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The House Judlciary Committee debates over the
.Artlcles of Impeachment during the-Watergate hearings provided the
unique opportunity for citizens to observe the process of
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reasoned argument, members defined their role as a combination of
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The Judicial Context: The House Judiciary Committee STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-

SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

Debagea Over Al‘ti(‘.le& of Impeachment ’ EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

-

by Karlyn Kohrh Canpbell Univ. of Kansas | .

In approaching this rhva matter I gaid I would be guided by the facts,
the C@nstitution,‘gnd my own conscience. I honestly believe that I have
been faithful 'to that coxmitment.. I know for certain that I have nothing
to gain politically or otherwise from what I must do here. But after
‘weeks of searching through the facts and agonizing‘over the constitutional
requirements, it's clear to me what I must do. And I emphasize that thia
is my personal decision, what I.must do. I don't presume to influence any
other person, and I recognize that there can be differences on this.graﬁc
mattet. .

‘In this regard, Mr. Chaé{k n, let me say a few words. There are msay
people in my district who 11 disagree with my vote here. Some will say
that it hurts them deeply for me to vote for impeachment. I can assure
them that I probably have enough pain for ‘them and me. I have close per~
sonal friends who strongly support Eresident Nixon. To several of these e
close friends who some ow I hope will see and hear these prioceedings, I .{
say that the only way cculd vote for impeachment would be on the real- "

ization, to me anyway, that they my friends would do the same thing if

they were in my place on this unhappy day and confronted with all the same

facts that I have. ‘And I have to "believe tﬁat they would, or I would not " 4.
. take the position that I do.l: '

’ 4
These words, spoken by walter Flowcrs'(D—Ala) just prior to the vote on article
oné,\reflect. in microcaqm.‘:;:\ahtirety of the House Judiciary Committee. debate '

)

on impeqchhenf. The? expreés the grounds ﬁsed to justify votes for impeachment

and the fears of’the Repubiic;n and Southern members of the "fragile roali;ion."

They describe the audience adiressed,’and what the committ;e hoped to achieve.
Th; teievised hearings of tﬂe House Committee on the Juliciary were an

extraordinary occasion. Extraordinary because ¥his will be tﬂe onlj impeachment

~you and I Qill live thrSugh, in,all probability. Extraordinary because this was

only the second impeachment of a president i+ the Ristory of\@he nation. Extra-

. ordinary because it was a very ordinary act in our political system and an ordinary

t

group of individuals that created this extraordinary event. And extraordinary

because of its effects. In what follows I shall try to explain how the debates

-

could have produced these effects, and produce theQ they did. The Gallup poll

a

reported substantially increased public approval of COngress,z consgrvative

columnists praised thn committae and 1its deliberations,3 agd the 1974 elections
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revealed that the coalition haé made its case to the people.4 ) '

\ . é N

I am concerned with three matters: the character of the rhetorical agents,

the nature of the issues, and the rhetorical-political scenme of na

vision which defined the audience.

I - )

talked to us about what itimeant to be citizens--a brief moment of high style

g

in ordinary language.5 But_the debates were ordinary legislative debates on
their best bebavior,\andﬁﬁthe ;good guys' were good guys>large1y because they were

conventional American politicians 6

*

The rhetorical agents are legislators;\and hence, elected representatives

-

and politiciansa Although much maligned, such persons are uniQuely gulted to |,

.

" perform certain functions. David Mavhew writes:

' At voicing opinions held by significant nambers of voters back in the
constituencies, the United States Congress is extraordinarily effective.
o « o The diversity of the. constituencies makes it likely that any given
gentiment will find an official voice somewhere. Hence, Congress energes

N as a cacophonous chorus, its members singing different tunes but always
{///'singing sonathing.
' f the impeachment inquiry was to be eomesning other than a "kangaroo court,"
- . \

/ the charge made by Ronald Ziegler, it had £p produce s decision reflecting

diverse constituencies and attitude;. The members of the House Judiciary

/ . . - .
Committee were old and young, male and famale, black and white, Southern and

‘\

Northern, qonaervative and liberal, from big ltatea and swall, from urban and.

