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Transcript

Don Nicoll: Itis Friday the 14th of November 2003. We a@r8506 Macomb Street,
Washington, D.C., that's Macomb Street N.W., Wagtoin, D.C. at the home of Alfred
Friendly, and Don Nicoll is interviewing Mr. Frielyd Al, would you give us your full name
and date of birth, and the names of your parents?

Alfred Friendly: My name is Alfred Friendly, Jr. Friendly is §pd F-R-I-E-N-D-L-Y. | was
born in Washington May 17, 1938, and my parentewdired and Jean Friendly.

DN: And what was your father's occupation?

AF: He was a journalist, was with tki¢ashington Post for most of his career as a journalist,
and ended up as its managing editor. Which | gbhessas when, no, he had left ast by the
time | actually worked for the Muskie, started wiokfor Ed Muskie.

DN: And was your mother working at the same tinmeyas she at home?

AF: No, she was at home. She did good deedstHé&€&oreign Student Service Council, in
which | think she got Ed Muskie maybe, or Janepimed. A sort of service and support group
for foreign students here that my mother in faatted, and that | believe still crawls along
somewhere.

DN: Did you have brothers or sisters?

AF: Two of each, | was the eldest, and of themsisier and one brother have always lived
here in Washington with time out for a few placessae the country. And one brother is, went
into journalism, never worked in Washington aswialist and never lived here after college.
And one sister moved away also after college.

DN: So you grew up in Washington?
AF: Yeah.
DN: Where did you go to school?

AF: Not far from where we are now, St. Alban'svent to a public school around the corner
from our house in Georgetown for a while. And thenmoved to St. Alban's in the fourth
grade, | guess, and went through high school eXoept year abroad when my father worked
for the Marshall Plan. And then after high schiomkent to Harvard, then in the Army, no, then
most of a year abroad, then the Army, and thenjoumalism myself, first alewsweek in the
fall of 1962 | guess. And in January of '66 | mate theNew York Times, worked for a little bit
in New York, got sent to Indonesia, then West Adrithen Rome, then Yugoslavia, and in



September of 1971 | quit. | by then had two srohilldren and no great interest in writing
stories that nobody read, or that a few peopléneretlitorial pages of tHéew York Times read,

but they didn't seem to get read by Henry Kissinglard so | was mostly interested in seeing, in
being involved in American affairs again. 1I'd neweally worked in this country.

Then | came home and was assured that there wasral®l fellow named Ed Muskie who was
going to be the next president of the United Stateswhy didn't | go to work for him, which |
thought was a -

DN: Who convinced you to do that, or is he -?

AF:  Well, hey, remember the conventional wisdortheftime was not just that he was a
splendid fellow, but that he was going to get tbenmation and had a very good chance of
knocking off Richard Nixon. But my uncle, Jim Roweho was a friend of the Muskies, was
one of the voices of the conventional wisdom ofttiree. And after having an automobile
accident that sidelined me for about six or eigbels, | managed to talk Kay Graham's sister,
Bis Meyer Lorenz, into sending the campaign thhezisand whole dollars so that it would hire
me, which it did. And in those days, that woulddaeen early '72, maybe as early as
December '71 but | think '72, at any rate, thenlgiconsisted of being on the Senate payroll after
a time. |think there may have even been somemaihtenate salary from the very start, but
certainly the place where | worked, one would revedvork these days, was the subcommittee
on Intergovernmental Affairs of the Governmentalafts committee.

And it was in fact the Muskie negative researchrapen run by Al From, and including Joe
Albright, David Johnson, and Jane Fenderson [Calat] sometimes in the main office and
sometimes in the subcommittee. And there werer @beple, Mildred Porter, was | think Al's
secretary. At any rate, it was great fun. | dtmitk, and after a while | got given two sort of
press assignments for the campaign; one was inonsse for the primary. And I'm going to tell
you, the first one must have been the one in Ridoecause | was still, | remember | still was
walking around with a cane. And then | had a stinWisconsin just before the primary. And
you will remember when Senator Muskie's birthdag wmaut | remember -

DN: That would be March.

