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--PR -O --C E -E ---DIN --G S 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Well, go ahead. 

MR . ROGERS: I 've come to ge t y our vi ew o f your 

accomp lishments of the p as t year, and then, a fte r exploring 

that, I 'd like to as k you to look somewhat into the f u ture 

for the Department. 

But, first of all, I have this year-end summary 

that your staff has put out that's got 20 pages of summa r i zed 

deve lopments and accomp l ishments, but I 'm more interested in 

your personal viewpoint. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: we l l, my a tti tude i s on 

the ac complishments, that o thers can best assess t hem, becaus

what I think are accomplishments mayor may not be, and this 

kind of a report is kind o f a wrap-up , some of it is r outine,

some new ground, s uch as on the wetlands program, thi ngs 

l i ke that. 

If we've made any accomplishme nt, I think that it 

has to be in calling the national a t tention to the f act that 

the so-called q uick cures f o r cri me just aren't reality ; 

they neve r have been. 

And that l aw enf.o' rcement c an , at best, re f l e c t the 

communi t y a ttitude . And r ight now the communi ty wou l d rather

tol e rate crime i n many a r e as than take the strict measur es 

necessary to qe t the people off the street. 

We' r e sold on the ide a that rehabili t a tion and 



re training, p robation, these things c an get dange r ous people 

thr ough a period of transition. 

MR . ROGERS : Do you think that's the at t i tude of 

the public at l a r ge, i nclud ing that so-called silent majorit ,

or is merely the a ttitude of those in ch a rge? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: It's the attitude, 

primari ly , o f those in charge: the cou r ts and the social 

workers that we have built up ove r the years. 

And of course their job depends on this . Obvious l

a social worker is not i nvolved wi th the guy i n th e prison. 

But what we come down to, in trying t o r ehabilitat 

people who won't live wi thin the l aw , i s that the community 

that c an do the job jus t isn 't there . Our communi ties have 

b roken down. 

I saw an inte rview on Sixty Minutes this week from 

the guy who is on that Hawaii Fi ve-O, the Chine s e. Remembe r , 

he's the second in command of the office there. And he has a 

backfjround of being a po l iceman and a detective out there . 

He's an actor now , but he did have a b ackground . 

So he speaks with s ome -- more than jus t an a c tor 

-- some authori t y . And they commented on the fact that the 

Chines e communi ty in Hawaii h as a much smalle r percentage 

of involvement in crime , a nd this is t rue generally . 

MR . ROGERS t Unh-hunh. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : It 's news when they do 



ge t involved in crime , as they did i n San Francisco. I t' s 

news when they qet invo lved i n crimes in New York . 

And i t goes back to the att i tude of the family , s o 

he says . He was brought up with the idea that i f he disgrac d 

his family , that it survived that generation, the family was 

f orever disgraced. And, as you know, the second-generation 

people ove r here, or the f i r s t generation , the immigrants 

t old them: Your f ami ly name is all that counts. 

I heard an o ld Italian tel l h is son one t ime ; 

Don lt have nothing to do with that boy. Hi s family i s no 

good in the o ld country, they I re no good he re . 

And so there was family pressure and communi ty 

pressure. 

We l l, in the b l ack community, such as we have in 

Washington t oday, we've got s o many broken f amilies, where 

the mother trie s to ho l d the kids t oge ther; there is no 

f amily p res sure, there's no fami l y t radition , and we just 

arenlt getting to these kids . 

And we've got people, and I get thi s from the FBI 

and I get i t f rom local police departments, welve got kids 

in this country that get up in the morning and steal all day . 

I t ·s a way o f life. 

And when t hey get caught, there·s not a grea t deal 

o f de terrent. 

And you begin to wonder if we really want a 



deterren t, becaus e the r e ' s an easy way, and tha t 's to t alk 

t o them and t u r n them loose. And wh en I say " t.urn them 

loose", I don't. care whether it.'s p robat.ion or hal fway h ouse 

or whatever it is , what you 're in e ffect doing is put.ting 

them back on the s treet . 

And 

MR. ROGERS : You see m t.o have tried to do s omethin 

about it through making speeches. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: I think i t h-as h ad some 

effect . Now we're so e ngrossed in o ur economic i lls that 

we a ren't paying a great deal of attention to crime : it's 

down the list., it 's not on the front burner like it was . 

MR. ROGERS: Onh-hunh. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: But if it gets worse, as 

I' m afraid it migh t, we can' t l ive in a socie ty tha t is 

crime-ridden, and I don' t think we want to go back to the 

pe riods where you had to have bodyguards to be abroad on the 

s treet. 

And thi s i s an American attitude that -- and we 

may be the forerunner of it, because on l y re cen t ly are they 

beginning to carry guns in England, and p e r h aps it ' s a 

worldwide phenomena that. But so far the 

streets of the world a re mu ch saf er outside the United 

States than they are here. 

MR. ROGERS: You made, dur ing the past year , a 
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s e r ies of speeches i n whioh you systematically covered phase

aft er phase of the s ubject o f morality and the person's 

response to his obliq tions -

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: To society , and to his 

f amily and t o his community . 

MR. ROGERS: We re you merely accommodating those

who aske d you t o go to their meeting and make a speech , or 

was this a planned , s ystematically planned series of e vents 

i n which you deliberately used the s peeches -

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: We tried 

MR. ROGERS : - and the i nvitatiom~ as an 

opportuni t y to deliver that -

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE r We accepted those 

invitat ions where we though t that it would receive adequate 

pUbli city. In o ther words , it just wasn't an accommodation 

to them, because there's plenty of invitat ions , and it was, 

in a way, put together wi th the hope , anyway, that we could 

not overse ll i t , but at least call it to the attention of 

the community leaders and the judges. 