P

.

rural fonstituancies. The committee members are somewhat atypical as a11 are

lawyers and because the committee has "little patronage and minimal access to the

-

pork Barrel of parochial interests," hence more interested in national than

in local issues. It should be noted, howewar, that this siight atypicality in

relation to Congress makes the committee members even "more tipi%ol of‘the'nation -

at large, or at least as typical as a grand juty."8 "_‘;_______,,—fr’

.

Like a8l congressional committess, it functions under pules of seniority,

parliamentary procedure, and rules adopted by the committee itself. The rules

[ 4

of procedure make congressional debate extremely formal, courteous: and civil when

o ) ) 2 . . o |
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_ manners, mere decor. But when ftimes ar
,of the nation is being judged /for deeply indecorous behavior.
* resolved through coalition and compromise, best accompliehed in an atmosphere

of mutual resneét. The con essional Eleventh Commandment ie never to attack |

likely that a decision fo impeachment will be bipartisan and that membere'wil},

adept are, simple orficApable of simplification able to-relatively specific,

: 4 , :
. .

. ’
.

contrasted with,most contemporary Advocacy. Because congressional debate 1s

”

When times are good, congressio- courjesy can be considered frivoloue simply

bad, this decor becomes the vital matter

-

of decorum. And decorum is soydly needed in a situation in which the President
. 3 \

In addition, congressions committee structure lends itself to cooperation.

k] v

A committee ¢an function eff: tively only if conflicting positions can be

.
3

A ’

tnother member--even across|party lines.9 The legislative context makes it more’

cooperate in establishing heir credibility as individuals and as a committee.
* -

The pr ocess was not eady/in this case, and the "fragile bipartisan coalition’

-

that emerged i3 a cred | to the committee and its new cheirmen, Peter W. Rodino,
’ - . , . .

Jr. (p-N3).10 : ’ S Do
"The congressiona context is also a constraint becawse lagislators are not

able to handle all ifdshes with equak skill. The issues with which they are most

shbrt-term solutio 8 They'are not legalistg. They are not logicians. What they

[} M N
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bé the participants themselves. There vele substantive issues--how shall an

¥

impeachable offense be &efined \how shall the articles be worded, how is the

committee report to be transmitted to tn//uouse,“but the primaty issue is

-

political and rhetorical--how can the comnittee members establish themaelves

as credible judges? During the opening speeches and during the debate on
’ N . } v
article one, the committée defines its role.
f”,? .
' They are, first of all politicians, a role not noted for its credibility.

P LI

\Their response is to point out that Richard Nixon.is a politician too, and he
should ae Judged by other, ppliticians who under?tand the presaures of public

life. "In short, they define themselVes as a jury of Richard Nixon's peers.

They are also pgrtylme‘ rs with an abiding political interest in the outcome
of the debate. Can a De%ocjf!‘hudge a Republican president withont animus? Jack
Brooks (D-Tex) argued that there is no politicll gain for Democrnta. "1f {they

succeed in removing Richard Nikoa, he wil*'only be replaced)gf another Republican

who may well receive strong and widespread cupport., (p. 12 Can a Reﬁubljcap Judge
)

a Republican president and condeun his party leader to whom he oues loyalty and

stain the reputation of 'his party?\ Yes, answered M, Caldwell Butler (R—Va).
- s \ . \ - .

Republ%cans have always' cempaigned against corruptionm. 1£ the npnse'has to be

cleaned, it is they who should do it (p. 69). .
The debate on the first article determines just what it means to be a Judge

0r juror.on this case. Much of this debate concerns an alleged lack of "épecificicz;
in the wording of the article. As a response, Jerome Waldie (D-Cal) begins what

Lo

can only be described as a witty, charming narrative of the chronology of Watergate
kpp. 158-189). Initially, he is supporff//Qy other members who yield time to him
0 that he can continue his “scenario.” But gradually, as the debate continues, his

narrative style is attacked by both proponents and opponents, Charles Wiggins (R-Cal)

.

refers to it as "'Waldie's fable" (p. 222; other attacks come from Lawrence Hogan
. /‘7'

