as August 5» when the contents of the June 23 
tape became known, or earlier? If earlier, what 
was the event or circumstances which caused the 
News to withdraw its support? (Comments in your 
May 28, 1974, editorial--"The News does not con
done wrongdoing by the current occupant of the 
White House . . ."—and the comment, " . . . since 
Nixon fell off his horse . . ." in your June 6 
editorial are two indications that the News' dis
illusionment came earlier than August 5"^ 

A. The News became more and more disenchanted as 

more and more Watergate evidence—and evidence of other 

wrongdoing—became public knowledge. But when the Presi

dent admitted he had lied and deceived the people--delib-

erately—then support was withdrawn. 

Q. Do you recall what response the News received 
from its readers after you published these three 
editorials: "Two Years Too Late" (August 7, 1974); 
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"Get On with It" (August 8, 1974); and "The Last 
Act" (August 9, 1974)? 

A. Very favorable response. 

Q. Can you recall any other time in your career 
as editorial writer that you were confronted with 
more difficulties than were presented by the Water
gate affair? (In reading the News editorials I 
had the impression time after time that you had 
defended Richard Nixon's stands exceptionally well, 
only to see him--either by choice or by force of 
circumstances—change courses and leave those who 
were supporting him pretty much out on a limb.) 

A. The Kennedy assassination, I believe, presented 

more difficulties. Dallas incurred the nation's wrath, 

unjustly so. The News itself, which had endorsed Nixon in 

i960 over Kennedy, came in for its share of abuse--unjustly 

so. We opposed Kennedy on philosophical grounds--not 

personal—and that v/as our editorial privilege. Yes--Nixon 

left a lot of people on the limb. 

Q. Do you have any indication of the persuasive 
impact of News editorials? Do you judge this by 
research or polls, or by letters to the editor, 
or by some other means? 

A. Editorial influence is an intangible. But I 

can cite three instances which strongly indicate our in

fluence. In 1954, [Allen] Shivers (whom we supported) 

had his roughest race against Ralph Yarborough for 

governor. Shivers won the first primary by only 25,000 

votes--exactly the margin he led Yarborough in Dallas 

County. (2) In i960, we supported Nixon over Kennedy; 
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Kennedy carried Texas, but Nixon led him 60,000 votes in 

the 72-county area where The News' readership is greatest. 

Locally, The News went all-out for a school board more 

conservative than that dominated by a more liberal group 

called LEAD. We supported candidates endorsed by the 

Committee for Good Schools (CGS)—a more conservative group 

with, in our opinion, sounder ideas. We turned the thing 

around and ended up, after two hot elections, with a board 

dominated by CGS. 

Q.. Which do you consider more important: that 
editorials educate readers to a sound point of 
view or that editorials reflect the generally 
accepted views of readers? 

A. That editorials educate readers to a sound 

point of view. An editorial should not aspire to follow, 

or reflect, views of the readers; it should aspire to what 

is proper, sound, legal and right. This means that some

times you have to march against the mob. 

Q. I have found in some other newspapers certain 
editorials which were oddly similar in thought 
patterns to those published in the Dallas Morning 
News. Are your editorials syndicated? Do you 
find that many papers in Texas tend to follow 
the editorial lead of the News? 

A. Our editorials are not syndicated. But our 

editorial page, historically, has had a great following 

and respect in the 72-county area where we are read most--

roughly from Denison down to Austin, east and northeast 
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to Tyler, and west back into Dallas. It may be that our 

editorial views and positions are copied by some, but the 

editorials themselves are not. 



CHAPTER XII 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

SUMMARY 

The first response to Watergate from editors of 

the five Texas papers differed widely. The Caller (June 

21) attributed the bugging to Republicans and viewed it 

seriously while the Avalanche-Journal (August 17) still 

was relating it to disaffected Cubans and "worth little 

more than a chuckle or two." The Dallas News accepted the 

White House view (July 4) that Mitchell's resignation was 

not a sacrifice to charges that he had "ordered the instal

lation of electronic listening devices in Democratic 

headquarters in Washington." The Austin American-Statesman 

did not write about the bugging, but it was not unaware of 

issues that would later be raised in regard to the Water

gate Affair. On July 24, the Austin paper said that "it 

is almost as if the Republican National Committee had 

planted agents provocateur inside key groups of youthful 

protesters who gathered in Miami Beach during the Demo

cratic convention." The Chronicle had its first comment 

August 24 when it said that "a wondering public is entitled 

to an explanation of these highly suspicious goings-on, 

and the sooner the better." 