I estimated that there's 23, 000 judges in this 

country that have the authority to sentence people, that 

have the - that deal with serious crime, put it that way .. 

Now, this is everything from children's courts, 

juveni l e courts, up through the Supr eme Court of the United 

States. 



And all I w nted to do was to get them to question 

this premi se tha t they have accepted s o wi l l i ngly that we ca 

cur e c rime by showi ng them the right way , and therefore they 

wi ll follow i t. 

One of the most discouraging things I ran up 

agains t was that in our r e habi li t at ion progr ams i n the 

prisons -- and I'm us ing the federal prisons that we 

f ound th t the people that were taking these programs did 

not i ntend to pur ue a course as a radio mechanic or a 

TV mechani c or an automobile mechanic, or a printer, or 

whatever we're teaching them to d01 they were t aking these 

courses to put in the i r time. 

And for most of them, they h dn't changed their 

atti tude. 

Now, we've been telling these people that they 

are wrong, because s ocie ty is wrong. In other wor ds, that 

the burden i s on society and not on them , that this poor 

mis unders t ood guy is in pris on , not because he wanted to be 

bad, but because society for ced h im to be bad . 

MR. ROGERS : Are you saying that this poin t that 

you ' re now mak i ng is what you cons i der the most important 

or significant s i ngl e point of the ent ire s eries of speeche s 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Be cause unless we can 

get these judge s and others in the chain o f authority, the 

policeman is being undercut t o the point where i t's dis



couraging to him and will be re flected in h is activity . 

MR. ROGERS I You s poke di rectly to the business 

leader or the business e xecutive who would bend the law , the 

pri vate persons who would bend the l aw, and he knows better , 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Yeah. 

MR. ROGERS: - the c rimi nal who b reaks the l aw; 

would y ou s ay that the most i mportant element of your entire 

audience were the judges, or would you s ay that your most 

import ant message was dire cted to them? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: I thi nk . so. I think so . 

The judges and the peop le who are the big pressure groups 

in the country , sel ling the idea that the r e a re no bad 

people, there are just misunderstood people . 

And the point that I make is that the re are bad 

peop le , there always have been, in the history of the world, 

and the s uccess or f ai lure of doing i t is reflected in the 

courts and i n this chain of so-called correction . 

MR. ROGERS : Adding up all the speeches and the 

in terviews in which you' ve touche d on this question, and 

considering the gr oss impact of all of them combined, 

would y ou say you've done a bit o f good with· it? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : I thi nk that it has done 

a bi t o f good. 

Now, I want to leave that f o r a minute. 

If you'll recall , when I came in here, it was afte 



the Saturday nigh t massacre. and there h d been a period of 

confusion here for some time . Nixon was still President, 

and I fe lt -- the reason I took the job was that law in this 

cOWltry was under s erious attack . 

Most of the people involved in these affai rs of 

Watergate we re lawyer s . The Justi ce Department itself was 

deep l y involved. Two Attorneys General had been convicted of 

-- or had not been convicted then, eithe r one of them, but 

were under charges that late r turned into convictions . 

The Vice Pre i dent of the Uni ted States , a lawyer, 

had alre ady been charged at that time. 

And these things, I felt. could only be correoted 

by the Justice Department staying s trictly out of politics, 

playing it r ight down the middle, to show that we could be 

e ffective , that we could operate, uncontrolled by the 

Pres ident or by any of the forces who wan t ed t o tell us how 

to r un our business~ t hat we would fo llow the l etter of the 

l aw, whether it was AT&T or whe ther it was some guy involved 

in a firs t o f fense; and that by doing so, we would restore 

purpose not on ly to the lawye rs involved in the J us tice 

Department but to alI I wyers, and to all systems of justice 

i n this Unite d States. 

Because i f there's no confidence in our legal 

s ystem, there' s no confidence i n our governmen t. 

Now, that much I 'm satisfi ed in. I think the mile



stone pas s e d when we went through the last e lecti on without 

the Justice Department ever becomi ng an element in any 

campaign . With 435 House members , for a couple dozen 

Governors, it never was raised in any c ampaign, indic ting 

that they didn' t think there was any thing they could mine 

there, they could dredge up that would be an element to get 

them votes . 

I thi nk if we hadn' t done that, you would h ave 

found half of the peopl e r unning agains t the Justice Depart

ment. 

MR. ROGERS: I'm not sure I unde rs t and your 

poi nt . Are you saying that there was no wrongdoing on the 

pa r t of candi dates and their campaigners, or a r e you s aying 

that there was no wrongful involveme nt in campaigns by the 

Jus t i ce Department' s own personnel? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: No . What I'm sayi ng is 

that the Justice Depa r tment had bee n s hown to have been not 

impar i tal . 

MR . ROGERS : Oh , all r ight. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBEf I n proceedings of t he 

Nixon Administration . 

MR . ROGERS : Oh, I s ee . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: They had gotten i nvolve 

in the ITT case , they had got ten involved i n other case s. 

In other words, there were politi cal decisions 



being made as to what to dOt and obviously in the Watergate . 

MR. ROGE RS f Oh , you' re saying that there was no 

wrongdoing by the Justice Department which could be made a 

campaign i ssue by a c andidate? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: That' s right . And there 

had been . 

MR. ROGERS f Yeah . 

