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Biographical Note

Alan Platt was born August 14, 1944 in Jamaica, Nenk and grew up on Long Island. His
parents were Ruth and Philip Platt. He attendadi& schools in Long Island and then went to
Princeton where he majored in international pditi€rom there, he went to the Johns Hopkins
School of Advanced International Studies for histeds and then to Columbia for his Ph.D. in
international politics. He accompanied his advigwger Hilsman, to Washington, D.C. to work
on his unsuccessful congressional campaign in 19h2ough friends, he was hired by Senator
Muskie’s office to work as a legislative assistlrot 1972 to 1975. He later taught at Stanford
and wrote a book on his experiences called The &iat® and Strategic Arms Policide

returned to D.C. a few years later as a politipglantee in the Carter administration. He
worked in that administration until January 198igrs after the Russians invaded Afghanistan,
when he made the difficult decision to return tarsord. He then went from Stanford to the
Rand Corporation, which moved to Washington. He stdl living and working in Washington,
D.C. at the time of this interview.

Scope and Content Note

Interview includes discussions of: Platt's eduaadidbackground; 1972 electior¥att’s
employment as Senator Muskie’s legislative assisgenate Foreign Relations Committee;
Subcommittee on Arms Control; Henry Kissinger; \Wamers Act; Senator Muskie’s ability to



sort through new information and think on his feégtned Services Committee under Nixon;
Vietnam and the early investigations into Kissinged his wire tapping; Muskie’s relationship
with Kissinger; Muskie’s friends in the Senate amdhis staff; OPIC; Muskie as Secretary of
State; Platt’s later career; and traveling with Kas
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Transcript

Don Nicoll: Itis the 21st of June, 2001, we are at the @ibBunn law firm at 1050
Connecticut Avenue NW in Washington, D.C. interviegvAlan Platt, and Don Nicoll is the
interviewer. Alan, if you would state your full me, spell it, and give us your date and place of
birth and the names of your parents.

Alan Platt: Alan Arthur Platt, P-L-A-T-T. | was born on Augusdth, 1944 in Jamaica, New
York. My parents’ names were Philip and Ruth.

DN: And you grew up in Jamaica, or?
AP: | grew up on Long Island, not exactly where bvisrn but within a few miles.
DN: And attended schools there?

AP: | went to a private high school in that ar&dhen | went off to college, my parents moved
and | haven't really lived in that area since | vgasenteen.

DN: Where did you go to college?

AP: | went to Princeton.

DN: And did you go to graduate school directly froaflege?

AP: 1did, at Princeton | majored in internatiopalitics, and after Princeton | went to the
Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Bid/here | got a master’s, and then | went

on for a Ph.D. at Columbia in international poBtic

DN: Were you pushed in that direction at all by yparents, or did they have any interest in
international affairs?

AP: No, my parents thought, given my interest,dudti go to law school. But a combination
of my professors in college, and work at the Stspartment for a summer, led me in that
direction.

DN: And what was your particular topic, or your éigation topic, for your Ph.D.?

AP: | wrote a doctoral dissertation on U.S. forengticy toward Italy. | had spent a year
studying in Italy and it combined my interest ialian politics with an interest in the American

foreign policy process. And | completed that atuGbia in the early seventies.

DN: And did you come directly from there to Ed Mueskor?



AP: No, |, what happened was that | was finishingdactoral dissertation and my advisor,
Roger Hilsman, who was a professor at Columbia dmbserved in the State Department
during the Kennedy administration, asked me wiweds going to do when | finished my
dissertation. And | said, “Well, | was thinking mfoving to Washington to seek a job in the
Congress.” And he said, “I'm going to run for Coess next year.” To make a long story short,
| moved to Hilsman’s house in eastern Connectindtlaved with him for a year and had my
first experience in electoral politics. | star@fflas a speechwriter and campaign aide, and
ended up as the campaign manager. Unfortunatdlyshen 1972, as did all challenging
Democrats in a bad year for Democrats.

Ironically, Hilsman decided to run for Congress anly time to run for elective office, because
in early 1972 he thought that Ed Muskie was likelyoe the Democratic candidate for president
and whether Muskie was successful or not for peggicHilsman was confident that Muskie
would run very well in eastern Connecticut and tieamight end up being swept in with Muskie
if Muskie were on the top of the ticket. In thatrjpof Connecticut there are a lot of Polish
Americans, a lot of people of eastern Europeanietheckground, and | think it would have
been a good area for Muskie. It was not a gresgt for George McGovern, and ultimately
Hilsman lost.