168 
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Without exception, the five newspapers endorsed 

Richard Nixon's election in 1972, despite the indictments 

against the five burglars and their accomplices, G. Gordon 

Liddy and E. Howard Hunt. The Avalanche-Journal September 

18 relegated Watergate to the "comic level" and on October 

12 attributed the campaign's "uncleanliness" to "chief 

perpetrators" McGovern and Shriver who had tried to make 

an issue of Watergate. The News October 4 referred to the 

"Watergate Caper" and consigned it to the "lower echelon 

aspects of professional political campaigning." In an 

October 30 editorial, the Chronicle found that "things 

started going downhill in the spy business with the Water

gate affair." The Caller, which reluctantly endorsed the 

President, said October 16 that the Watergate bugging 

should be submitted to a "non-partisan commission" for 

investigation and protested that the FBI investigation 

failed to touch "on the matter of who financed the bugging. " 

The American-Statesman endorsed Nixon but ignored the 

bugging and related issues during this period. 

The trial of the Watergate burglars drew comment 

from only two of the five papers. The Avalanche-Journal 

January 15 found the trial "downri^t funny." The 

Chronicle found it "politically flawed" and for this 

reason unable to stir the public. This "roadblock" to 
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the whole story "may never be surmounted," said the 

Chronicle February 8. 

While President Nixon apparently wanted to close 

the Watergate case with his April 30, 1973, speech, his 

long-delayed confrontation of accusations growing out of 

the affair appeared only to turn off the comic view of 

the issue in Texas. There were brief references to that 

context after the speech, but Watergate became noticeably 

serious in Texas in the spring of 1973* 

The Caller had from the first taken the matter 

more seriously than any of the other papers, and on May 1 

found that the "President has made a start on the road 

back [to restoring confidence], but there's a long way yet 

to travel." The News emphasized a theme May 2 that was to 

continue until the President's resignation: "It is vital 

that the air be cleared so that the nation and its leaders 

can get on with the work that must be done.. . ." On the 

same day the Chronicle still was calling for "full dis

closure of the facts" so that justice could be done and 

the books closed. The Avalanche-Journal May 3 did use the 

word "caper" but addressed the matter as a serious one 

and called for a "proper perspective on what seems to be 

the truth." This was to be an Avalanche-Journal theme. 

The Lubbock paper called for a muting of impeachment 
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talk, pointed out that Mr. Nixon accepted "responsibility" 

and not "blame" for the bugging, and concluded with the 

comment that "the Presidency and the nation are going to 

survive." The Austin paper May 4 said that in restructuring 

the White House offices, it should be kept in mind that "it 

is as important to develop the upward flow of information 

and thought in government as it is to command from the top." 

The paper called for "decentralizing authority." 

As the Senate Watergate Committee hearings were 

about to begin in iVIay, 1973» four of the five newspapers 

had taken stands which would become basic to their editorial 

attitudes toward Nixon and Watergate until the resignation. 

The April 30 editorial in the Avalanche-Journal was headed 

"Keep Watergate in Perspective" and the editors urged that 

the scandal not be equated with the nation's other problems. 

As the editorial policy developed these included the economy, 

the energy crisis, and U.S. commitments abroad including 

"standing up to Red terror when and where necessary." 

The Chronicle May 16 took the attitude that "this is a 

time to wait and watch" and to "avoid preconceived notions 

about any individual at any level of government." The 

News made it clear May 18 that President Nixon was elected 

to preside over the government four more years, that the 

electorate would make the "same pick today" and, therefore. 
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he should get on with doing the job. The strongest 

position was taken by the Caller May 6. The Caller 

attacked the President's position head-on, accused the 

administration of trying to bend the system to its own 

uses and asserted that "the system has continued to 

function in spite of, not because of, efforts from the 

White House." 

The general attitude of the Austin paper is more 

difficult to pinpoint. It took the matter seriously, 

but remained aloof from direct appraisal. This aloofness 

is seen in a June 26, 1973» editorial, referring to Jeb 

Stuart Magruder's testimony before the Watergate Committee. 

"It will remain for historians to judge which was responsi

ble for inflicting the most grievous wound on the body of 

American democracy—Watergate or the righteous lawlessness 

of the 1960s," the editorial said. 