ATTORNEY GENE RAL SAXBE : And I think in a year we 

were able t o turn this a round, because if we had made 

political decisions, and we had plenty o f opportunitie • 

We wer approached by the Nixon peopl e and others to do 

this and do that, t o get involved i n the Wa tergate hearings , 

to call off this i nves tigation or to s tart another 

t-1R. ROGE RS : Has that occurred since y ou were 

sworn in? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Yes. 

And we were able to dodge a ll those bullets . 

And the people in this knew -- i n this Department 

knew that . 

MR. ROGERS : At what level would you say t he calls 

c ame from the White House ? I mean the level of the person 

who was making the call. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Well, I haven't t alked 

about thi s, and I don' t want to get in t o i t too much, but 

-- there were all kinds o f s uggestions that we i n terfere wi 



Jaworski, or that we do this or do that. And I had pledged 

that we wouldn' t interfere, and I gave him the protection th 

permi t t e d h im to oper a te • 

MR. ROGERS : Was this __

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : And J awor s ki h as 


a cknowledged this to me. We made his j ob easy . Not ea y, 


but I mean we 
 • 


MR. ROGERS : Could you esti mate the nume rical 


count of s peci fic suggestions or requests or even more 

indi r e ct efforts to influe nce what the Justi ce Department 

was dOing? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : They came pretty thick 

and fast at f i rst. After the fi rs t o f Mar ch, I think we were 

ove r the hump . 

They j ust di dn't bother us any more . 

MR. ROGE RS : Of all the calls t hat you rece i ved , 

was the re any single one which you coul d tell wi thout doubt 

c ame at the instigation of Nixon h i mself? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Oh, I think they all did. 

MR. ROGERS: Can you make a -- you s aid pretty 

thick and f ast, can y ou say that it would number i n the 

do zens, hundreds, handfuls or - 

ATTORNEY GENE RAL SAXBE : Oh, no; three or four . 

MR. ROGERS: Three o r four in a ll, in the enti re 

period between January and March : three or f our ? 



ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Right . 

That I cons i dered s ome were suggestions that I 


J UBt brushed o ff , and didn 't consider. Some o f them were 

put pretty s trongly. 

MR. ROGERS : Those -- would you s ay that they 

were calculated attempts to make you or cause you t o take 

s ome action that you - 

ATTORNEY GENE RAL SAXBE: In l ight o f what ' s happene 

since then , and the resignation and eve rything, they ' d 

obviously have been wrong had I done them. 

MR. ROGERS : Yeah. 

Are you -- would you characterize these calls as 

being i nappr opri ate or i mproper, in i nte rference wi th the __ 

were they unmistakably so , or are any of them to be judged 

as simply bor derline si t uations? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Well, of course , they 


were put in the context that they were pr oper and tha t I 


should h ave done them -- should do them. 


MR. ROGE RS : Unh-hunh . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE z Nothing was sugges ted 


with the idea of i mpropriety , but they were wrong i n that I 


felt that, t o live up to my charter and my p r omises to the 


Se na te in my hea r i ng , that would be wrong. 


MR. ROGE RS r Do you feel the cal ls were wrong 

olely i n vi ew of the s peci fic circums tances of this being 



in the aftermath of Watergate , where the -- Jaworski's 

independence was something that had been f ormal ly agreed 

upon; or are you s aying that these calls are calls which 

would h ave been i mproper at any t i me , even i f wate r gate had 

not occurred, or if J awors ki' s o ffice were not i nvolved? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE t ''le I I , the re ason tha t I 

fe lt that they were wrong was that my concept of the 

Justice Department -- you see, if you recal l, a t the time 

t h a t I was appoi nted there was a s ubstanti a l movement : 

One , take the Jus t i ce Department away from the Executive , 

MR. ROGERS: Unh-hunh . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: -- to make it a separate 

Department. And I was determined to prove that i t could 

operate wi thi n the consti t utional structure as envisioned 

throughout our h istory. 

MR . ROGERS: Unh-hunh . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: And that the mis t akes 

th t h ad been made were aberrations of that and not the 

true obligation and duty of the Justice Department. 

MR. ROGERS: Unh- hunh. 

Would you say tha t you are referring to cal ls or 

pre sur e attempts that could not arguably be defended as a 

part of the normal overs i gh t of the White Hous e over a 

branch o f the Execut ive Branch o f Gove rnment , or a Departmen 

o f the Executive Branch? 



ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: It certainly was in my 

concept of what the Department o f Justice's duty was . 

My idea of what the Department o f Justice should have been 

was that i t s hould operate as a n i ndepende nt agen cy , even 

though it 's under the Presidency, and p ursue wron gdoing 

no matter where it appeared t o be, without favor and wi thout 

a ny influence that we should do th is or shouldn' t do that . 

The deci s ions had to be made here based upon the l a.w , and 

the pre cedent, not upon how it affects this person or that 

person. 

MR . ROGE RS : You do concede that the President 

h as some authori ty ove r the Jus tice Department, as head -

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Absolutely . 

MR . ROGERS I -- of the Executive Branch of Govern

ment? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Absolutely . 

He appoints the Attorney General, and when the 

Attorney General does not operate in cooperation wi th the 

Presidency , he should be re l ieved . 

But, once having passed that point, the decision 

o f whe ther to proceed on an individual case sho uld be with 

the Attorney General . 

MR . ROGERS : Were all of these cal ls relat ed t o 

c ases under inves tigation or before courts, or did they 

involve other matters? 



ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : They involved -- the ones 

that I felt we r e of greatest concern were those just i nvolvin 

the Watergate inves t i gation. 

