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reprinted in this week's Editor and
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~“...The Nixon-Agnew administration, which set out to hurt the’
press, did damage us, though not in ways it had intended...”

It's obvious that in the wake of
Watergate, the nation is going through
a painful and confusing period of as-
sessment and of adjustment to new
standards of conduct for public offi-
cials, There is a new sensitivity to
wrongdoing abroad in the land, and
that is obviously all to the good. But
there is also a new and rather indis
criminate emphasis on disclosure as the
index of fitness for public office, and
that, 1 think, is doing harm—harm to
the nation in general and to the nation’s
press in particular.

Nelson Rockefeller and Wilbur Mills
have found out about the new mood
the hard way over the past couple of
weeks. In Congressinan Mills’s case,
what has made him an object of so
* much curiosity and ridicule is less the
incident at the Tidal Basin in Wash-
ington than the fact that he tried to-
cover it up, first refusing to comment
and then issuing an wxplanation which
struck people as incredibly lame.

In Governor Rockefeller’s case the
problem is more comphcated and more
serious, On the one hand, it seems that
the governor does not fully appreciate
the pressures and demands which the
new, superheated atmosphere imposes
on everyone who is seeking a public
vote of confidence. I'he best example is
the governor's reaction to the revela-
tions that his brother had financed a
campaign tract attacking Arthur Gold-
berg in 1970. Governor Rockefeller’s
response—a belated acknowledgment
that he had known about this dirty
trick, and a belated apology—might
have scemed adequate before Water-
gate. But to many people it apparently
szems much less so now, after the Nixon
White House team has been so roundly
and justifiably assailed for recommend-

Katharine Graham is chairman of the
board of The Washington Post Company.
This article is adapted from a talk Ms.
Graham recently gave before the Magazine
Publishers Association.

_the situation,

ing similar, though far more extreme,
socalled dirty tricks, among other
things, to discredit its opposition.
“There are some tougher aspects to
too. Governor Rocke-
feller, for instance, is not only being
judged in a new climate; he is also
being assessed under a new procedure,
the Twenty-fifth Amendment, which has
been used only. once before. Judging
from his experience and that of Mr.
Ford when nominatéd for vice-president
a year ago, it seems that vice-presiden-
tial nominees, when facing confirmation
by Congress, are going to be subjected
to far more scrutiny than they have
ever received when nominated in the
normal course of things. This is not

_bad; the shortcomings of the usual way

we choose vice-presidents—in haste, al-
most as an afterthought, by exhausted
political brains—are obvious. But it is
not yet clear what standards ought to
be applied or what defects in char-
acter. or performance Congress should
consider as disqualifying.

This is a general problem today. Of
course the nation needs to know that
any person entrusted with public office

is not a crook. But public service also-.

involves other qualifications and abili-
ties. An emphasis on candor and an
absence of wrongdoing, although pri-
mary and vital, can distort the process
of assessment if it is carried to extremes
and distracts the public and the press
from other, equally significant questions.

This is where T see the less healthy
influence of the Watergate experience.
It’s not too much to say, 1 think,
that the Nixon-Agnew administration,
which, as we know, set out to hurt the
press, did damage us, though not in
ways it had intended.

Among other things, the manner in
which the stories of corruption and mis-
use of power unfolded made the press
too much a party to events, too much
an actor in the drama which was being
played out. Some individuals became

celebrities, and the whole profession -

became regarded in some quarters as
heroic. That is an unnatural role, and
to some extent a dangerous one, which
was thrust on us by default—the de-
fault of the other institutions, such as
the opposition party and the agencies
of justice, which especially in the early

months following the Watergate break-

in failed to do their jobs. The press
bore much the same burden with re-
gard to Vietnam. It adds up to an over-
load, 1 think, which is not good for
us or for society. Right now, for in-
stance, there are signs that Congress
still relies on us too much to do the
probing which committees should be
doing for themselves.