AF: Yeah, it was March, and | was sort of in chasfia, not in charge, but | was working on a
bus trip from beautiful downtown Green Bay to b&autiowntown Sheboygan with stops at
various dairy farms in between. And there was .a My brother, youngest brother who was a
political junkie, was in charge of the birthday fyan Green Bay that night for, or maybe not in
charge again but very much involved with the bigghgarty in Green Bay. And that was the
first time | met the senator, except | didn't. Were, | think it was the sixth floor at whatever
hotel it was, and | got on to an elevator that tii@s held, and he and Mrs. Muskie got on to go
downstairs to the birthday party. And | thoughtwwees probably as unapproachable a human
being as | had ever seen. He certainly did not .I:d worked for Hubert Humphrey so my
standard of presidential candidates was a litteanvekd, but Hubert would have known the
birthdates and minor illnesses of almost everyladhe elevator by the time it reached the
ground floor. Ed observed a respectful and meigesiience, shall we say, from one stop to the



next.

DN: And this was the first time you'd encountered’h

AF: Yeah, and during the campaign the only timat thiecall.
DN: Now, when did you work for Hubert?

AF: Oh, twice. Once as a, | was a robot room dietke summer of 1956. And | think that
was my, | was then eighteen years old and it wasnfirst job, but it was certainly my first job
on the Hill, and | got very good at those machineemember the machines that punched out
form letters, and you stopped them to type in thme of the addressee? | got so | could run
three or four of those machines at a crack.

And Humphrey had been a family friend, and partidyl of course, a very good friend of Jim
Rowe's. James H. Rowe, Jr., R-O-W-E, who was &alark for Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., a
special assistant to FDR [Franklin Delano RoosgweNVashington lobbyist with a man named .
... Well, I don't know when he left the White Heaubut he certainly left it for the war. After the
war he was a Washington lobbyist with a man namfexiimy the Cork™ Thomas Corcoran, and
very, very involved in Democratic politics, to theint that he was one of the people engaged,
well, he's the man who wrote the memo that Clardztl claimed to have written on what
should be Harry Truman's reelection strategy in ‘ABd Uncle Jim was very, very close to
Lyndon [B. Johnson] and part of the, among the oo get credited with brokering the vice
presidential nomination, over Bobby Kennedy's deadly in Los Angeles in 1960. Anyway, SO
Hubert | had known as somebody who was great fdrfahof bonhomie up to the day he died.
And | worked for him in '56. | worked for him agébriefly in 1960 while | was waiting to go
into the Army, and | was on his, on the staff af thsarmament subcommittee that he had.

And Muskie was a very, very different personalfno it was not easy to know, butwho . . ..
What happened after the campaign collapsed, thabsomittee kept on doing some negative
research. And at some point or other | got, tod@lyght, involved in some real legislative work.
The negative, there was . . . . The post campaigjeqt as far as | recall was, had to do with
property taxation. | still don't understand hovwsthecame a federal subject, but it was meant to
be negative for its impact particularly on Georgallte, and positive in helping Jimd]

[John] Melcher of Montana get reelected. So Iggohe very pleasant trips to examine the sinful
influence of timber interests on property taxaiiomnd around Birmingham, Alabama, and
across the state of Montana, which if you haveatoegearch is a pretty place to do it. And I'd
set up some town hall hearings sort of for Melarethat issue.

But | got most of all involved with amending theeBdom of Information Act, and that was a
victory for which there were many fathers. Theetidemocratic father, or person who wished
to be the chief Democratic father, was Teddy Kegnedhe Judiciary committee, who had as
he has now a very able staff whose priorities eglatSenator Kennedy, not necessarily to other
senators. And | don't quite know why Al From magado get some jurisdictional claim over
the Freedom of Information Act amendment. Theioabpbill, the original law goes back to the
sixties. It has been something that journalists swgpported; they thought it would make their



life easier getting access to closed governmesd.filAnd it was also a product of the lasting
animus against over classification of governmemudeents, which wasn't just journalists.
Anyway, it turns out the law, as far as | know, bagn of very little use to journalists and quite
a lot of use to historians. And it was an intangsket of issues.

DN: So now this landed in the subcommittee.

AF: Yeah, because it came over from the House ainitevas being worked on in the House,
and then came over from the House as a HouseBylthe time it came over there was already,
there were wheels already churning in the Senatk| do not remember whether there were any
joint hearings. | think to the contrary. Theresvegjoint, there was a divided jurisdiction, | mean
the bill was referred to two committees, Judiciang Governmental Affairs. And [Samuel
James, Jr.] Sam Ervin must have been interestédaon. Anyway, it ended up in our
committee, and it ended up there shortly after Vgaite, well, shortly after the main . . .. 1 will
be wrong because | don't really remember, butiebelthat the hearings in the
Intergovernmental Affairs subcommittee startechim late spring of '73?