(R-Md),. p. 229, ang Joseph Marasiti (R-NJ), p. 242). The committee decides that what
{

is required is a serious, factual presentation of relevant evidence in the style of a




s

b’
legal brief. (Tﬁe sole exception is the irrepressible William Hungate (D-Mo) who

rejects the demand for serious solemnity by saying,-"I felt if better to have a

sense of humor than no gense at all." p. 323.) 1In effect, the co@mittee defines
-

its role as judge-juror, that is, as lawyer-judges who bring to bear all their

(&?gal expertise vegarding charges, evidence, standards of proof, and the like,

-

y . 2
but as juror-citizens who make final judgments Qased on common sense. s
The legalistic dimension of the role is most apparent in the debaté on article

vne, which alleges a ctiminal.offenqe'~obétruction of justice. Their roles as
s

citizens using common sense is more apparent in the debate on article two which

b

charges abuse of presidential power. In the worés of George Danielson (D-Cal),

"Yob'ot I, the most lowly citizen, can obstruct justice. You or I, the most lowly
citizen, can vidlate the statutes in the criminal code. But only the Presidené can
violate the oath of office of the President.” (p. 337) The issue is constitutional;
the role is that of an ;nforﬁed and concerned citizen m;kigg a reasonable judgment,

!

The strongest argument for the article i3 that the pattern of misconduct by the

’

President and his aides femonstrates. that the President has failed to "take care
that the laws are faithfully fieéutéd,' and it is made most cogently by Robert
McClory (R-I1l) (pp. 341-342 and 349 and 43y). The argument is a response t;:khf
strictly legalistic view ;gken'by opponents and to the charg? that this ig'teaily
the §qdison1an supe:integd?ncy tneory in Jdisguise, The ambiguous character of
the to}e of citizen calls forth considerable activity to establish credibility.
There are frequent statements such' as "I want to a980ciéte my remarks with those
of the géeaf lavyér, Mr. ___ , with those of my good friend Mr. ,.atc.'"
"It is dﬁting this debate that both James Mann (D-SC) and Valter Plowers (D-Ala) take
pains to declare tbeif fiien&ship for Charles Sandman (R-NJ) dﬁo frequently and
sarcastically attacks the Democratic majority. They state their aépreciation for

his role on the éommittee and for bis contribution to the debate (p. 427). Similarly,

the members fay themselves compliments for the tim¢ and energy they have expended

v N .
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to become familiatkw{éh th ;eﬁidencé‘(pé(429).

Article three is constitutional in a more narrow sense. It speaks to theq&rﬂgﬁ&)

[ 4
P v

gppatation of povwers, executive privilege, and the meaning of the constitutional
power i;iven to tue douse 1n 1mpeacument. Jt charges the Ptesidept with impeding
tne constitutionally’ autliorized investigation of the committee by willfully dis-

obeylng its sabpoeuas. IhLe article reveals the extraordinary fact that the committee

had failed to gathier any new evidence ainu was vorking with material handled by other

. goverpuent agencies, soue of whicu was already a matter of public record. Tue evidence

o2
comes from the Special Ptosecutot, ti.e crsin Ccommittee o{}éhe Senate, and from ﬁine

witnesses wuo Lad previously teltified vefore other tribunals. In this/atticle,

/

-

titey act as members of Congress, protecting its rights, fearful of the disruption

of the coucept of co-equal brgnches.of govefnment, arguing that the case should
or should not ha¢9 gone to the Supreme Cou;t for arbitration.

Artiéle two receives the sttongest comnittee support (tﬂe vote }? 28-10);
article tﬁree receives the least support of the articles adopted (the vote 1is 21~
17). It thteatens the "fragile bipartisan coalition” as comments by Tom Pailsback
(R—ill) (p. 473) .and M._ Caldwell But%gt (R-Va) (p.*477) 1nd1caté: (Only two
Kepublicans, Robert McClorx(Ill) and Lawrence Hogé@,(ﬁd) vote in favor; the Southern

Democrats James Mang/(sc) and Walber Flowers'(Ala) defect.) The committee is least
4 p

. P ) .
comfortaple in asserting the rights of Coyﬁress against the Executive and seems to

recognize that it is less credible in this nosture.