Watergate distorted our role even
more because the press became not just
a party, but an aggrieved, self-conscious
party to the cdse. This happened not so
much because our credibility and mo-
tives were so frequently and so loudly
attacked, but rather because our pro-
fessional poise and competence were
questioned in another, much more pain-
ful, way. Many members of the press
corps began to report the Watergate
story in a basically trusting mood, re-
iying on sources and on assumptions
about official conduct which had proved
to be reliable in the past. The most
established in our ranks, in some cases,
trusted most. It took time for the press
to discover that we were being deceived
and used, that the very assumptions
under which we operated were—for-
- give the phrase—no longer operative.

This process of deception has always
been at least a theoretical possibility
to working journalists throughout his- -
tory. But in our time it became a major
hazard. The learning experience began
with Vietnam and reached its logical
climax with Watergate.

In Vietnam, it took a new group of
journalists to cut through the fog of
official assurances and reveal what was
happening. To lay bare the facts of
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..We now have on our hards problems of balance and perspec—
tlve which we have not yet resolved, or even fully understood ...

Watergate, it took two young local re--

porters, unburdened by habits of trust
and acquaintanceship. The point is that
like the rest of the country, the press
discovered how badly we’'d been taken
in. The result has been to validate that
cynicism which the press is always sup-
posed to have—and to make it not a
general, professional attitude but a
sharp, personal, and self-defensive trait.
No one wants to be burned again.

So, there’s now a tendency to jump
on a Rockefeller or a Wilbur Mills,
whether to compensate for failures in
the past or to avoid the possible sin of
underplaying what might be tomor-
row’s major scandal. This tendency
goes beyond the traditional limits of
intelligent skepticism, and even healthy
cynicism, that are as important to our
business as paper and cameras. What
we now have on our hands, I think,

tive which we have not yet resolved,
or even fully understood.

- These problems are signaled to the
press whenever someone says to us (as
someone always does):

Stop . . . you are tearing down all
our leaders . .. you are making moun-
tains out of molehills . . . you are ask-
ing Rockefeller to live up to tests

‘which no one in political life over a

period of years can measure up to—
least of all the congressmen questioning
him .. . the press is being selectively
leaked to . . . the press is unfair. . . .

There is also a tendency on the part
of certain public officials to figuratively
or literally stamp their feet and ques-
tion even the right of the questioners
to question,

‘But valid questions have been raised
—and have to be answered. For in-

are problems of balance and perspec-A

stance. in order to weigh Governor
Rockefeller’s qualifications for the na-
tion’s second-highest job, it seems vital
to know a great deal about his fifteen-
year stewardship of New York State.
That is a harder, drearier, less entranc-
ing subject than his huge gifts of money
to his friends or his famlly s ﬁnancmg
of a grubby campaign book.

The same applies to Mr, Mills. The
most important questions about the
congressman from Arkansas do not in-

volve ‘his private life per se, but rather -

his use of the public power he holds as
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-

mittee. His authority and expertise give -

him command over taxahon, social se-
curity, welfare, health insurance, un-
employment compensation, "and other
policies which can determine the finan-
cial security or even the survival of
millions of Americans—and the suc-

)
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cess and profit of many more.

These enormously complex and im-

portant issues are much more difficult
to write about, and less fun to read
about, than the Tidal Basin swim.

Or take the somewhat different case
of Henry Kissinger, another extremely
intelligent public servant who does not
entirely understand the new demands
for disclosure. Kissinger reacts to inter-
rogation with a wariness and displeas-
ure which are bound to arouse our
interest. But again, the pendulum has
sometimes swung too far, so that seem-
ingly tough questions of his candor and
disclosure have gotten more attention
than really tougher questions of his
policies and performance.

-+ Other examples ubound. One editor

of The Washington Post has told me
about an on-the-record briefing on the
SALT negotiations by the secretary of
defense and the head of the arms con-
trol agency. At such a rare event, you
might expect questions to focus on the
substance of sALT. Instead, the two offi-
cials were barraged with such ques-
tions as, “Why are you having this
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‘briefing?” and “Did the White House
tell .you to tell us this?” The whole
session was permeated with the notion
that anything offered on the record was
a lie, a selling job, or both.

To see conspiracy and cover-up in
everything is as myopic as to believe
that no conspiracies and cover-ups exist.
Such cynicism may be an understand-
able reaction to deception and disillu-
sionment, but that kind of hangover
from Watergate will surely handicap
us in coping with other subjects that
are, or should be, dominating the news.