After Archibald Cox was fired in October, 1973i 

the Caller was the only one of the five papers which found 

it "important to our future as a nation that the Congress 

resort to its ultimate weapon, to demonstrate . . . that 

there is a point beyond which a president cannot, and will 

not be allowed to, go." This comment was published October 

22, 1973, and the next two days brought comments from other 

newspapers. The News urged Congress to "exercise restraint." 
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The Chronicle said Congress "should not rush into impetu

ous action." The American-Statesman could not "at this 

time defend the President" but said the answer "will not 

be found in impulsive denunciation and hysterical cries 

for impeachment." The Avalanche-Journal found it no time 

to lose "our cool." 

Texas newspaper editors approved when Leon Jaworski, 

a Houston attorney, was appointed special prosecutor. 

They commented on his unimpeachable integrity and editori

ally committed themselves to trust his conduct of the case. 

On April 30, 1974, the President released tran

scripts of some of his taped conversations, and these—with 

what the News called their "salty" language—caused many 

newspapers across the nation to announce formally the with

drawal of their support from the President. The Caller 

May 8 said: "There is only one way out of the crisis of 

confidence, one way to stem the erosion of trust. And that 

way is the departure of Richard Nixon from the presidency 

as quickly as possible." But the Caller stood alone among 

the five. The News on May 1 did find the release of the 

information "months overdue." The Chronicle on that date 

found that "the imperative at this point is to get the 

facts on Watergate out." The Chronicle hoped that the 

transcripts and access to other materials would provide 
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a "key that opens the way out of the Watergate mess." The 

American-Statesman had little comment besides its May 5 

observation that the language "at least gives the electronic 

tape the man-on-the-street touch." The Avalanche-Journal 

May 2 found the release of the transcripts a "plus factor" 

but wondered why "any man under our present judicial system 

should be forced to testify against himself." 

All five papers accepted the Supreme Court decision 

that Nixon must surrender taped conversations, but the 

Avalanche-Journal said it could open more problems than it 

solves. "Particularly will this be so," it said July 26, 

"if future politicians and White House foes choose to use 

the legal avenue charted here to 'harass' some Presidents 

for whatever reason." 

Only two of the newspapers, the News and the Caller 

commented on the passage of articles of impeachment by the 

House Judiciary Committee. The News quoted a legal author

ity to the effect that the phrasing of Article I was "not 

a clear way to impeach." The July 30 comment added: "It 

is a clear way to impeach, however, if that is all one 

really wants to do. And for all the world, it looks as 

though that is just what the committee is determined on." 

The Caller, on the other hand, said August 1 the committee 

"bent over backwards to be fair." The Caller said that it 

was obvious that members "voted their convictions rather 
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than their political ideologies" and added that "the 

committee has done its duty. No one should ask more than 

that." 

Only the News commented directly on the President's 

disclosure that he had lied in covering up a June 23, 1972, 

conversation. On August 7, the News said the President's 

"own responsibility can no longer be evaded or denied." 

The editorial added, "It hurts." 

The Austin American-Statesman's view became clear 

August 9, after Nixon resigned. Pointing out that the 

paper had endorsed Nixon for President the editorial said, 

"For that, in view of a long series of doubts that came 

to a climax in his resignation speech last evening, we 

apologize." 

The Avalanche-Journal took notice that "Mr. Nixon 

[was] out of the picture" and said August 9, "Now that 

Watergate has apparently passed its high water mark, we 

don't think it is asking too much to expect some reaction 

and action on the economic front." The following day, the 

paper acknowledged that Nixon and his "zealous aides" 

violated "basic moral and legal concepts." The editorial 

praised much of Nixon's record and concluded that the 

irony lay in the fact that Watergate was "totally 

unnecessary." "That it has happened before, without 

punishment, may be a mitigating factor but no excuse," 
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the editorial said. 

The Caller greeted the President's resignation with 

"heartfelt thanks" and said he "truly acted in the best 

interests of the country by resigning." 

The Chronicle waited until August 11 to say that in 

his manner of leaving, Nixon "did accomplish that which he 

said he hoped to do, to hasten the start of the healing 

process which the country needs so desperately." By re

signing, the Chronicle said, Nixon "spared this bleeding 

nation additional months of divisive bloodletting." 