DN: And what happened to you after the campaign?

AP:  Well, | had been bitten by the political bugianoved to Washington and began calling
friends with the idea of getting a job on Capitall. HAnd as it happened, two of my friends
from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced Inteoreati Studies were working for Ed Muskie:
Maynard Toll and Charlie Micoleau. And Maynard [Tetho | knew reasonably well, explained
that he was going to be changing his position irskieis office from legislative assistant to
administrative assistant and that his former job »@en. And | went up for an interview and
met with Maynard, and met with the senator, aninaltely was offered a job and accepted the
job before the end of 1972.

DN: So you were, and you became a legislative assigtith a focus on international affairs.
AP: And defense policy.
DN: And how long were you with Senator Muskie in diice?

AP: | began in late 1972 and left in the sprind®75. Muskie had gone on the Senate
Foreign Relations committee, | believe in 197@vak told it was perhaps with an eye toward
running for president that he wanted to have tbis &f experience, but had not spent a lot of
time on the committee because in fact he was oupaggning. So when | arrived, he was going
to be a member of the Senate Foreign Relations dtbe@nwhich he was for the period | was
there. But in late ‘74 the Senate Budget commitgeslation was enacted and in 1975 he
became the first chairman of the Senate Budget ¢tieerand had to give up his membership on
Foreign Relations, and my job in Muskie’s officecame of less interest than it had been in the
previous years because he was not on the Foreilgtidtes committee.



DN: And where did you go from there?

AP:  When | left Muskie’s office | went out to Standl, wrote a book on my experiences called
The U.S. Senate and Strategic Arms Polieyight at Stanford, wrote this book, and ultimatel
came back to Washington a few years later as iqgadlappointee in the Carter administration
working at the Arms Control Agency on many of tesues I'd worked on on Capitol Hill and
written about in this book.

DN: So your focus became more and more internatemas control policy?

AP:  Well, it's a funny story. When | was hired bluskie, we talked about what | would work
on. | was a European specialist, having spent soneeliving in Italy, having written a doctoral
dissertation on that subject and written some dtiags on it, and Muskie was the chairman of
the Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Europe. Whemew Congress got put together in
early 1975, the subcommittees were rejiggered anskid was given Subcommittee on Arms
Control.

DN: That wouldn’t have been ‘75, it was ‘73.
AP: Did I say, ‘73, excuse me.
DN: Okay, yeah.

AP:  When the new committees were formed in the Condregsining in 1973 he was given
the Subcommittee on Arms Control and | had alrdaebn offered the position. And we had a
discussion about it and | said, “Frankly, sendtdn’t know anything about arms control.” And
he said, “I don't either, we’ll learn together.’o $r the next session of the Congress we spent a
lot of time together on issues related to armsroband disarmament, held a series of hearings,
and did a variety of other things, and we did detlrn together. And frankly, it had an
important impact on the rest of my career becaftee laaving worked on these issues, as
compared to having specialized, say, on Europedée up writing a book in this area. And
when the Carter administration was elected, thd kirpositions that were open to me were
determined by what | had worked on and what | vimsigest on, and at that point | had become
something of a specialist. And it was not surpgdimat | ended up working at the Arms Control
Agency and have spent work in this area for myrerttareer as a result of my working for
Muskie on the Senate Foreign Relations Committde&umittee on Arms Control.

DN: What was it like learning this intricate subjesth Ed Muskie?

AP:  Well, it was a challenge. It was a challengebfoth of us. He obviously was a very
capable intellect who didn’t have a lot of expecemn this area, but soaked up material
extremely well, always asked the next question hdywehat you thought you knew, was
formidable preparing for hearings. This was theqgakin which Henry Kissinger first was
National Security Advisor and then Secretary oté&St&/e had many meetings with Henry
Kissinger where | had to prepare Muskie for the tmggeand he always wanted to be at least as



prepared if not more so than any person I've ew&tr r&o it was a real challenge!
DN: What, what were the major questions that yowevderaling with in that ‘73-‘74 period?

AP: I've talked about arms control, and some ofisisees did relate to arms control. Both
strategical armament limitation talks were going amd also talks on mutual balance force
reductions as well as other arms control subjautisvge held hearings on virtually all of them.
And Muskie became quite knowledgeable on many edd¢hssues. In addition to that, | was
broadly his assistant dealing with all foreign pplissues as well as defense issues other than
arms control.