Just as Watergate became the short-
hand for an enormous tangle of events
and attitudes, those other topics have
their labels, too—energy, food, the econ-
omy, the environment. Behind each
label is a mass of facts and factors of

“such intricacy and import that most

Americans are just starting to compre-
hend them.

As the press bites into these other
issues, we may find that Watergate was
easy by. comparison. Watergate, after
all, did have one central figure, Richard
Nixon, and one central theme. linking

various crimes, a cover-up. These other
issues—not new, by any means, but
suddenly paramount—can’t be so neat-
ly organized. The Arab sheiks are not
the whole story of oil. Conspiracy theo-
ries don't take you very far toward
explaining fertilizer shortages.
Watergate, moreover, for all its scope
and gravity, was a-traditional kind of .
story. It required traditional techniques
of investigative reporting and, at sev-
eral points, the flat-out crisis coverage
which the American media have learned
to provide so well.. ' '
But investigative - talent, even if
backed by all the balance and dispas-
sion and stamina \we can muster, wor't
be enough for coverage of the crises in
food and oil and finance which appear
to be ahead. Those stories demand
other abilities as well. : :
The first is the ability to comprehend
a number of extremely arcane fields,
ranging from macroeconomics to ge-
ology to antitrust. It is no mean trick
to become conversant in a specialty
which experts spend their whole lives
mastering-—especially if the expert prac--
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“,.. To see conspiracy and cover-up in everything is as myopic
as to believe that no conspiracies and cover-ups exist . ..”

titioners devote much energy to keep-
ing their field obscure. The oil industry,
for one, has only lately begun to talk
about its pricing policies. Business tax-
ation, directly affecting everything from
retail prices to land use, is still unneces-
sarily mysterious. The change of a
single comma in a law can make mil-
lions of dollars’ worth of difference,
and the insiders aren’t about to give a
cram course for reporters. As I've
noted, this is the real challenge in
covering Wilbur Mills. '

‘Once the press has mastered the rele-

vant mysteries, the next challenge is to

report them in terms which our audi-
ence can grasp. This is both easier and
harder than it used 1o be. We have out-
grown the era of what might be called
split-level coverage of specialties, the
era when there were essentially two dif-
ferent audiences: the small group of

- experts who talked in their own terms

among themselves, and the great mass
who were generally uninformed.

That was the period of “gee-whiz”
coverage. of strange and. wondrous

. things: wide-eyed accounts of man’s

exploits in~ space, breathless reports
about new medical wonders, excited

- bulletins on discoveries of rare minerals
at the bottom of the sea. It was a time .

when many laymen still accepted- the
notion that some subjects were too hard

for ordinary mortals to understand—

and when writing jargon-laden prose
was thought to be a sign of intellect.

That time is gone. Literary and edu-

cational levels have risen so much, and
the mass madia have done their share
of educational work so well over the
years, that the public is generally much
better informed. Like most things, this
has the defects of its merits, We can
ask much more of our audience—but
they, in turn, ask much more of us.
Take, as an example, the Alaska pipe-
line. Twenty years ago, perhaps even

" ten, that tremendous multibillion-dollar

construction project in the northern
wilds would have been covered pri-
marily as a tremendous multibillion-

_ dollar construction project in the north-

ern wilds. Stories would have empha-
sized the hundreds of miles of mam-
moth pipe, the treacheries of weather,
the challenge and adventure of it all.

Five years ago, such coverage was
more balanced . . . up to a point. Pipe-
line stories also reported the opposition
to the plan and the project’s potential
impact on the caribou and the Arctic
permafrost. In time, we had to report
discussions of possible alternatives and
their impact on oil prices in the Mid-

west and on relations with Canada.
And by now, of course, the pipeline
story has been seen to have even larger
dimensions. It also involves, among
other things, balance-of-payments is-
sues, the continuing controversy over
native claims, future policies on na-
tural gas development, and the pres-
sures of sudden growth in Alaska, the
nation’s last real frontier.