CONCLUSION 

Six main conclusions can be drawn from this study: 

1) Four of the five newspapers were slow to recognize 

broad political implications of the Watergate break-in. 

The exception was the Corpus Christi Caller. This atti

tude changed noticeably in the spring and summer of 1973 

with three factors apparently contributing to the change. 

These were the conviction of the Watergate burglars and 

Judge Sirica's comments concerning the trial; the Presi

dent's April 30, 1973, speech which made clear the serious

ness of the affair; and the televised Senate Watergate 

Committee hearings. 

2) • All five papers were reluctant to link President 

Nixon to the break-in, and four of the five did not accept 
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this linkage editorially until August, 1974. The Caller 

was the exception. 

3) All five papers endorsed Richard Nixon for election 

in 1972. That endorsement was not withdrawn by any but the 

Caller before August, 1974. 

4) All five papers expressed confidence in Special 

Prosecutor Leon Jaworski, and none commented unfavorably 

on the July, 1974, decision by the Supreme Court, requiring 

the President to relinquish tapes and other material for 

the investigation. 

5) In selecting editorials related to the study it 

became apparent that there was general agreement among the 

five papers that Nixon's foreign and domestic policies 

could be viewed separately. Watergate related editorials 

tended not to link this domestic problem with the adminis

tration's activity in foreign affairs. (The major exception 

to this would be the President's travels in June, 1974.) 

This separation of issues was true even in August, 1974, 

when all five accepted a need for Nixon's resignation. 

6) In the light of the intent of the First Amendment, 

each of the papers contributed significantly to the strength 

of the American democracy, providing a diversity of view

point. 

This sixth point requires clarification. 

The John Ehrlichmans could have found satisfaction 
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in the way the Watergate story played in the "Peorias" of 

Texas, but only if they failed to understand the concept 

of the Americans' guarantee of a free press. Two news

papers, the Dallas News and the Lubbock Avalanche-Journal. 

firmly supported White House positions, as long as offi

cially reported facts made this possible. The Houston 

Chronicle staunchly protested any pre-judging until all 

the facts could be made available. The American-States

man, in comparison with the other papers, was predomi

nantly silent in the spring of 1974. Of the five, only 

the Corpus Christi Caller consistently took the President 

and his administration to task for their positions on 

Watergate. These were clear editorial stands, but there 

is more evidence to be considered. 

The Houston Chronicle on June 25, 1973f called 

upon the President to go before reporters, "allow them to 

ask whatever they wish and try to get these matters cleared 

up so the nation may go about its other business." The 

Chronicle said: 

It is unsatisfactory for the media to have to 
depend to such a large degree on press releases and 
briefings by a press secretary, which is what is 
happening. This takes on the appearance of managed 
news and the public is quite aware of that fact. 

The Lubbock Avalanche-Journal said on July 30, 

1973: 
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Those responsible for the Watergate break-in, the 
cover-up, the prying, the violation of the law should 
be found out, tried and if found guilty, punished. 
That includes anyone and everyone, right up to the 
President if he was involved to that extent. 

The Caller, on August 24, 1973» commented on the 

President's recent news conference at San Clemente. "The 

truth is," the Caller said, "the people still want to 

believe in and support their President; given an even 

chance, they will do so." 

The News said on November 2, 1973: 

In asking Americans to believe on faith that the 
administration has only now discovered that two of 
the crucial Watergate tapes do not exist. President 
Nixon is asking too much not only of the general pub
lic but of his most steadfast supporters as well. 

The American-Statesman carried this editorial on 

May 20, 1974: 

The following note came to the editor's desk: 
"The constant daily wallowing of your paper in 

Watergate is disgusting. The readers are sick and 
tired of your obsession with it. You are all like a 
pack of baying hounds ready for the kill, and you 
have diligently prepared the minds of your readers 
for the event. Now that you have stripped our presi
dent naked and have shot him daily, your satisfaction 
must surely be most enjoyable. May God have mercy 
on your souls." 