MR. ROGERS: Did the pre ssure or the s uggestions 

or the requests seem t o be sel f-s erving? That i s, calculated 

to he l p a Watergate figure out o f a spot, o r head o ff the 

growi ng pressure or direction toward Ni xon's i nvolvement 

i tself? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Yes. 

MR . ROGERS: Could you be more s pecific as to just 

what they were seeking? 

ATTORNEY GENERP~ SAXBE: At this time, I can't, 

because t o - i f there was there was , f i r st , to make i t 

plain, there was nothing that I considered i l legal in these 

things. If there had been, why, I'd have immediate ly moved 

on it. But 

MR. ROGERS z You: mean you would have moved on the 

fact tha t the cal l was an illega l request that was made? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBEz I would h ave said , This is 

an ille gal request, or this is an attempt to put undue 

influence, or this is somethi ng like that. They were brough 

i n the i dea of s uggestions: This would be a wise thing to do. 

MR. ROGERS : By move on it, you mean you would 

move to e xpose and p rosecute the person who made the call? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Unh hunh. That ' s correct. 



MR. ROGERS : But that -

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Now, I might add , that 

some of these people that I talked to at the t ime, some of 

the people who were convinced of Nixon's innocence, -

MR. ROGERS: Unh-hunh. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: -- some of the people who 

were saying , "My God, you can't le t this happen, because 

you' re going t o r uin the government." If you recall when 

that k i nd of talk was going around. 

MR. ROGE RS: Unh-hunh. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: You're going t o -- It's 

going to be just a catas trophe i f this happens or i f that 

happens. 

I have tal ked to those peop le s i n ce then, and said, 

"We l l , what do you think about it now? " And they said, 

"well , you were abso l utely r i ght. II 

These were people who had con f idence in the 

President at the t ime. 

MR. ROGERS z Yeah, I see. 

What would be, say , the level of the person actuall 

making the request? That is, he being, acting on behal f o f 

Ni xon , but what level would he be ? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Wel l, there again, we get 

in t o people who are in government t oday , and I ' m just not 

going to name names 1 but, suffice i t to say, I fe l t that it 



came directly from the Oval Office . 


MR . ROGERS : Have you sai d anything about this 


befor e? 


JOHN RUSSELL: Yes, you have . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Yes, I h ave . 

MR . ROGERS: I don' t -- I don't recall i t. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : And I've never gotte n more 

specific than I have wi th you, Ed . 

MR. ROGERS: Unh-hunh. I was - 

ATTORNEY GENE RAL SAXBE: I n fact, I was about as 

speci f ic as I ' ve gotten on the thing. 

MR. ROGERS : Actually, though, I was under the 

impress ion that we had asked you speci fically about this at 

one o f the coffee sessions, and that you had said there 

had been no pressure from the White House, or no interfe rence

however we expressed it , I 'm not sure. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Well - 

MR. ROGERS : And you might have been -- had in 

mind that you were saying there was no successful inter-

f renee . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : That ' s what I h ad in 

mind, that the -- well, I can't say that, either, because 

what I' m talking about is that -- and I only use this as an 

example to demonstrate, how we built mor ale in this Depart 

mente The principals i nvolved in our sections knew about 



most of these things that were going on . 

And when I backed them up, t hey knew it . And when 

MR. ROGERS: I guess you · re implying that the 

r everse of that had been, if you had not backed up your own 

officials and had bowed t o t he White House, it would have 

h d a bad effect on morale. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Yes . 

And I t hink t oday that our morale is e xcellent 

i n this, in the Department, and I think that we I re r unni ng 

on a full and direct and effective schedule on doing the 

things that need to be done. 

MR. ROGERS: When these eal ls o r s ugges tions would 

come , was there ever a t ime when they were accompanied by 

any form of a th reat, being that: If you want to remain in 

that office over there, you had be tter do this-and-such for 

us? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : I mplied . 

MR. ROGERS ; Did the impli cation -- yeah? 

J OHN RUSSE LL: 1 thought you told Frank Kane tha t: 

to me it was interesting. Unless it comes through, you 

would say, Le t me think about it7 and then i t would just die . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE ; Thi happened on several 


of them. 


On one or two, I think, o f them, we -- I said 




"no way" . 

MR. ROGERS : And the o ther s you jus t let fade out. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Yeah. 

MR. ROGERS : But you did spec i fi c a lly t e ll t he m on 

o ne o r more occas ions that you s imply we re not go ing to do 

it? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Yeah • 

MR. ROGERS: Was any a ttempt made t o e xe rt 

p ress ure through an indirect way? That is, h aving h im 

pe rsuade some Congressman to try t o us e h i s i nfluence on you? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : No . We had some of 

that , b u t I neve r fe l t that tha t came f rom ove r there. 

And f te r two or three i n cidents of that, we just didn ' t 

have any more . 

MR. ROGERS: When these were -

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Whe n I firs t c ame in, r 

had some Cong ressmen that had some s ugges tions that I didn ' t 

thi nk we r e r i gh t , and I just -- • 

MR. ROGERS : Do you thi nk th y died -- the making 

of the r equests tapere d off a fte r Mar oh , because they saw 

that it wa s do ing no good? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Yeah . Aft er the f i rst of 

J un , we were l eft p r e tty much alone . 

MRo ROGERS : What would you say is the -

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : I mean, I'm s ay i ng now 



both by Congress and by them. 

MR. ROGERS: Yeah . 