If that sounds like a magazine piece,
it probably is. Magazines are in many
ways the ideal -medium for serious
treatment of the major issues of our
day. However much the industry feels
squeezed by soaring costs, magazines
still have certain luxuries—more lead-
time and perspective than the daily

press, more permanence than broad-

casting, more immediacy and wider
readership than most books. It is no
accident that long take-outs on big sub-
jects in the daily press are called “mag-

azine pieces.” It’s no accident that

broadcasters deScribe some public-af-
fairs programs as “magazines of the
air.” Nor is it happenstance that people
are more and more depending on news-
magazines to give shape and coherence
to the jumble of a week’s worth of
headlines.

Journalism of this kind is especially
important now because the country is
in a painful, challenging period, facing
stubborn problems which can’t be re-
solved overnight, with the possibility
of really grave economic difficulties
ahead. Those of us in the news busi-
ness might as well reconcile ourselves
to the fact that we probably face some
more years of. delivering exceedingly
bad news. That isn’t going to do much
for our popularity. Some of the mes-
sages we bear are going to be unwel-
come to both the public and the policy-
makers, in public and private offices,
who want to preserve the illusion that
everything is all right—or at least not
completely out of control.

So, we had better steel ourselves for
many repetitions of the old complaints:
Why are we always reporting what’s
wrong? Why is the press constantly tear-
ing down people and institutionsand un-
dermining public confidence and trust?

The answer is, of course, that the
press doesn’t tear down, just as it
doesn’t build up. It’s not the business
of the press to uphold institutions, to
reform them, or to make policy. Our
job is to relate what's happening, as
fairly and completely as we can—
whether or not that is what people
want to hear and what officials want
the people to believe.

That is a simple answer which can
be hard to explain, especially to those
who have a vested interest in the public
mood. Acquaintances in the financial
community, for instance, have told me
often in recent weeks that the main
problem with the stock market is con-
fidence, that things would be much
better if the press would just stop scar-
ing people. °

Whenever fear or pessimism—or, for
that matter, confidence—is a real factor
in events, our reporting on the existence
of that fear or confidence does have an
impact. And it is easy and understand-
able to blame or credit the press, even
if all we do is serve as messengers.

To me, this is a powerful argument
for perspective in our treatment of
events. It is not, however, an argument
for some kind of artificial balance be-
tween good news and bad, much less
for silence, about the problems and the
moods which do exist. The democratic
system, after all, is grounded on the
premise that the people should be in-
formed, that, indeed, they can make in-
telligent decisions only when they are
fully informed. It is no service to de-
mocracy to ration bad news.

The press these days should there-
fore be rather careful about its role.
Watergate did create some problems in
terms of our image and self-image. In-
the past two years, [ fear, we may have
acquired some tendencies toward over-
involvement that we had better over-
come. But we had better not yield to
the temptation to go on re-fighting the
Jast war and see conspiracy and cover-
up where they do not exist, or focus
on an individual’s candor to the exclu-
sion of every other aspect of his char-
acter and experience. Nor should too

"much be asked of us. We are not
.prosecutors, judges, or legislators—or

cheerleaders—and we should never be.
It is challenge enough to do our
proper job in times as turbulent as

. these. How we perform, how much

wisdom and energy and professionalism
we display, will have a bearing on the
nation’s capacity to cope with some
very serious matters. How we perform
will also, and not incidentally, deter-
mine the extent to which the press re-
mains healthy and strong and, if not
always well regarded, at least well read.
In that respect, there is a lot to one of
Thomas Jefferson’s lesser-known obser-
vations about the press. He wrote:
“The printers can never leave us in a
state of perfect rest and union of opin-
ion. They would be no longer useful and
would have to go to the plow.” -
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CBS TELEVISION NETWORK |
CBS MORNING NEWS (Excerpt) 10/28/75 ; o)

HUGHES RUDD: What we have right now is one man's attitude toward
President Ford - a Guest Opinion from Eric F. Goldman, Professor of
History at Princeton Unlversity.