DN: That would be about the time Watergate wagyr€ahintelligible word).

AF: Was really, yeah, and they went on into '74¢abse when | leftNewsweek, for which I'd
worked before, remembered that | spoke Russiarotiaced me a job in the spring of '74, and |
left to take it in June of '74. At that point thdl, the clash with Kennedy had been resolved, the
bill had gone to the Senate, and | believe, | thilgét before it was voted. Although | have a,
no, I'm having a different vote count. At any rdtkeft, | think | left before it was voted on in

the Senate. | certainly left before it was vetogkich it was by Gerald Ford at Kissinger's
insistence, among others.

(Telephone interruption.)

. acts in office. But it must have beerm, Wieto must have been August of '74 or September
of '74, and it was overridden, which was anothieute to what Watergate had done to comity
between the branches. At any rate, that's, l@eeé the senator.

| also did start at some point, and | will havegtoupstairs and tell you when, writing speeches
for him. | don't remember what the first speecls.whdo remember it was tossed back in my
face. | also remember that after that we got ettypmwell on speech writing, and | never had,
and | ever rarely needed, frankly, a lot of timéhathe principal to work out what it is that the
speech should say, because you can get, in a S#atitat any rate, you can get that without
bothering the senator too much. And | don't reeadir having a heart-to-heart with Ed Muskie
about speeches, but | do know he liked some of thbioh made me feel good, because | liked
some of them, too. And they got better, they gotenfun to write as Watergate built.

That, | did not, though, write the speech that &eegafter the Friday, the October massacre,
[Elliot L.] Richardson's resignation and [Robertrbig] Bork's fir--, firing of [Archibald] Cox,

and that was a speech that | have actually, | ffaekhough | had written it because it was, but |
suspect Leon wrote it, or the senator wrote itwds the speech where he says, where Muskie



said, “Look, I've held off a long time out of respéor the president, but now | can't hold out any
more,” and called, | believe, for his resignatidkt any rate, called for impeachment or for a
dramatic escalation of the investigation into Wgdee.

The Freedom of Information Act issues needn't maen related to Watergate, but they were,
and they became more and more so as the admimstgait into hotter and deeper water with
the special prosecutor. And | do not remembedttes, but | do remember the moment when |
realized what a really first rate legal mind andater | was working for. Richard Kleindienst
by then was the attorney general, so this woulc Heeen the spring of '74, and Kleindienst was
a buffoon frankly, but, Muskie just pinned him. €lissue was executive privilege, and it was
tangential to the Freedom of Information Act buwés central to what was going on between
the executive and the president on documents artideoWatergate tapes.

And the moment, | don't remember really, you'd hiavget the transcript, is Muskie asking
Kleindienst, who had given his testimony and mémedaim for executive privilege in absolute
terms, and Muskie saying, Well, then in your vidlhege are not the exact words) if the Senate
wanted to talk to a washer woman in the JusticeaDegent, the executive branch would be
within its rights in forbidding that conversatioAnd Kleindienst, | mean it nailed him. It was
just a lovely example of making the absolute, efitinationality of making the absolute claim.
And | occasionally wonder, had Muskie been elegiesident, | think he would have invoked a
lot of executive privilege, or he would have carhpihad advisers. There is a claim for
executive privilege. And after, sorry, Kleindiemngs the spring of '73, Elliot Richardson came
in after Kleindienst. Just a second.

(Taping interrupted.)

After it was all over, there was a, that hearinthwileindienst was one of the ones that brought
in the cameras and was a nail that the administrdtad pounded into its own coffin in public
relations terms. Months and months later, Muski &avits had an afternoon hearing and Elliot
Richardson came, and the subject was exactly the.s&nd it was as learned and serious a
discussion of what is executive privilege, when itgmoperly be invoked, what are the strains
and tensions. And it was two men who respectecaonéher as lawyers talking about a serious
and basically not resolvable Constitutional issuthe way that you would like to think senators
and distinguished members of the executive branttrally could talk to one another. Of
course, there was not a reporter in the room.at mo longer, that particular wave had long
since passed. But you could, in those two momanis there were some others, you could see
both the political acuity of Muskie and the veryigsas legislator, Constitutional, would-be
Constitutional scholar side, and it was, it's fambrk for people like that, as you know. Can we
stop here?