In terms of other foreign policy issues, he hadnderest coming out of the 1972 campaign in
things related to the Middle East and Israel. Hmsp lot of time on that; things related to
Russia, we spent time on that. He was heavilyliratbin the Jackson-Vannick amendment to
the Trade Bill that had to do with immigration frdRussia and he had been one of the original
sponsors with Scoop Jackson in the early seveatidsvas very active throughout my period
with him on these issues.

Another issue that came up was the War Powersafsdtthat was an interesting situation. That
happened to be a subject that he had not spent timeton. But when the War Powers
legislation came up, and of course the Vietnam Mis still going on, the Nixon administration
was opposed to this. And there were various diffees within the Foreign Relations Committee
and on the floor as to whether this was wise of thet leadership turned to Muskie to be the
floor leader. And this was a subject that wadyfaiomplicated, it was clearly very important,
and not a subject that he had spent a lot of timeAnd ultimately after thinking about it and
talking about it, he agreed to be the floor leaatet mastered the subject, and along with Senator
Javits and some others, Javits being the Repubkeater, the legislation ultimately was passed.
But it was really a testament to Muskie and hisliactual capabilities that they turned to him
with relatively short notice, and he was able toycthis forward.

DN: How did he prepare himself? You've talked alddaot absorbing material, but how did he
prepare himself in terms of the, his colleaguetheSenate, for example, and how they might
respond?

AP:  Well, in this one he was like getting on a nmavtrain. Many of his colleagues had a lot
more history than he did on this subject. So heethto the people in the leadership and got
some sense of where this train was going and hewheaconductor, he could lead it in a way
that was going to be successful. As he did wigrghing, he immersed himself in the
substantive material at great length. And he predid certain kind of intellectual direction and
force. And | say, unlike some other issues, ondhis a lot of the kind of the political deals had
been worked out by the time he got involved.

One issue that we mentioned in the defense aréatthak is an interesting one, and | spent
some time on this when | worked for Muskie and teaded up writing about it in this book that

| wrote on my experiences in the Senate, was i#fiense area. And there was a great debate
in the 1973-74 period, when Jim Schlesinger waséuweetary of defense, about changing our



targeting doctrine. It was a fairly arcane subjederms of military strategy, but we held a
series of hearings through the Senate ForeigniBetaSubcommittee on Arms Control on this
and had people in of all different persuasions. Ahgkie had become quite an expert, having
soaked up a lot of information in a series of heggiand he understood it was quite an important
subject. And he came to believe that the Nixoniathtnation was headed in the wrong

direction in terms of what they wanted to do irstarea. And in 1974 a bill came out of the
Armed Services Committee that committed a lot oheyoto carry forward this Nixon initiative,
which was very divisive and clearly controversiaind the question became, would Muskie

offer an amendment on the floor to change the ime@nd the funding for this counter force
targeting.

DN: What was the Nixon policy or approach in brief?

AP: In brief, there was an effort that Schlesingel that Nixon supported, that Kissinger
supported, to change our targeting doctrine to nitakere precise. We had had a targeting
doctrine that basically consisted of mutual assdestruction doctrine: as a way of deterring the
Russians we would have several thousand warhead$n ahe event there was attack on us they
were led to believe we would respond, and thatgmd our deterrence. There was a sense in
the Nixon administration that we had to refine thagtrine, that we had to begin having, and
being able to convey to the Russians a much me&ga targeting doctrine so that they
understood that, in fact, if they were to attaakty, we would attack a city, or if they were to
attack a silo, we would attack a silo. And tharthwas a belief that the deterrent value of just
saying we’d respond massively was decreasing.

Obviously this point of view has a certain amouinplausibility. But Muskie argued that to
drive our targeting doctrine into a very specificedtion was not necessary and would likely
lead to counter reaction by the Soviets in a way Would be destabilizing for both sides. And,
you know, | can go into more detail, but it wasaly arcane military argument. And the
guestion was, would he offer an amendment on tiog tb set this right and to kind of create a
bipartisan consensus around what had been a tagghictrine for many years.