[Guest Opinion] .
PROFESSOR ERIC F. GOLDMAN: The other day someone asked me to evaluate
the Ford Presidency. I blurted out, "It all seemed vaguely irrelevant."
On further thought, I'll stick to that. I'm afraid it's about the '
Jjudgment history will make of Gerald Ford - vaguely irrelevant. We
all know - and we keep reassuring each other -~ that he is a decent,
likeable humanvbeing. He is certainly not dumb, despite Lyndon
Johnson's celebrated remarks. He 1s anything but a do-nothing
President. He has policies, significant if highly debatable ones,
which he pushes hard. And yet. . . The American Chief Executives
generally recognized in history as successful leaders have all shared
two characteristics: an instinct for recognizing and for facing the
essential problems of their eras; and a way of thinking which tied
their programs in with inevitable trends of the present and the future.
On his part, President Ford is a persistent practitioner of avoidance,
of substituting rhetoric for reality or a sunny, well-meaning
irrelevance. Are the great citles, the heart of American life, in
dangerous disarray? He tells them about the virtues of municipal
thrift. 1In foreign policy, when he's not leaving it to Henry Kissinger,
he sloganizes about something or another called "detente". As for
those on-rushing inevitable trends, the President seems to have
declared them abolished, or at least suspended for his years in the
White House. He will, he says again and again, take us back to the
good old days. Perhaps as Gerald Ford goes on with his Presidency,
he will catch up with the 1970's. Perhaps. Meanwhile, he appears the
amiable captain of the ship, going through all the motions of command
with diligence and sincerity while the craft takes more and more water
through great, gaping holes.

RUDD: That Guest Opinilon from Eric F. Goldman, Professor of History
at Princeton University. o

ANNOUNCER: The time now - exactly 16 minutes before the hour. 1In
one'minuté, the CBS MORNING NEWS talks with Bernadette Devlin.

© 1975 CBS Inc.
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
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RADIO TV REPORTS, INC.

4435 WISCONSIN AVENUE, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20016 244-3540

FOR THE WHITE HOUSE, NEWS SUMMARY OFFICE
PROGRAM The Today Show STATION WRC TV
NBC Network
DATE .
October 22, 1975 7:00 AM city Washington, D.C.
SUBJECT An Interview with Richard Reeves

JIM HARTZ: Richard Reeves has been reporting on the
political scene for the last ten years in this country. His work
has appeared in many publications, primarily in The New York
Times -- he was chief political correspondent for The Times --

and in New York magazine. He won several awards for his investi-
tative reporting, and now he's written a new book, a controversial
one, titled, "A Ford, Not a Lincoln." 1It's a critique of the

first hundred days of President Ford's Administration.
Dick, welcome to Today.

I found fascinating, right toward the beginning of the
book, your description of the changeover in Administrations, your
point being that you did not think that Ford was prepared for it,
that very few plans had been made for it, and that Alexander Haig
had already become and continued to become the dominant force as
chief of staff.

Would you describe what was happening during that time,
and the subsequent...

RICHARD REEVES: Well, basically, we were all looking
at the pictures of Ford smiling and swimming. Haig and Kissinger
ran the country. There was an enormous power struggle within
the White House between, basically, Ford's transition group, which
had done planning for him, and the old Nixon people, led by Haig,
to the point where Kissinger refused orders from Ford. There were
investigations to find out who was taking out cartons of records
from the White House in those days, and there were screaming
matches and almost physical fighting during that 30~-day period
when everyone was focused only on Ford and he was only in front
of the cameras.

OFFICES IN: NEW YORK e LOSANGELES e CHICAGO e DETROIT e AND OTHER PRINCIPAL CITIES
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HARTZ: Why couldn't he get control?

REEVES: Because he simply did not have the ability to
handle a leadership situation. He had spent 25 years of his life
learning how to practice a kind of leadership of followership,
of not offending anyone. And when his time came, he was almost
physically incapable of doing anything about it.

BARBARA WALTERS: Dick, the prevailing view of President
Ford was, and perhaps to a degree is now, that "Look, he may not
be the brightest guy in the whole world, but he's awfully nice and
honest, and it's time to have someone like that."

Now, would you tell us what your chief objections are
to him, not only as a man, but -- you go beyond that =-- as to what
he represents?

REEVES: Yeah. I have no objections to him. I think
he's a nice man, and I don't think that he's a dumb man. I think
he's a pretty shrewd guy with a good basic intelligence.