DN: Yes, | must just ask you a quick question e=fee take a pause. During this period,
working on the question of freedom of informati@arere you essentially staffing the senator on
that topic?

AF:  Through Al From.



DN: Through him, yeah.

AF: But yeah, | had more of that ball than anybeldg on the staff and I, | mean, that was . . .
. I think the mistaken impression that since | wgsurnalist | knew something about the
subject, which of course | didn't. But I learnelbiaabout classification, and there were some
very good expert witnesses on the issue of ovessiflaation which was, as | recall, where we
started. And executive privilege is where we ligto, and that got the most public attention,
but after lunch I'll talk to you about the classiiion hoorah, which was fun, too.

DN: And we'll be back.
(Pause in taping.)

DN: Continuing our discussion with Al Friendly. ,Alve were talking about the executive
privilege question, and there were other experieyoa had both with that, | assume, and with
the subcommittee.

AF: Yes. Can | just, for the record, say | regltgfer to be called Alfred; my father was Al.
DN: Excuse me.

AF: It's all right. The executive privilege wa¥\@atergate related part, as | recall, of the
subcommittee's work on the Freedom of Informatiah AThe central concern was the concern
that | think had generated the act to begin withiclv was overclassification, that there were lots
of government secrets that weren't real secretstt@amendments that had been proposed to
the Act that were in fact adopted were all desigiwethake it harder, in theory, for officials to
refuse to release documents that were legitimasgjyested, or were designed to cut the
deadlines. So that if there was to be a refusaguld be tested in court.

And | think the other issue was to try and put ithte record what the tests should be if a court
heard the government official say, yes, this infation deserves to be classified. Well, Don
Nicoll working for the Portland National Public Radtation said, no, it doesn't deserve to be
classified, there's nothing secret about it, its peing withheld, we don't know, how can we
know whether it's secret or whether it isn't. Bstimportant that the public know what this
information is, even if it might embarrass somebwdihe government or the government, to
release it. Embarrassment is not a reason foriscindure, and classification is an abused,
much abused pretext. And it was deadlines, whigweprocedures, and as | say, an attempt at
any rate to narrow the grounds on which classificatould be invoked, or executive privilege
in particular, yes, but classification was wheredis at.

And the most famous instance of classificatiorhivse days had to do with something called the
Pentagon Papers, which had come out in the sumini®7d, and it had been disclosed, had
been provided to thé/ashington Post and theNew York Times by one Daniel Ellsberg, E-L-L-S-
B-E-R-G, who was indicted for abusing classifietbrmation, mishandling, and convicted as |
recall, and appealed his conviction. And someimite spring of 1974 that conviction, his
appeal was successful, at any rate, the chargassagan were dropped. And he was notorious.



And | proposed to Al From that we try and get lasna witness; we had hearings that were
ongoing. And Al cleared it up the line and it mbstthat somebody said to the Senator, “Is this
okay?” because Ellsberg was not the most popudardiin the country. But the issue was hot,
and the Senator, as far as I'm concerned, waseosidb of the angels on this one and said,
“Sure, have him.” So he came and he testified.

And he made the same basic pitch that a scieritggeat renown named Edward Teller had also
made as a witness at a hearing that had not bgevhare as well attended, which was that: the
more widely information is known, the better. Aitid the Jeffersonian view of being able to
tolerate error as long as truth is free to comibafnd Teller argued this case in the sciences,
which was a specific area in the Freedom of InfdiomaAct that, where there was a broad, had
been a broad definition of what could be classjf@da broad practice. And Teller was flat out,
he said, “They'll classify anything.” | mean, lo®k a really absolutist position.

Ellsberg came along and basically said, for paleasons you don't want to restrict this kind of
information, because otherwise policy makers welldperating, as they did in Vietham, from
premises that nobody has the information to chg#esorrectly. To you and me this is not a
particularly fire breathing point of view to takend particularly today when you see it
happening again with Iraq intelligence. But itchese it was Ellsberg there were a lot of
cameras. Muskie listened to him respectfully aidsh'tdask many questions as chairman. In
fact, my recollection, but somebody has to loothattranscript, is that he didn't ask any
guestions but deferred to the other committee mesnlsko were there, one of whom was
probably Bill Roth. | don't remember whether Jawitas there throughout, or just when what
happened next happened next.