Thinking b a ck through the i ncidents that y ou're 

referring to, c an y ou -come up wi th a guess figure of the 

over- 11 number, in its entirety, since ou' ve been in 

office? 

Does three or four stand up as the o ver- all figure

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Three or four from the 

Whi te Hous e, and I woul d guess another three or four from 

Congress . 

MR. ROGERS: Who would -- would specific 

individuals be the beneficiary o f these requests , i f you had 

complied wi th them? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE z Yes. 

MR. ROGERS r Would those individuals be Watergate 

de f e ndan ts? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: No . No , 1'm -- now , 

obviously that was, on the White House, because they were 

concerned almost enti rely with White House affai r s during 

those periods , you know. 

MRo ROGERS : Unh-hunh. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: But on the Congre ss , some 

of the men that came in from there wanted things that would 

benefit specific individuals. 

HR. ROGERS: Unh-hunh o 



ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : And - 

MR. ROGERS : Individuals i n troubl e or indi viduals 

who would 	want a t ax break or - 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : I ndividuals in trouble. 

MR. ROGERS : Ye ah. But 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE; And I don't -- I'm s ure 

t hat e very 	At torney General or every Cabi net officer h as 

s i mila r . 

MR. ROGERS I Unh-hunh. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: They t ry . And I had t he 

s ame thing at the State level. Af t er you -- when you take 

o ffioe , i t t akes a while to people to unde r stand the way 

you ope rate . And there are people who are opportunis ts that 

say , Well, what the hell, let's s ee, l e t' s try it again : 

this coul d be an o ld ches tnut tha t goes back s ome years . 

MR. ROGERS: Unh-hunh. Unh-huh . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Come in , and now ' s the 

t ime to ch ange this . 

MR . ROGERS I Did Nixon h i mse l f appear to be the 

i n t ended bene f icia ry of any of these suggesti ons or r equests? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Oh , indirectly , I would 

think. Especially in r ega r d to - 

HR. ROGERS : I mean, was hi s own case, the case, 

say , the subject matter tha t came up during the i mpeachme n t 

i nquiry, would you s ay that h i s own case was a t issue in this 



thing that they were trying to get you t o do? Or was he the 

bene ficiary i ndirect ly because it involved a perso n c l ose to 

h i m? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Oh , I woul d think it was 


the whole picture o f the Watergate intrigue that was involved 


not s peci f ic people. Obviously he, but -- and, frankly, I 


question whether any ac t tha t I woul d have taken would have 


changed the ou tcome in any way . I t wou l d have invo l ve d 


me, I suppose , in a bad judgment. 


But I got the feeling afte r a while that th y were 

graspi ng at s traws and didn' t care who they i nvolved. 

MR. ROGERS: Unh- hunh. Unh-h~nh. 

I t seems the record is a p retty sol id re cord, that 

everyone whom they were able to r e ach and touch was 

besmir ched - 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE t Ri ght . 

MR. ROGE RS I -- and if he didn 't end up as a 

de fend nt, at l eas t he was embarrassed by it. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Embarrasse d . 

MR. ROGERS: Have you had reas on for feeling 

personal embarrass ment or have you done anyth i ng that y ou now 

wish that you h adn 't done, 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : No . 

MR. ROGE RS : even though it might hot be 

e mbarrass ing, as a r esult of this pressure ? 



ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: No . 

MR. ROGERS : Has t here been a case of any 

suggestion or reques t or other pre s sure tha t you thought was 

well-founded and you felt that you r ightfully could and 

should comply with i t? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : No . 

MR. ROGERS : I hope you know what I' m getting at . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Yeah . 

MR. ROGERS: A news story . 

[Laughter. J 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Well, I unders t and , 

and I realized when I t ook the office that I was going to 

have to dodge the bullets. I realize d that I had to be 

particularly cautious if I was going to re-es t ab l ish the 

respe ct of the J ustice Depa r tment , and that I h ad to remain 

f ree o f influence , and I had to remain free of any hin t of 

-- any hin t of bias, or that I was playing the political 

game. 

MR. ROGERS z Has anything a t all occurred along 

this line during the Ford Admi nis t rati on? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : NO. 

MRo ROGERS : You know , the othe r day we kept asking 

questions about your Ambas s adorship to India , and what I was 

trying to get at, and wasn't able t o express it ve ry well, 

was whe ther or not Pres i dent Ford was using this as a delica , 



i ndirect way of rebuffing you because he disliked anything 

that you had done . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : He says not. We discussed 

that. He says not . 

But I think that he was seve r ely cri t icized 

because he di d no t have his own people, that he didn't move 

fast e nough t o clear out th e Cabinet people. And i t could 

very well be that now they need ano ther type of Attorney 

General . 

We ' ve gotten the Department s t raightened out , I 

believe . We 've k p t good people and we 've a t traoted addition I 

good people . They can operat e. And I've been abras i ve, 

because I ' ve sai d some o f thes e thi ngs that I felt needed to 

be sai d . We 've been criticized because we ' ve, in the last 

year, filed mor e b i g antitrus t cases than h ave been filed 

in the l ast 25 years , or kept a l i ve . 

And maybe i t' s time for s omeone who is not a former 

poli t ician -- and I say former, because I 'm still a 

pol i t i Ci an, that's what runs our governmen t -- and th at 

could be part of the thinking on the thi ng. 

MR. ROGERS : Looking to the future 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : And then, again, to put 

t oge the r your own working team. 

MR. ROGERS : Unh-hunh. 

Looking i nto the future 



JOHN RUSSELL ~ If I migh t say -- a l so , during t his 

tim e , you had t he whole FBI t r ansition , too. 