The Answer: No, it is not enjoyable. It is sad 
and sickening that this country must go through Water
gate. We are only thankful that the people of the 
United States have available to them the pro and con 
information, disgusting as it may be. In some coun
tries we could name murder and assassination are the 
prerogatives of government, and the people do not 
have the right to know and would not have the means 
of a remedy if they did know. 
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The Texas editors neither blindly supported nor 

opposed the President but attempted to speak out for what

ever was perceived by them as the truth. But lest this be 

taken as flattery, it should be pointed out that the role 

of the press in the Watergate Affair was and is a matter 

of controversy. The Avalanche-Journal and the News partic

ularly decried much of the Watergate coverage by newsmen, 

columnists and networks. The American-Statesman, on the 

other hand, had this to say on December 27, 1973: 

Has the press always been "out to get" Richard 
Nixon? Is it guilty of "malicious, outrageous, hyster
ical" attacks on the President under the all-encompass
ing theme of Watergate? 

Just the opposite is true contends columnist and 
author Jim Bishop. "History," he says, "will show that 
in 1972 the American press was browbeaten into sub
mission by Nixon." 

There were l4l days, he notes, between the June 17 
break-in at Democratic National Committee Headquarters 
in the Watergate apartment complex and election day. 
His review of the leading publications during that time 
span shows that hundreds of newspapers were so busy 
defending themselves against White House attacks on 
their integrity that Watergate was buried as a "caper." 

"In spite of unremitting White House flogging," 
93 per cent of all American newspapers, entranced by 
China trips and Soviet wheat deals, endorsed Richard 
Nixon for a second term. Watergate was dismissed as 
a minor obscenity which had been uncovered by two 
novice reporters of the Washington Post. The White 
House press corps "bought" the official line that it 
was just a "third-rate burglary." 

Of 433 political writers in Washington, only a 
dozen were assigned to uncover "the writhing slime 
under the lid of Watergate." The Associated Press, 
with 65 reporters, assigned no one. United Press 
International, with 51, turned its back on the story. 
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This was hardly the demeanor of a tigerish press, 
says Bishop. Rather, it tended toward dereliction of 
duty. . . . 

As Les Bennett of the Houston Chronicle said in 

an interview, Watergate was a "very slow-starting thing." 

When it did get the public's attention, Texas papers in 

this study frequently ran two editorials on it on one 

page—urging readers to accept this attitude or that. 

Opinions in the five papers differed from each other and 

certainly from the Washington Post and the New York Times 

and other nationally circulated commentaries; and so a 

question of value arises. How can readers, the public, 

benefit from this cacophony of opinion? 

To determine value, it is important to understand 

why the First Amendment was included in the Bill of Rights. 

Thomas Jefferson is probably the best spokesman for free

dom of the press, partly because he spoke on the subject 

so often. From Paris, on January 16, 1787i Jefferson 

wrote to a member of the Continental Congress, Col. Edward 

Carrington. In that letter he said: 

. . . I am persuaded myself that the good sense 
of the people will always be found to be the best^ 
army. They may be led astray for a moment, but will 
soon correct themselves. The people are the only 
censors of their governors; and even their errors will 
tend to keep these to the true principles of their 
institution. To punish these errors too severely would 
be to suppress the only safeguard of the public liberty. 
The way to prevent these irregular interpositions of 
the people, is to give them full information of their 



182 

affairs through the channel of the public papers, and 
to contrive that those papers should penetrate the 
whole mass of the people. The basis of our govern
ments being the opinion of the people, the very first 
object should be to keep that right; and were it left 
to me to decide whether we should have a government 
without newspapers, or newspapers without a govern
ment, I should not hesitate a moment to prefer the 
latter. But I should mean that every man should re
ceive those papers, and be capable of reading them. 
I am convinced that those societies (as the Indians) 
which live without government, enjoy in their general 
mass an infinitely greater degree of happiness than 
those who live under the European governments. Among 
the former, public opinion is in the place of law, and 
restrains morals as powerfully as laws ever did any
where. Among the latter, under pretence of governing, 
they have divided their nations into two classes, 
wolves and sheep. I do not exaggerate. This is a 
true picture of Europe. Cherish, therefore, the spirit 
of our people, and keep alive their attention. Do not 
be too severe upon their errors, but reclaim them by 
enlightening them. If once they become inattentive 
to the public affairs, you and I, and Congress and 
Assemblies, Judges and Governors, shall all become 
wolves. It seems to be the law of our general nature, 
in spite of individual exceptions; and experience 
declares that man is the only animal which devours his 
own kind; for I can apply no milder term to the govern
ments of Europe, and to the general prey of the rich 
on the poor.... 

To George Washington, Jefferson wrote: "No govern

ment ought to be without censors; and where the press is 

free, no one ever will." 