One of the subcommittee members was Strom Thurnwinol appeared basically after Ellsberg
had finished his testimony. And when Muskie defdrto him said, and | cannot give you the
exact words, or | can give you some of the exactigidooked at Muskie and said, “This is an
outrage. This man shouldn't be testifying befbee$enate, he's a criminal, and you are not fit to
be a member of the United States Senate.” It iv@snember that took my breath away. | had
never heard “the club” be disparaged in that manAexd I, it's one of those moments where |
guess, you know, just before the car crash youdmoes blank?

| expected Ed Muskie to show a little temper, beeaureally was an appalling thing to say.

And whoever bothers to look at the transcript at thearing will find that the words, “You

should be ashamed of yourself, you're not fit talénited States Senator”, are very close to the
exact words that were used. And nothing happeseaskpt that either [Jacob Koppel] Javits or
[William “Bill"] Roth, Muskie said nothing, Javiter Roth immediately asked to speak,
defended Muskie, and Thurmond walked out. Butimmdhe issue was an issue of some passion
at the time, and it had a lot to do with the stagdf the Nixon administration and various

claims it had made, and that Lyndon had made befmd [Robert] McNamara, that things are
too secret to be, for people to know, trust ust tBat kind of rudeness | never see in the Senate;
| don't know whether you ever did, but . . . .

DN: No.



AF: | was so proud, | mean when | recovered myesgrisvas so proud of Muskie for not
saying a word, because what word can you say?

DN: Did he ever comment on it after that?

AF: No, no, because, I think it was probably Jawit® said something, in my memory,
eloquent and moving on the subject of Ed Muskieglentials as a senator and a human being.
At any rate, that was, even though the memory igpadect, that probably is the episode that
stands out best in my memory of this guy's abibtyleast in public, to maintain total composure.
I mean, we all know that in private he didn't,,kadck to the elevator. Ed Muskie, to me, was a
figure of enormous dignity, and it was unapproathabthe elevator, and it was unassailable
when Thurmond went after it.

The one time, it must have been earlier in '74te 173, there was an outfit called the Appeal of
Conscience Foundation, or Appeal for Consciencenéfation, that was run by a rabbi whom |
had met in Moscow and disliked. It was one of éhpsople who had taken up the cause of
Jewish refuseniks in the Soviet Union as, I'm satrgouldn't have been in Moscow, I'd met him
somewhere. But he was milking the refusenik igsuenhance, in my view, his own reputation.
Besides which, he drenched himself in a cologaéewas unbearable. And he invited Ed
Muskie to come and talk at some annual conferemseedin New York in a chi-chi hotel.

And | wrote the speech that the senator gave, aod't think it was the first time he'd given it,
but it was, but he gave it with some considerabégdifig. It had to do with Watergate and
Richard Nixon, and the Constitution, and it wadeady partisan view of the President's conduct
that he gave before an audience of drunk Repuldjeaho threw food at him, bread. And,
again, | had never seen that kind rudeness bedacewe left together and | said, you know,
“Sorry, that must have been awful.” He said, “Nayas kind of fun.” | mean, he did have
composure, and he didn't say, at least in my hganmthe subjects that | worked on for him, he
didn't say things he hadn't thought out and dioklieve.

| did try once to get him to attack Kissinger anaadw, Nixon, Kissinger and Nixon, must have
been in, yeah, in the spring of '73. Early Mar€lv8 or late February the Soviets expelled
[Aleksandr Isaevich] Solzhenitsyn, and | think aigle of Solzhenitsyn's books will be classics
for a long, long time. Not most of them, but agleu And, | don't know, maybe | just don't
think you should treat writers that way. At anterd wrote a speech for him to give denouncing
the administration for not receiving Solzhenitsymh& White House, and the Soviets for treating
Solzhenitsyn that way, and basically advocatinguamtougher public support for human rights
issues in the Soviet Union than the Nixon admiaigin and thdRealpolitik of Henry Kissinger,
felt was appropriate. | mean, this was not exagthew argument. | waxed, | thought, fairly
convincing or eloquent on the subject, | still Hogad the speech seven years ago and thought it
was pretty damn good. He didn't give it. | meanwe had agreed that he would give it, it was
to be given maybe on a Monday night to some stugientp in Pennsylvania or Ohio, and over
the weekend he showed it to Averell [Harriman]nbtv, | don't know who else, but the decision
was that Friendly was over the top on this oneamyt rate, | got to write a good speech.