MR. ROGERS : Oh, yeah , that's a good point. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE I Yes . 


A VOICE: A complete turnover . 


ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE f I think we ' ve done - 

accomplished that. And that had to be done. And it's been 

done as quie t ly as pos i b l e. 

MR. ROGE RS : well , since he 's -_ 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Without desroying the 

morale or the r espect that they've built up ove r the years . 

MR. ROGERS : Since he 's bro ugh t up the subject of 

the FBI, I saw a very puzzling but ext remely i nte res t ing 

situation at a hearing be f ore the Subcommittee before 

Christmas, at which the wi tnesse s were Mr. Kel ly and Mr . 

Silberman . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Unh- hunh . 

MR. ROGERS : The Subcommi ttee had an array of 

Democrats , who were of the s ort that would consider law 

enforcement , pe r se, as probably a dirty word. They seemed 

th t extr eme . But Si lberman, somehow o r another, was able 

to say the right words and s atis fy them, whereas Mr . Kelley 

obvi ously was not sat i sfying them with h i s responses. 

It rea ched a point where Silberman would answer whe 

Kelley was as ked . In other words, he would volunteer his 



answer so quickly that Mr . Kelley would not be able to open 

h i mouth . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Yeah . 

MR. ROGERS : Until they finally s a id, "We are not 

ques t ioning Mr . Silberman, we want Mr. Kel l ey to answer .A 

Mr . Kel ley made such rema rks as: He could foresee 

a t ime when he would want t o reinstate coint elpro and do 

everything that they had done the previous round . 

That upset the members o f the Committee. 

He even went so far as to say that he might rein

s tate coi ntelpro without the approval of some future Attorney 

General . 

That remark-has been largely judged as being a 

lip of the t ongue, that he didn't really mean to s ay that . 

But, nevertheless, this a ll s truck me as bein9 an 

i nteresting situation. 

I' m asking you a question wi th all this r he t oric, 

and I don 't know q uite what my question is, e xcept the 

general one of saying: How do you judge the situation? 

What is your response to this situation that I have just 

described? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE = Well, in t alking to 

previous Attorneys General, when I came in , they i n formed 


me, well, don't worry about the FBI, you ' re not go ing to 


have anything to do wi th it. They ' re go ing to run their show 



and you ' re going to run yo urs . 

And I had a cho ice of going i n and r ipping into 

the FBI and h umiliating them, and saying, -This is the way 

it's going t o be- . 

I made a decision that I didn 't think that we 

[change tape : reverse side] the job that i s not yet 

completed, but i s progressing wi th the help of Congress. 

As you know, I also a dvocated c l os e congressional 

liaison on the operation o f the FBI , that we s hould be able 

to meet frequently and tell them what we were doing and 

how we we re doing it. 

NOw, thi s is working. As I s y, i t 's not yet 

complete, but it is working. 

Now, I complete ly revamped our procedures fo r 

fore ign i nte lligence surveillance i n this country, for the 

origination and approval of such things, the means to be 

employ ed and how, and the authori ty t o do it. 

And I brought everything to a scree ching halt 

along in mids ummer for the purpose of start ing anew with 

new se ts of guidelines and new sets of a uthority . which we 

are now -- which rules we're now under . 

And this invo lved meetings with the Pres iden t, with 

represen tatives of the National Security Council, and I 

think that what ' s e vo lved is a procedure that will stand 

any congressional t est, and one that I could support and vou 



for and will give us the ne cessary protection . 

MR. ROGERS : Wh t about domestic i ntelligence? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Well , domes tic intelli genc 

is all under court order, under Title 3, and -- I'm talking 

about electronic surveillance. And we ' r e comfortable with 

it , we think i t is constit utional , and i t mus t go through a 

court. And this proceeds under my direction and my 

authority . 

MR. ROGERS : Do yo u bel ieve that were we to have 

a revival of the domestic survers ion that marke d the Sixties, 

and the e ar ly part of the Seventies , the government would be 

able to deal with it as effectively and successfully as it 

~id the di d in fact do during the Sixties and early 

Seventies? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: I think so. I think - 

MR. ROGE RS: Notwithstanding the public is ue 

that has be en made of, ove r cointe Flro allQ OVer-,' ," 

surveillance in general , and over police methods i n dealing 

with riots , such as the massive Mayday a rrests here? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : I think we could . 

Again, I think it would r equire congressional 

liaison, and I think th t the law is plain in regard to 

violence and civil d i sorde r. Th t has not been changed or 

diminished. 

So all we 're talking about is really surveillance, 



for the purpose of domestic and foreign i ntelligence. 

MR. ROGERS : Mr . Kelley told the Subcommittee that

he could f oresee a si t uation arising under which he would 

feel the need of reinstating something like c-ointelpro. ·· .. • 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: If that we re necessary, 

we should go t o Congress and ask f or that specific authority

MRo ROGE RS : A moment ago you l aid aside a 

question , you s aid -- you s aid you were laying it aside, at 

the time th at you went into the subject o f White House 

pressures . 

I believe I asked about the message that you were 

t ryi ng t o get ac ross to the judges and penal authorities . 

ATTO RNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Righ t. 

MR. ROGERS : And I was gOing to ask if you though

the mess ge was sent across, and I believe you were about to 

say that or had sai d that you be lieve i t had had some 

e ffect . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE I I think it h as had some 

effect. 