Jefferson had his conflicts with the press, and 

in writing to John Norvell—a Danville, Va., resident who 

^Thomas Jefferson, letter to Colonel Edward 
Carrington, The Life and Selected Writings of Thomas 
Jefferson, edited by Adrienne Koch and William Peden 
(New York, the Modern Library, Random House, Inc., 1944), 
pp. 411-412 . 

2Thomas Jefferson, January 6, 1816, quoted by Lucy 
Maynard Salmon, The Newspaper and Authority (New York, 
Oxford University Press, 1923)t P« 271 
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wanted to start a newspaper--on June 11, I807, Jefferson 

decried the falsehoods of the press. He added: 

Perhaps an editor might begin a reformation in 
some such way as this. Divide his paper into chapters, 
heading the 1st, Truths. 2d, Probabilities. 3d, Possi
bilities. 4th, Lies. The first chapter would be very 
short, as it would contain little more than authentic 
papers, and information from such sources as the editor 
would be willing to risk his own reputation for their 
truth. The second would contain what, from a mature 
consideration of all circumstances, his judgment should 
conclude to be probably true. This, however, should 
rather contain too little than- too much. The third 
and fourth should be professedly for those readers who 
would rather have lies for their money than the blank 
paper they would occupy. , , ,^ 

Toward the end of his life, however, on November 4, 

I823, Jefferson expressed the continuing spirit of his 

thinking in a letter to the Marquis de Lafayette: 

An hereditary chief, strictly limited, the right 
of war vested in the legislative body, a rigid economy 
of the public contributions, and absolute interdiction 
of all useless expenses will go far towards keeping 
the government honest and unoppressive. But the only 
security of all, is in a free press. The agitations 
it produces must be submitted to. It keeps the waters 
pure. 

With these comments it becomes apparent that 

Jefferson defended freedom of the press—despite offenses 

he noted and to which he himself was subject—not for the 

sake of the press at all but for the sake of the people. 

Reading a great diversity of opinion, they would gain 

3Koch and Peden, The Life and Selected Writings, 
pp. 581.-2 

^T. Jefferson, quoted by Salmon, ob. cit. 
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knowledge and their common sense would separate the truth 

from fiction and so protect their self interest. If there 

is the temptation to have too little faith in the public's 

ability to filter fact from falsehood, it is well to remem

ber John Milton's argument against doubting the strength of 

truth: "Let [Truth] and Falsehood grapple; who ever knew 

Truth put to the worse in a free and open encounter? Her 

confuting is the best and surest suppressing.. . . For 

who knows not that Truth is strong, next to the Almighty? 

She needs no policies, nor strategems, nor licensings to 

make her victorious; those are the shifts and the defences 

that error uses against her power."^ 

But Milton's argument was more than 300 years ago. 

Well, Jefferson's second inaugural address was 170 years 

ago, and this is what he said on the subject: 

During this course of administration, and in order 
to disturb it, the artillery of the press has been 
levelled against us, charged with whatsoever its 
licentiousness could devise or dare. These abuses of 
an institution so important to freedom and science 
are deeply to be regretted, inasmuch as they tend to 
lessen its usefulness, and to sap its safety.. . . 

Nor was it uninteresting to the world, that an 
experiment should be fairly and fully made, whether 
freedom of discussion, unaided by power, is not 
sufficient for the propagation and protection of 
truth—whether a government, conducting itself in the 

5John Milton, Areopagitica, "A Speech for the 
Liberty of Unlicensed Printing to the Parliament of 
England, 1644", (Chicago, The Great Books Foundation, 
Great Books study edition, first year series, 1955) Vol. 
5, No. 10, pp. 55-59 
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true spirit of its constitution, with zeal and purity, 
and doing no act which it would be unwilling the whole 
world should witness, can be written down by falsehood 
and defamation. The experiment has been tried; you 
have witnessed the scene; our fellow citizens have 
looked on, cool and collected; they saw the latent 
source from which these outrages proceeded; they 
gathered around their public functionaries, and when 
the constitution called them to the decision by suffrage, 
they pronounced their verdict, honorable to those who 
had served them, and consolatory to the friend of man, 
who believes he may be intrusted with his own affairs. 