And | spent a number of hours with him trying toqueade him to do this, and one of the very
few disappointments | had working for Ed Muski¢hat he refused. And he said, “I will
support it, | will speak out, but I will not offéhe amendment.” And | said that | thought if it
was not him offering the amendment, the chancaisfamendment succeeding were very slim,
that he had a certain amount of bipartisan cratibhie had held all these hearings on the
subject, and that he should be the leader of itd &t the end of the day, he did not want to take
on Scoop Jackson and John Tower on this technibgst, on the Senate floor. He did not feel
comfortable doing that, did not offer the amendm®&enator Mcintyre of New Hampshire
offered the amendment, and the amendment failed.

DN: Who was Senator Mcintyre’s assistant, who wassfiecialist at that time?
AP: Larry Smith was his assistant.

DN: This, and it was the issue of feared lack ofltmdity that -



AP: It actually is an interesting question of whadtivated Muskie to not do this. And |

always thought it was a combination both of hisspaal style, and he didn’t like to get involved
in things where he didn’t feel a hundred percemfootable in what he was doing, especially in
a situation where he was going to be taking ondfwbie more formidable senators on a subject
they had spent their entire careers on, which klenled  And the structural issue was, it's very
hard (and it certainly was even harder twenty-figars ago), to get senators on the Foreign
Relations Committee to challenge members of theelr®@ervices Committee on armed services
issues. There’s a quality to military issues thatilates those issues from the kind of broad
debate you get in the Senate on most other isst@s was a combination of things.

DN: Were there any potential allies on the Armed/8es Committee at that time?

AP: Absolutely, Senator Mcintyre was on the Armeahv&es, there were a number of allies
on Armed Services. It was a close vote on thisiwithe committee. But -

DN: No one else, no one beyond Tom Mcintyre wadmglto take it on.

AP: Oh, there were others. There was group ofesgivith some of the senators got together
and tried to figure out if Muskie was not availgbddo would be the best person who knew the
issue, and we agreed it was Mclintyre. But, nagtlveere a lot of other senators on both sides of
the aisle who were interested.

DN: Was Senator Brooke involved in that at that fme
AP:. Senator Brooke was heavily involved; he votadlie Mcintyre amendment.

DN: Were there other, well at this time you werelidgavith the winding down of the
Vietnam War, and Kissinger’s policies there, angddis. How deeply involved did Senator
Muskie get in that issue at that stage of the game?

AP: It was a complicated issue for him becauserited out of course as we learned more as
the years went on about dirty tricks where his naarmae up. He was a little reluctant to get
directly involved because he clearly had been wealat first hand. At the end of the day he
inevitably was involved because, as you may rettadke were allegations that Henry Kissinger
had been involved in wiretapping. And they decitiedreate special subcommittee in the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee to examine H€rmaginger’s role in wiretapping.

Fulbright was the chairman, and Fulbright asked k&t chair this. And Muskie understood
that it was an important assignment and he wagydeoked to once again for leadership on an
issue of national importance, and he acceptedgfigrament. Actually we held a series of
hearings in the Muskie subcommittee on this subjetividually. And we also held a series of
hearings with Sam Ervin, who was chairing anotldacemmittee at the time in addition to the
Watergate committee on Constitutional rights.

One interesting aspect of this, which is, bestdvkmas not been recorded anywhere else, had to
do with this Muskie subcommittee investigation agsinger’s role in wiretapping. Muskie and |



had talked about him doing this, and | didn’t thimikhad much choice and he ultimately agreed
with that. This was not something he enthusiagyigamped into but realized that he had, that it
was important and he needed to do this. And he $4al’'re going to be my staff person.” And

| said that | did not have any background regaravirg tapping, and that he really needed some
people who had legal training, that this was gaobe a serious exercise and he needed to make
sure that it was going to be a credible exerchAed he went to see Senator Fulbright, and this is
at least my own recollection of the way this plaged, and Fulbright refused him monies to hire
new staff.

And | always believe that at the end of the daybfght was not interested in having an
exhaustive investigation of Henry Kissinger’s roleviretapping. Fulbright and Kissinger
during that period had created a good personaiagakhip. | think there was a widespread
perception on Capitol Hill in this period that wasving toward Nixon stepping down, that
Kissinger was a very important pillar in the goveant and in America’s role in the world. And
people were very reluctant to do anything that g@ag to undercut the strength of Kissinger
and U.S. security as a result of that. In any cdasevhatever reason, Fulbright refused our
efforts to get additional money for staff. He digree to make available one person from full
committee staff to work on this, somebody by theneaf Norville Jones.