MR. ROGE RS : Can you be mor e specifi c ? Has a 

few i nstances of heavy sentencing appeared t o you to be a 

re pons e to your speeches? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: I think that that -- from 

what I have been able to glean in tal k i ng , at l e as t th rough 

the federal judges, I thi nk it has . But until this extends 



to the State courts , where most of the c riminal activi ty is, 

i t 's not going to b e e f f e ctive . 

Now, my c oncern i s s imply this: Vio lence i s what 

we ' re b as i c a lly a fte r, and I j us t wan t the j udge s t o be 

aware, in s en t encing, -- some t i mes i t see ms to me they 

aren't that the ci t i zen is enti t l e d t o cons i de r ation 

a t the t ime a decision is made t o send a k nown violent 

criminal, unde r sentence , b ck o n t.o the s t ree t . 

I n Columbus , Ohio, d ay before yeste r day , a man was 

apprehende d wi th a crowbar, after bre aking into a , I t h ink i 

was a hi-fi s t orel and the man was at that time on probat ion 

from a simi lar break-in on the same sto re j ust three months 

before. Same store. 

And the pattern o f pe ople that we' re devel oping, 

as I s ay , t he g uy that gets up in the morning and s tea ls all 

day , and if viol e nce is necessary he uses i t . We 've go t 

t o r e cognize that there are s uch people . 

And the onl y way that we can protect the citizen 

and a victi m is t o keep that man o f f the streets unti l such 

time as we ' r e a t least re latively sure that he' s no t goi ng 

t o aga i n go out and prey on the innocen t . 

Now, we c an ' t run the p r isons wi th the i dea th a t 

they ' r e unnecessa ry, and that the y h ave a b a d e ffect on 

peopl e and there f ore we should do away with them; wh ich 

s omeh ow has crep t i nto our thinki ng: one, pri son doesn't 



rehabil i tate , therefore we should do away with the prisons. 

The p urpose of the prison, in the fi r st place , i s 

not to be a rehabilitati o n place. It 's p robab l y the worst 

p lace for r ehabilitating. It was set up as a de t errent . 

Bec ause this is the only kind of p un ishment that 's available 

in a civilized society . 

Now, I think the judges have to real ize that that 

de te r r e nt capability is stil l there, and that the people who 

s ay,"We ll, the p r i s ons don't rehabilitate , therefore they 

don ' t perform their t ask , the r e f ore they sho u l d be done 

away with" , i s n ' t r e alizi n g that we have performed a 

dete rren t when we l ock the man up . Fi rst, we' ve i ndicated 

that he 's not smarter than s ociety, that the forces of 

socie t y fin a l ly got him. 

The effe c t is not only on him, but it ' s on the 

pe ople that he r uns with, his pe ers , and that i n many of 

these cases the only thing that is going to cure that man is 

time, anyway. When h e ge t s to be thirty years old , he's 

no t going to be able t o run as fas t , he 's beginn ing to 

r e alize that he can't mak e a caree r out o f violence . 

And it's perhaps to our a dvant age to have him off 

the s t r eets during that period of time tha t it takes to slow 

him down. 

And that 's where the key criminal element c omes i n , 

the major v i olator . Mos t e very pol ice department can tell 



you of a dozen major violators . 

Back in Ohio I was t alked to a deputy sheriff last 

week. They had arrested one man that had sol ved 26 breaking

a nd-entering cas es. 

Now , this man h d perpetrated 26 breaking-and

ent erings. At least if y ou ' ve got h i m in the jail for a year 

he's not going to be able to do 26 more . Bee use this has 

been i n a pe riod of one year . 

And those who l ook to him as outsmarting society 

are also going to be discouraged i n thei r life of crime . 

Now, we have established, th r o ugh LEAA , t his year, 

an a dvanced program that had previous ly been there , this 

Promise Program , where, in every major city , we're going to 

have a list of major offenders, guys with proven h isto ries 

of violence. And when we ge t one o f them , they ' re not 

going to be los t th r o ugh the cracks; we ' re going to see 

that they are processed. 

Now, I think e veryone that has anything to do, 

inc ludin g the police , with l aw e nforcement , want to gi ve a 

b reak t o the fi rs t offe nder, wan t to give a break t o the 

to the youthful off ender; in fact, want t o give a break 

to anybody who indicates that they 're going to take their 

p lace in an o rderly s o ciety . 

MR. ROGERS: Wh t would you think the major go al 

of the Jus ti ce Department should be hereafter, from now into 



the i mmediat e or distant future? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Wel l, I think that you ' ve 

got a s p li t goal there. I thi nk the Attorney Gene ral , by the 

very nature of his job, has to be a spoke s man for the law 

enforcement people i n the country , at every leve l. He' s 

got to be on their s i de . I think the very nature of the thin 

indicates that, that he i s the man who can speak for them. 

And I' ve t alked to many police chiefs , I 've talked 

to many policemen , I' ve talked to many sheriffs, all o f these 

people, and they get damn discouraged in b ringing in people 

and then f indin g that the y are almost the ones who are under 

attack r ather than the criminal . 

And I th i nk that there 's a fa i lure to understand 

the r o le of the law enfo r cement man. He cannot be t he 

r e h abilitati ng agent. For one, he doesn't have the t ime and 

the n a t ure of his job is to be a policeman . 

Now, the idea of the cop on the beat who's passing 

out a ll-day s uckers and doing all these things is an idea 

that 's great, b u t it jus t doesn 't work ; he does n 't have the 

time nor does he h ave that r o le t o play . 

Now, off-duty, these things c an be accomplished, 

and the Police League i n New York, they provide playgrounds, 

baske tball and all o f these o the r sports, and they do an 

effective j ob. 