My objection is that he got in a position to get to be
President of the United States -- it may have been an accident,
but it was no accident that someone like him became, and that the
kind of politics that he's practiced for 25 years may well be the
future of this country. Politicians who never make a decision,
never stand for anything, stay on the periphery of power, and
kind of the least objectionable alternative, the lowest common
denominator; and they ride this escalator up without ever taking
a step.

WALTERS: And that's what you see happening.
REEVES: I do see that happening, yeah.

WALTERS: Do you think, therefore, that President Ford
will be reelected?

REEVES: No, I do not think that he'll be reelected,
but...

WALTERS: And I know you thought that. That's why --
how do you explain this...

REEVES: On the other hand, I don't think there's an
enormous difference, stripped of some basic ideology, between a
Hubert Humphrey and a Gerald Ford.

WALTERS: You think he will run; you don't think it'1l
be Reagan. You think it'll be Ford who'll run, but...

REEVES: I think he may have real problems getting the



Republican nomination. I think a President, as Harry Truman and
Lyndon Johnson found out, challenged in the primaries has real
problems because the cloak of office is stripped away as soon as
anyone challenges them. If Reagan challenges him, he may well
beat him.

WALTERS: And if not, you think the Democrats will win.

REEVES: It is -~ I would bet my savings that the Demo-
crats will win, although in the things I was talking about, I
don't think that makes an enormous amount of difference.

HARTZ: What do you see happening in the next year or
so? Well, actually, what ever's going to happen is going to
happen before next July. Here we had yesterday Birch Bayh announcing
and becoming the ninth serious Democratic presidential candidate.
With the new rules in the Democratic convention, isn't there a
possibility of a deadlock next July? Who do you see emerging from
that?

REEVES: I think there's a possibility of a deadlock,
but I think that it probably will be the man who wins most in the

primaries. I mean there really is a legitimacy issue involved at
this point. ©Nixon didn't run in '72; Ford has never run for
President. And it's going to be pretty hard to take the nomination

away from a man who runs through the primaries and wins some of
them.

HARTZ: And what if he wins like 25 or 30 percent of
the delegates?

REEVES: I think then he'll be able to put the rest of
it together. I suspect that man will be Humphrey.

WALTERS: To get back to the book and your criticisms
of Ford: One of the things you say, and I may not have it exactly
right, is that Ford is always honest except when he has to lie.
And you felt that he lied when he said that he thought President
Nixon was innocent.

REEVES: Well, I know he lied when he said that. He
had all -- he already knew the final evidence against Richard
Nixon when he took his final swing through he country. And at
every stop he, not only when he was asked, but he continually
volunteered that he thought he was innocent and that there was
no evidence. He knew that there was no [sic] evidence, and he
was willing to talk about that, that he thought then that it was
his job not to let the American people know that.

WALTERS: Why do you think he pardoned Nixon, and what
do you think that did? =-- in addition to pardoning Nixon.




REEVES: I think he pardoned Nixon basically for the
reasons he said. I think he was personally unable not to, that
he -- that Gerald Ford's whole life has been geared to having
people like him, to going to bed each night with no one mad at
him, which is not an uncommon phenomenon among adopted children,
and that he simply could not leave Nixon out there hanging.

I mean my own feeling is that Nixon was kind of a part
of his quest for a surrogate father.

WALTERS: And you've seen him taking no decisive steps
in these days in which he's been President. You think he's just
Mr. Nice Guy kind of going along...

REEVES: No, no. I think he's ~- I think he's a deci-
sive man.

WALTERS: But you said earlier that he takes -- that
we have the politics of the lowest common denominator and the
least objectionable alternative, and that he's just making no
decisions and just kind of... ‘

REEVES: No. By that, I don't mean that the man doesn't
make —-- you have to make -- for instance, I think it's a decision
to decide not to do anything. The WIN Program was a decision;
it was a decision basically designed to do nothing for as long as
possible a period of time and delude the American people into
thinking you were doing something. Because in fact, Simon, Ash,
Greenspan were still running the economic program; they didn't
want it changed, but they wanted the American people to think it
was changing. And it was a decision to do that.

WALTERS: ...continues to do that? These are the wayl[s]
he makes his decisions now?