DN: Is he an attorney?

AP: 1think he in fact had gone to law school. wisuld have been the first to say he was not
experienced in wire tapping, but he was a veryhinggly and he took this seriously, and he was
full time working with Muskie and | was helping hias best | could on this whole investigation.
So to the extent he was involved in this, there aeries of hearings that he had that all
revolved around Kissinger and his role in wire fagghat he directly chaired.

DN: How did the Muskie relationship with Kissingeméve while you were with him?

AP: They had very good relations. The fact is Kiasinger would come to see him, and | sat
in on a number of meetings where there were theeglp in the room, Kissinger, Muskie and
myself. Kissinger came with no staff most of timet. And Kissinger would frequently say to
Muskie, “I have great respect for you, Senator Meyskou're one of the few members of the
committee who can really understand the complexiiewvorld politics.” He would then explain
his point of view, Muskie would ask him questioasd frequently they saw eye to eye, and |
think Muskie was a great admirer of Kissinger’s.

DN: Who were some of the other figures at that fimide, either the foreign policy
establishment or in the Senate on whom he dependedyvice and counsel?

AP:  Well, when | arrived in Muskie’s office in lal®72, he had just gone through the
campaign. And during the campaign Tony Lake haa lhektime foreign policy advisor, and
Maynard Toll had been on the staff working on fgrepolicy. And the two key people outside
the office and the campaign who he relied on hgavdre Cy Vance and Paul Warnke. So
certainly for much of 1973 when anything came uqgl some issues came up that had
antecedents during the campaign and | was notiamith what positions he’d taken, or



Maynard couldn’t remember some of the detailsheytwere complicated issues, he would say,
“Get Cy on the phone, or get Paul on the phonéhdsg were the two people who he most
heavily depended on in, say 1973, for foreign poissues.

DN: And in the Senate, with whom did he tend to ealion foreign policy issues?

AP: | would say the person he worked the most tfosgh was Hubert Humphrey. They sat
next to each other on the Foreign Relations Coremitnd obviously had formed a relationship
over many years. That was the person with whorexiebanged views regularly on foreign
policy. He also had a good relationship with Jawho he’d talk to regularly, and a variety of
others, but | think Humphrey and Javits are thewho | remember most.

DN: You mentioned one issue on which you and heserce disagreed, that is taking on the
targeted doctrine. Were there others?

AP:  Well, to clarify on the targeting doctrine isswe really, he ultimately voted for the
Mclintyre amendment and spoke out on the floorusedidn’t want to be the floor leader on
that. So -

DN: You disagreed with him on the tactics.

AP: On the tactics. | can honestly say, in allgkeeod | worked with him, and we had many,
many issues and many, many votes, there’s onlyssoe | can remember, and a relatively
minor one, that | ever disagreed with him on.ebfnently had to brief him before there was a
floor vote and his style was such that after hestjaeed you from all different sides, you
frequently did not know how he was going to votat Bt the end of the day when he cast his
vote | found myself agreeing with him ninety-ninedea half percent of the time.

The one issue that | remember we had kind of amioggoattle about concerned the future of
the Overseas Private Investment Corporation. iBhas organization funded with federal money
that is designed to help American companies be etitiye in the international environment.
The Japanese, the Europeans all have their fo@P6€, and in 1973-74 Muskie sat on the
Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Multiemati Corporations. And the future of OPIC
came up in that subcommittee and we had a seriesasings, and Frank Church was the
chairman of that subcommittee. As I recall, thembers were Church, Symington, Muskie on
the Democratic side, and Javits and Percy on tipeiitiean side. And there was a move by
Church to zero the funding on this, saying thatds basically not very effective and was an
organization that only helped big corporations thdh’t need the help anyway.

At the end of the day, | thought Muskie should Viotethe continuation of OPIC and he voted to
kill it. And the vote in the subcommittee with terBemocrats voted for it, voted for the Church
position, two Republicans voted on the other sidigot to the full committee and the floor,
survived, and survives to this day, and | woulduargontinues to be a useful adjunct in this era
as well. And indeed the Bush administration isrgyio cut its budget by a third. It's now
funded roughly in the seven hundred million dodarear range, and helps promote American
exports. But we had some long debates about QPWhich we disagreed, but that was really



the only issue | can remember.
DN: Did he ever change his mind?