DN: Did he tell you why he didn't give it?



AF: Pretty much, yeah, that Averell and | don/ forgotten whether he mentioned anybody
else, but | mean this was, he treated the matteusty enough so that he shopped it around to
people he trusted, which was perfectly okay. Aedlid tell me, well | know, | learned because
we were going to release the text in Washingtod,rantold me that the consensus was that this,
that position vis-a-vis the Soviets, was not the ba wanted to be identified with.

DN: Do you have any other vivid recollections frgour time on the subcommittee?

AF:  Only that, | don't know whether, I'm sure sombelse has pointed out, but that hearing
room, which is where the staff also had desks,desh Joe McCarthy's permanent
investigations subcommittee. That gave you paid$ey're not specific recollections, Don.
What | do remember was watching mark up, whereoitld be Muskie and Javits, sometimes
with Ervin, and it was professional. There wasytldisagreed, this was, Chuck Percy had a
dreadful, | thought, consumer protection act. fougotten why | thought it was dreadful, but |
thought it was a sloppy piece of legislative thimkiand | think that Muskie did, too. And it got
marked up, | mean, it was one of the bills | saanthyou know, sat around as they marked it up.
It was the level of discussion among all these miba had been there a long time, were
certainly in three cases lawyers, | don't know alsath.

DN: He was a lawyer.

AF: Yeah, and | had once thought of going to lainost and decided wisely that | didn't want
to, but I like seeing people who are good at whaytdo doing it well. And my other memory
that's generic really is of the professionalism bipértisanism, and the mutual respect that was
evident around the table when they were workingamething that they didn't have an identity
of views on at all. I'd forgotten that Percy wastbbat subcommittee, but he was.

DN: Now, you left the subcommittee in 1974, and waue next in government and in an
arena. . ..

AF: Oh, yeah, well | went to Moscow in '74 and sthywo years, came back and went to
work, and | continually crusaded against Henry Kiger, for something called the Helsinki
Commission on the, that was basically an operaifddante Fassel's, who was another very,
very interesting and admirable, largely admirabéeridcratic politician, in the fall of '76 and
stayed there until sometime in late . . . . Oh, teth | left in 78 to work on a book that | didn't
finish on dissent in the Soviet Union, and got thiby Biden, Joseph Biden, then the chairman of
the . ... Well | was hired by a man named Bildeg D-A-D-E-R, who was the staff director of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that FrankdD of Idaho was the chairman of. And |
worked in a subcommittee on European affairs tbe¢pgh Biden of Delaware chaired, and | did
that for about a year which was interesting, th& BA hearings. And then went to work in
January, no, February, March, February or Marcho®0 in the Carter White House as a, what
was called an Associate White House Press Sectetatlye National Security Council.

DN: Did you during both your time with the ForeiBelations committee and at the White
House have any encounters with Senator Muskie si8karetary of State?



AF: Nothing that would, might have been more thahake of the hand.

DN: And as you look back, and after both of you ledidgovernment, did you have any
encounters?

AF: Almost none. No, indeed, until his funeraldon't think | even saw very many, you
know, of the people with whom I'd worked, becaugsest, | went in, | went different ways.

DN: Then as you look back over your exposure tdiadkie from the time you were told that
he was an attractive candidate who would be a greaident, and on through, what stands out
in your own mind in terms of his strengths and pagsis weaknesses asunintelligible

word)?

AF: On the weaknesses side, I'm not a very goodrantator because | would only hear
maybe second hand about the difficulty that he $iones had on various issues coming to
closure. As | say, | almost never saw his temgerept when | handed him the first speech, or
when he handed, not handed, threw it back at nfeseitne not very flattering remark about it.
And after that we just got on to the extent thatweeked together, we got along very well.
What | admired in him was integrity, professionkills | mean he had all the tools to be a great
senator, a great writer or composer of legislatibdon't know that he had the executive talents
to be a great president, but he had, but becaube afitegrity that he radiated, coming after
Richard Nixon, even before Watergate, he would hbtrenk, contributed a great deal to the
way Americans feel about themselves, to have hagksoe like that as their leader for four
years as compared to some of the others we havm$tadd. He liked language; | like
language. It was, that was not a bond, but it wagas one of the things that makes you like
somebody.

DN: Thank you very much.
AF: It was my pleasure.

End of Interview
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