REEVES: Yeah. I think that the decistons are carefully
calculated to do very little. I mean I think there's a real art
to it, which is what much of the book is about: how I think these
people operate to give the impression of action when in fact they
are not acting.

HARTZ: Part of that is the use of the press, and you
write rather scathingly about the White House press corps. Would
you summarize briefly what you say about then? And then I'd like
to know what reaction you've had from some of the members of the
White House press corps. :

REEVES: Well, I mean, I talk about the White House
press room in operation. One out of five people working in the
White House works on public relatioms. It's an adult day-care
center that you can -- the reporters are after stories, and if

you feed them one story a day, whether it's 900 words or a minutegxu:/



and thirty seconds, that keeps them happy. I mean it keeps them
dumb; it keeps them occupied; they have important jobs. And the
situation is totally controlled by the White House, to the point
where they have lights on the wall in the press room which tell

you when you can get up and leave. I mean it's kind of -- it's:
literally Pavlovian.

My friends, and most of them are my friends -- and 1've
been one of them at various times -- all say -- have all said to
me privately, [Snmaps fingers], "You're right. That's the way it
is. That's the way they are." In some cases, some of the people

who said it to me [were the ones] I was literally talking about.
I mean everybody sees it in somebody else.

HARTZ: Did you fall into that trap yourself?

REEVES: I wasn't —-- I've mnever been covering the White
House long enough to be taken.

WALTERS: Nixon said that the White House was so tough,
and a great many American people feel that the White House -- not
the White House, but the White House press corps, and the press
corps in general, is too tough on the President. And many people
blame the whole Watergate thing -- you know, the press bearing
down too hard. This is very contradictory to what you're saying.

REEVES: I hope in the book that I can convince them
that they're wrong. I mean we're talking about -- we're talking
about a man, Gerald Ford, who controls a $400 million public
relations budget. And if someone thinks that 50 or 60 reporters
can match that -- I mean the fact is that anything good about
Gerald Ford, or Edward Kennedy or Nelson Rockefeller or any other
politician, is known by the American people. They take care of
that.

So, in many ways, the role of the press is to point up
what they're not saying.

HARTZ: What do you think the press should be doing,
Dick? How should that be handled...

REEVES: In this Administration?
HARTZ: Any Administration -- the White House press corps.

REEVES: 1 think that it should be roaming around the
city of Washington, talking to the people who are involved in day-
to-day governing. I mean I literally believe the position of
press secretary should be abolished. 1If the President wants to
say something, let him say it or let him issue a statement; a copy

boy can pick it up And let those peopl
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I mean there should have been a hundred reporters 1in
the Pentagon during Vietnam, not at the White House. There were
a half-dozen at the Pentagon.

No one covers government; we only cover politics.

WALTERS: Is there anything now specifically about Ford ><
that you think should be covered? 1Is there any one great mistake

that you'd like to bring to our attention, or anything you think
now shou e covered that isn't being, or looked into?

REEVES: Yeah. I would like to -- I would like to find
out, for instance, why they have made no moves, except to buy time,
on energy and what they really think they're doing. I would like
to know the thinking that went into the decision to align this
country with Franco, when chronologically you knew what happened
yesterday had to happen. I mean we're going to have a disaster
in Europe because of Ford's decision to go to Spain and ride in
the back of a car with Franco.

S

Ford seems to confuse hard work and traveling with accom-
plishment. I mean he thinks riding in a car with Franco accomplishes
something. What it probably accomplished is that we're going to be
on the wrong side of another Portugal when Franco dies.

HARTZ: You were talking about the system thrusting the
lowest common denominator to the top. Is there anything in the

system that you think should be changed that would alter that?

REEVES: I don't know the answers. I wish I knew the

answers. Because I think the end result of this is that the
reason the American people are turning off on politics is that
they have -- that they see through this much better than we in

the press do, and that they have been turned off. And the famous
apaty is a result of people like Ford controlling the political
process.

HARTZ: I guess I was looking for:¢ "Which came first?
The chicken or the egg?" I don't know whether we can solve that
problem this morning.

WALTERS: Why don't we just say the book is called "A
Ford, Not a Lincoln," by Richard Reeves.