AP: He was able, yes. | mean, not on OPIC he tibat on other issues, you had to be very
well prepared and forceful and articulate and jgégst, but you could get him to change his
mind. | think as a result of hearings, he juskeoain material, and heard different points of
view, and could easily come up with a view othemthvhat he had before that. Perhaps not
quickly, but over time he certainly did change misd.

DN: Before we leave this part of the interview, Inted to ask you for the title of your book,
we should have that in here for -

AP: The U.S. Senate and Strategic Arms Policy

DN: It was published in -
AP:  Westview Press.
DN: Okay.

AP: And also | should add, at the same time | diégtdited volume called Congress and Arms
Control also published by Westview Press.

DN: You went from the Senate to Stanford, and tr@ngame back in the Carter
administration and were in the Arms Control Agendjou were there for the entire Carter
administration?

AP: No, I resigned soon after the Russians invadgtanistan in January 1980, when arms
control was not very interesting. | had been imedlin a series of negotiations with the
Russians, all which stopped, and it was cleartthiatwas not going to be an area that either
made sense or was productive. And | began to @kt what | wanted to do next, and realized
what | wanted to do next was to go back to Calitoand go back to Stanford, and worked out
an arrangement to do that.

Soon after | had told my colleagues at the Armstfobigency, which is a semi-autonomous
part of the State Department, that | was planninigave later in the spring to return to Stanford,
we had the situation with the Iran hostage effoat tvas unsuccessful. Cy Vance resigned as
Secretary of State and Ed Muskie was named. Aadjdestion | was presented with was do |
go back to Stanford or think about staying arouiitti &d Muskie as a Secretary of State. The
timing was not great in the sense that | had afreadhmitted to moving back to California. But

| held open the possibility of working for Muskigho | very much liked and respected and
thought he would be an excellent Secretary of State

To help me with my thinking on this, | got togethdgth a few friends who were likely to be
involved with Muskie, including Leon Billings andoB Rose, Madeleine Albright, Maynard



Toll, Doug Bennett, and | talked to all of them abthe situation and what they were going to
do. It became clear early on that Leon and BoblLastie Finn, who was the office manager,
were going to move down to the State Department]][€arole Parmelee, with Muskie. And
Madeleine and Doug Bennett had, as | recall, miadear that if Muskie wanted them to work
at the State Department they would be delighteBab that the general sense was that that
would make sense not in the last part of the @astter administration but if Carter were
reelected and Muskie were to continue as Secrefdsyate, that would be the time to bring in
his own team, as compared to replacing a lot oplge@ho were there.

So | decided to move to California and see whapbapd in the 1980 election. There was also,
| should add, some question in my mind that hadeCavon, whether Muskie would have been
asked to continue as Secretary of State in a seCartdr term. Muskie and Brzezinski did not
have good relations, Carter was very close to Bng&z and | don’t know how that would have
played out. So | decided that for a variety obes it made sense to go back to Stanford and
that's what | did.

DN: It's your impression that even after the fiaggth the attempt to rescue the hostages that
Brzezinski's cache with the president remained?

AP: Yes, and that was not seen as his fault.
DN: Did you have any observations on Secretary Muskierformance in that role?

AP:  Well, | obviously observed with great interdsying worked closely with him on a
number of these issues. | was living in Califortiiaing the spring, summer, fall of 1980, and |
was on the phone with Leon and Bob at various tilhiBsigs came up and they called me and |
called them. | actually had some advice that ielvel was largely disregarded during that period.
| have the impression that Muskie felt very stigribat it was his job to essentially not break a
lot of new ground, nor break much china during ghexiod, and that the time for new initiatives
would be in 1981 if Carter got reelected. And hese by and large to basically continue what
had been going on, and on various issues to taydad at all costs inter-agency differences.

And | suspect that a lot of these came up and lteraa effort to try to be as conciliatory as
possible, particularly with Brzezinski at the NS0t I'm sure there were some differences
between State and Defense. | wasn'’t sure thatxthstthe right strategy at the time, and then
frankly after Carter lost and | learned througlerids that Brzezinski was going to be writing a
book about the Carter administration, | urged Megskrough Leon and Bob to write a book to
make sure that his point of view on some of thbsegs was accurately reflected, and Muskie
refused. And that didn’t surprise me, given whad happened in the last part of 1980.

DN: After he left the State Department, did you evave a chance to talk to him about that
experience?

AP: About the State experience?

DN: Yeah.