. . . the experiment is noted, to prove that, 
since truth and reason have maintained their ground 
against false opinions in league with false facts, the 
press, confined to truth, needs no other legal restraint; 
the public judgment will correct false reasonings and 
opinions, on a full hearing of all parties; and no other 
definite line can be drawn between the inestimable 
liberty of the press and its demoralizing licentious
ness. If there be still improprieties which this rule 
would not restrain, its supplement must be sought in 
the censorship of public opinion." 

A little more than 100 years later, in 1934, Harry 

S. Truman was having his troubles with the press when he 

was running for Congress: 

" . . . the newspapers made quite a bit of fun of 
me, especially the St. Louis Post-Dispatch and the 
Kansas City Star and the St. Joseph News-Press and the 
Springfield Leader-Press—they made quite a big to-do 
about a little country judge who wasn't even a lawyer 
running for the U.S. Senate. Especially the Kansas 
City Star, which has always supported the big-business 
interests of this community .... this area and no 
doubt will continue to do so. 

. And in 1948, when as you may recall I ran 
for reelection as President, and my prospects were 

II 

^Koch and Peden, Life and Selected Writings, 
pp. 343-44 
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not considered any too . . . very likely. 
"I just stood there, and I didn't have to make 

any fancy speeches or put on any powder or paint. I 
just told people the facts, and the people believed 
me and didn't pay any attention to what some of the 
newspapers said about me. They could see for them
selves that I was telling the truth as I saw it."7 

After Truman left the presidency, he told his biog

rapher that "there's a lot wrong with the newspapers and 

the radio and television and all of that, and we've talked 

about it. But in the long run, like Jefferson said, about 

newspapers, that is, we'd be worse off without them."^ 

The opinions expressed in the editorials of the ^ 

five papers read in this study were at variance with one 

another. No editor had or claimed to have a corner on 

truth. Each of the five, on November 7, 1972, could see 

only four more years of the Nixon administration. By 

August 9, 1974, none supported the President. Their opin

ions contributed to shaping the views of those who read 

the editorials. The events themselves, in the context of 

experience—including the President's defense of his 

actions as well as his August 5t 1974, announcement re

garding his participation in obstruction of justice—also 

7Merle Miller, Plain Speaking an oral biography of 
Harry S. Truman (New York, Berkley Fublishing Corp., 
Berkley.Medallion Edition, October, 1974), pp. 144-45 

oibid., pp. 376--77 
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shaped public opinion. What forced the President's resig

nation was the factor Jefferson counted on—public opinion 

enlightened by a great variety of views available not only 

from media with nationwide dispersion but also from home 

city media. From all the sources available, the public 

drew upon its common sense and ultimately its belief in 

the Constitution which undergirds their "great experiment" 

in man's ability to govern himself wisely. Each of the 849 

editorials was important if Milton was right when he said 

that "where there is much desire to learn, there of neces

sity will be much arguing, much writing, many opinions; 

for opinion in good men is but knowledge in the making. "̂  

^Milton, op. cit. p. 52 
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"The Big Story," January 1, I974, p. 2D 

"Brought to the Test." January 1. I974, p. 2D 

"Nixon's New Year," January 5, 1974, p. 5D 

"Kicking Nixon Around," January 7, 1974, p. 2D 

"In Praise of Politics," January 8, 1974. p. 2D 

"The Two Watergates," January 10, 1974. p. 2D 

"Doing Their Thing," January 12, 1974, p. 2D 

©"Staying Posted on Nixon," January 15, 1974, p. 2D 

"'Do Something!'" January 24, 1974, p. 2D 

•"Rehnquist on Impeachment," January 28, 1974, p. 2D 

"How Long?" January 3I, 1974, p. 2D 

"Now's the Time," February 1, 1974, p. 2D 

"Not the American Way," February 5, 1974, p. 2D 

"The Agony Begins," February 8, 1974, p. 2D 

» "The Impeachment Lobby," February 10, 1974, p. 32A 

"Like Old Times," February 10, 1974, p. 32A 

"Can't Afford to Wait," February 15, 1974, p. 2D 

"And Now Jaworski," February I6, 1974, p. 2D 

"Lower than the Accused," February I6, 1974, p. 2D 

"Doing Something," February 17, 197^, p. 3̂ A 
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"The Great American," February 20, I974, p. 2D 