But when that guy's on d uty , his job is primarily 



to be a policeman. 

Now , to bring a man caught in the act into the 

court and then to have the jury, because of facts , really , 

that are extre mes, you know, because the guy's wife is 

there crying in the front row, or his children or something, 

to find h im not guil ty is a pre tty tough thing to take fo r a 

policeman who this fellow was shooting at . 

And f or the judge to say , We l l, we ' ll put him on 

probation; and the guy's back on the street before t he 

polic eman is . 

Tha t's why I s ay the Att orney General has to be on 

the side of the policeman . 

MR . ROGERS: Unh-hunh . You said s plit goal 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Al l r ight. Now, that ' s 

the Attorney General. 

The Department of J ustice, on the other hand, 

operates independently, t hro ugh its Bureaus , to perform the 

job that they h ave to do as l awyers . Because all of our 

duties are -- in fac t most o f them -- are not concerned with 

law enforcement, the people i n this building. We handle, 

as you know , the tax a ppeals, we handle the drugs, we 

handle the c ivil case s o f this country , we handle the lands 

of this country , we h andle the antitrust , both civil and 

criminal. 

Now , in al l of these af f irs , the Attorney General 



has to be an objective and guiding force, towards good law 

work, fai rness, i mpartiali ty, and enterprise in getting the 


things in and get them decided . This takes a lot of drive , 


wh'ch the At torney General can i mpart through leadership . 


MR. ROGERS : Do you have any i dea when your 


successor wil l be nominated? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: Today I -- i t ' s supposed .

to be announced at 11 130 . 

MR. ROGERS : Do you know who he' s go ing to be? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE I Well , I s uppose 

MR. ROGERS : Or was? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: --Levi ; I don I t know . 


MR . ROGERS : Do you have any knowledge of or 


impression about Le and -

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: No, I don ' t. 


MR. ROGERS : -- wha t his policies wil l be? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE I No, I I ve never met him. 


MR. ROGERS : Do y ou expect to s it down wi th him 


and go ove r any o f your unfinished business, or your goals 


or a ims for the Depart men t ? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE z W 11, if he wants to . 


However, the Deputy intends to tay, f o r a t ransition period, 

anyway; and - 

MR. ROGERS : Do y ou - 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : -- I ' ll p rob ably be gone 



be for e he's confirmed . 

MR . ROGERS : So you do e xpect there to be a 

transition period in which si lberman wi l l be Ac ting Attorney 

Gene ral f or a time ? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Well , I would certainl y 

hope so. 

MR. ROGERS : Yeah , unh- hunh . 

Do you now h ave an i ndi cati on as to when you will 

actual l y 

ATTORNEY GENE RAL SAXBE : Well, my plan origina l ly 

is to be s worn i n on the 3rd of J anuary -  or the 3rd of 

Feb r uary , and 

MR. ROGERS: The 3r d o f February? 

ATTO RNEY GENE RAL SAXBE : Ye ah . But I -  i t 

may come soone r . 

MR. ROGE RS : Unh-hunh . 

Are you t aking anyone with yo u? 

ATTORNEY GENE RAL SAXBE : Yes . Rake straw . 

MR. ROGERS : Unh-hunh . I s he going t o India? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : And his wi fe • 

MR. ROGERS : Unh- hunh . Wh at t i tle o r capacity 

will he have? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : I don' t know . 

MR. ROGERS : Br ookley? I don' t know him. 



ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE: 

he ' s in Admini strative, he 's i n our Administrative Section. 

MR. ROGERS : Yes . Is he going to India? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : He ' s goi ng to I ndi a . 

MR. ROGERS : Any o thers? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE I No . 

MR . ROGE RS: Are there any membe r s of t he s t aff, 

your s t aff, that you f eel are goi ng to resign s imply because 

you, y ourse lf, will not be i n o ffice ? In other words, who 

don' t care for the j ob i f yo u a r e no t he re. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : we ll , I ' d rat her the y 

speak f o r 	 themselve s. 

MR . ROGERS : Unh-hunh . 

ATTORNE Y GENE RAL SAXBE : There are pe ople that 

came i n with me th a t I wou l d e xpect -- \-lould expect him to 

want t o build his own . 

MR. ROGERS : Like old Mr . Russell over here, we ' r e 

going to see hi m a r o und, I hope . 

MR. RUSSELL : I ' m a caree r employeeJ I ' m stuck. 

MR. ROGERS : Unh-hunh . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : I hope s o . 

And Mr. Hoile s i s l eavi ng -- I ' m pre tty surel I 

h a ve n ' t talked to him this week, b ut he's planning to leave . 

MR. ROGERS t We l l , Mr . Saxbe, I must say that 

you ' ve only done one thing since yo u ' ve been here that I have 



taken exception to, or been disappointed in, or disliked, and 

that is your decision to resign . 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Well , thank you, Ed . 

I really am looking forward to this Indian thing. 

Th rapport that' s needed at the Whi te House with the people 

that are over there jus t isn ' t prese nt at the present time, 

I just don 't know them , li ve never worked with them, and 

I'm sure that they have a fee ling that they want to work with 

the i r people . 

I had a p r etty close r e l ationship over there when 

Gene r al Haig was there -- of course, he was ~ind of running 

the whole thing . 

Yeah? 


SECRETARY : Things are kind or backing up 1 can 


you see these people? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SAXBE : Yeah. Okay . 

MR . ROGERS : Yes, indee d . 

General, I thank you --. 