AP:  Some, | did see him some through the yeavgaslin California. | moved back to
Washington in 1984. Ultimately | moved from Stawféo the Rand Corporation, and then
moved with the Rand Corporation from the think téalsed in Santa Monica, from Santa
Monica back to their Washington office, and | sawdWie at various times. Indeed, | was
involved with him some in 1987 when he was appaittethe Tower Commission, my advice
was solicited on some issues related to that.tal Icontact with him, and also we saw each
other socially at various events. | never hadtaildel conversation with him about any of the
specifics of what he might or might not have dos&acretary of State. At that point | felt -

DN: Did he reflect at all on the experience?

AP: | mean it's actually quite interesting in lighitthe conversation we had earlier about his
not having served for a long time on the SenateigorRelations Committee, and to some
extent feeling he was a novice and uneasy with safittgese issues. | think he thought
Secretary of State was an enormous challenge, okl he responded to it very positively and
my sense is that he never regretted for a day dbiuiy

DN: As you look back on your time in the Senate wayKor him, what strikes you most about
him and his approach to the foreign policy fieldl dine arms issues, and what strikes you most
about the way the office functioned while you wtrere?

AP:  Well, the Muskie story is a good microcosm oimthe Senate’s changed in twenty-five
years. In my current capacity | get up to Cagititl from time to time. As we move into the
21st century the Senate is very partisan, it's ypatarized. You don’t have a lot of the
camaraderie and the friendships as existed twevgyykars ago. Twenty-five years ago, when
there were sessions late at night, Muskie had @alwdy at the Capitol. He had a variety of
friends on both sides of the aisle who he felt amnable with personally, and he was a guy that
sought compromise. And whether we're talking alibatWar Powers Act, or we're talking
about a whole host of legislation, he was a greatai bringing people together and people came
together because typically they respected him ey tespected his intellect, and especially on
issues that they didn’t know as much as he didj Wuld defer to his judgment. And that
certainly came up in the environmental area andraaheas. So in the environment in which he
operated, and to some extent which he epitomizediha could carry lots of people with him on
a certain vote, which doesn't exist today by amgdda It's a different world on the Hill.

As far as the office goes, a number of the pedpkedtayed friendly with over the years, which
may be unusual for some offices. | think todaygle@ome and go in congressional offices, and
they don’t develop the kind of ties that we develdfn those years. And it became something
of a family to people. | should say that | was ohéhe few people on the staff who was not
married at the time. | got married in the earlyhiigs, so | spent actually a lot of time in the
office and | was the designated person to traviél ®d Muskie. And we spent large numbers of
hours traveling because in 1972 a number of semasm campaigned for president for him, and
owed a number of political IOUs. So, for exampleah remember going out to Kansas a
number of occasions for Bill Roy who was runningiagt Bob Dole in a very dirty campaign,
Adlai Stevenson in lllinois and a variety of otlpéaces. And | used to travel with him, and he



was sometimes a difficult person to travel with -
DN: Why was he difficult to travel with?

AP:  Well, he’s one of those people when if the plemdelayed or your bag is lost, he’s not
very patient. And | would come back and deligle tiffice with stories of traveling with Ed
Muskie on a particular trip. And | would keemiithin the staff however.

DN: The total experience with Ed Muskie left youlwithat assessment of his particular
qualities and complexities?

AP: I'm a big fan of Ed Muskie’s. He had an enous@mount of integrity, obviously a
guality that’s not always present in American pcditoday. He was a towering intellect, he was
a guy that you never for a minute hesitated toysaywork for him, he would always make you
proud. The thing that | was struck, though, aedtered this after he had run unsuccessfully for
president, is how apolitical he was. I'll neverdet one of the first trips | took with him, we
were on a plane going up to New York in perhapsidanof 1973, and we were reading v
York Times and he looked over to me and he said, “Is thenayoralty race in New York?”

And | had to explain to him that John Lindsay wasning in a tough reelection campaign. And |
was thinking to myself, this is the guy who ran foesident, and he’s not aware of the fact
there’s a mayoralty race in New York? And | suhssdly learned as | got to know him more,
he had been in Florida and opposed the spaceehtdélwas not a guy who followed petty
partisan politics, it was just not part of his malgeand it perhaps at times hurt him because he
was not focused more on the political aspectsiafjh But that was him, and that was his style.

DN: Thank you very much, Alan.
AP:  You're welcome.

End of Interview
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