"Sam Ervin's Legacy," February 21, 1974, p. 2D 

"Watergate Woes," February 23, 1974. po 2D 

"The Unthinkable," February 27, I974, p. 2D 

••Watergate Revisited," March 5, 1974. p. 2D 

••Hard GOP Choices," March 6, I974, p. 2D 

"Time and the GOP," March I3, I974, p. 2D 

"Love that NCC," March I9, 1974, p. 2D 

"Loose Usage," March 20, 1974, p. 2D 

9 "Nixon Alternatives." March 21, I974, p. 2D 

"The Campaigner," March 27, 1974, p. 2D 

"The President's Taxes," April 5. 1974. p. 2D 

••What O'Neill Saw," April 6, 1974, p. 2D 

"The Members Game," April 12, 1974, p. 2D 

••Small Comfort." April I3, 1974. p. 2D 

"Operative Saying." April I3. I974. p. 2D 

"Lyncher's Referendum," April 19, 1974. p. 2D 

••While the Country Burns," April 20. 1974. p. 2D 

« "Impeachment Politics," April 20, 1974, p. 2D 

* "Don't Quit Now," April 25, 1974, p. 2D 

"A Man for Today," April 27, 1974, p. 2D 

"Now the Good News," April 30, 1974, p. 2D 

"Law Day," May 1, 1974, p. 2D 

^"Focus on Dean," May 1, 197^, P« 2D 
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"Well What Do You Think?" May 2. 197̂ +. P- 2D 

••Well. Golly." May 3. 197'̂ . P- 2D 

"The (Inaudibles)." May 1̂-. 197'̂ , P- 2D 

"The New-Old Nixon." May 5. 197'+. P- 38A 

"Means and Ends." May 6. \97k, p. 2D 

^"Guilty, He Says." May 9. 197̂ +. P- 2D 

"The Ervin Report," May 10. 197'*-. P- 2D 

"Emphasis Added," May U . 197'J-. P- 2D 

"The Watergate Laundry." May U . 197̂ +. P- 2D 

"That's Good Advice." May 15. 197̂ +. P- 2D 

"Welfare and Watergate." May 28. 197̂ +. P- 2D 

"Plain Speaking." June k, X9lk, p. 2D 

"inflation-s Only Cure." June 6. 197̂ +. P- 2D 

"Power to the States." June 9. 197^. p. 3'<-A 

"Form and Function." June U. 197̂ +. P- 2D 

."Stupidity or Malice," June 13. W'+.P- 2° 

••Cheering Picture." June I'.. 197̂ +. P- 2D 

"LetltAllHangOut.-Juneli.. 1974. p. 2D 

* ••Watergate Anniversary." June 18. 197^. P- 2D 
..pauseThatRefreshes."June21. 1974. p. 2D 

"Again. Let It Hang out." June 21. 1974. p. 2D 

••WatergateWallow."June23. 1974. p. 34A 

..BenemsofWatergate."June25. 1974. p. 2D 

."Out in the open." June 27. 1974. P- 2D 
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"̂ "Impeachment Politics," July 3, 1974, p. 2D 

"Telethon Controversy," July 3, 1974, p. 2D 

"Never Heard of It," July 3, 1974, p. 2D 

<? "Looking for Work," July 4, I974. p„ 2D 

"Summit Ironies," July 6, 1974, p. 2D 

'̂'Impeachment by Poll?" July 7, 1974, p. 34A 

"Let's Hear Some More," July 8, 1974, p. 2D 

"Nixon and the Court," July 9, 1974, p. 2D 

"Gaps in Tapes," July 11, I974, p. 2D 

"One Question Answered," July 12, 1974, p. 2D 

••No More Watergate?" July I7, 1974, p. 2D 

"On the Other Hand," July 19, 1974, p. 2D 

'•Returning the Kick," July 23. 1974, p. 2D 

"The Court Prevails," July 26, 1974, p. 2D 

•'Nixon and the Economy," July 29, 1974, p. 2D 

'•A Will and a Way," July 30, 1974, p. 2D 

••After the Fact," August 1, 1974, p. 2D 

'•A Bipartisan Look," August 3, 1974, p. 2D 

"The Politicians," August 4, 1974, p. 3kk 

"Two Years Too Late," August 7, 1974, p. 2D 

"Get On With It," August 8, 197^, p. 2D 

"The Last Act," August 9, 1974, p. 2D 

"Time to Rebuild," August 10. 1974, p. 2D 

••A President's Successes," August 10, 1974, p. 2D 
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