LSRR

"Article four alleges abuse of tlie war power in the secret bombing of Cambodia.

Like article three, it asserts congressional power, but unlike-article three, it
is defeated; Some membets use this article to recall disputes over the Vietnamese
war, 3thets argue for the prigciple that Congress shall have the power tQ make
war--Vietnam is not Che 18 ue. Yhe’ article is defeated by two arguments: that,

Congress is equally CLlpa le in this abuse and that other presidents have been

h,equally guilty, particularly Lyndon Johnson. The debate is short (pp. 489—515);

\’ \ .
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the vote is stfongly agai;st it (12-26).

Article five charge: tae President witﬁ 2ax fraud and with vidlating the emol-
uments clause of plie Constitution. Although it ia defeated regsoundingly (l“ 26),
the debate is long, and tue problem ‘of defenqing R%chard Niign is venygavidegt. ,
Edward Hesvinshy'k (U La) speeches on Jinon's taxes (pp. 520-522) and Jack Brooks
(DeTex) speebues/on emoluments (pp. 525-L<0) present a disturbing picture, althq;gh
most members a%ﬁge that the evidence ié inconclusive and inadequate. A strong
argument againstytpss article is that non-oificial or personal misconduct is not :
impeacinable. uoweve;, the roles uf the menlbers as lawye;s an& as citizens are in
conflict. For example, dddreSSi;g thellsaue of whether or not Wixon committed
willful fraud, Geoige Janielson (D-Cal) says. ''We use goéd judgment snd common

sense and we sear in mind at all times that people probably intend to do what they

do 'in the serious matters in their life.' (p. 523) by that criteriom, it isﬂaiffi~\

;"‘_/

Q .
cult to csonerate nichard .ixon, and some of the President's staunchest defenders

b =)

fee%/églled upon to deplore his actions. For example, Delbert Latta (R-nhio), one’
of the Republiians who voted against all five articles, a man who was put on the

Gomuitteg for tlieé inquiry to add pro:Nixon balance, says that he finds the president
q ) . , .
““Guilty . . . of bad judgment and gross negligence." (p. 554-535) . v

.

' 45 I have- indicated, the issue of credibility is complex. To res;}ve it, the
/commictee defineo a role sumthere betwveen tlat of the lawyex who examines evidence .
parrowly and argues fine legal points!aud that of the ordinary citizen who makes ’
jua&ments baseu on common scnse. Predic;ably, éhe conmittee arrivdd at a decision
" abbut Richard .ixon that "was most like the\decision df‘&ﬁé géueral pub];ic.nl2

The rhetorical-political context was that of natifonal teievisipﬂ. In his

.gpening speech, Ldward Hutchison (R-Michi), the ranking Republican, says that

. . Judges and juries deliberate behind closgd doors. By the comm%;tee s
action in opening these discussions it has, in «ffect, deternined that our ‘ -
function is more political than judiciall (p. 4)

\_}‘ / 0 - ' . >
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*The decision the House of Representatives to televise the débates. to give the
ﬁublic a rare glimpse into congressional décision making, is a strong indicator that
the ‘audience is the general public, the constituents in coumittee members' dis- A

v

. ~ / )
presentativeg. “The committee is rarely

tricts, and otnér members of the House of

' . . . , '
its own sole or primary audience. Charles Sandman (R J)Iwas right when he qpid

[

that an impeachment vote was a foregone conclusion (p.1252, 17). Some issues .

v

remained, 4s I mentioned earlier--the definition of

©

»
wording of art icles, the procedures to transmit th

impegcnable offense, the

report to thg toase — but

the pt%mq;y'gthtions of the debates must be defined in different terms.
? - - ¢
y Rhetorically and politically, the deiLates sought to educate the public about

. ) . . .
the " evidence and the issues, to test tlie strength and weakness of arguments and

evidence, to express all posaible attitudes and feelings about impeachment, and to !

'

initiate a process that would end natdonal division. Tbe thetz%ical problem is
one of making information intelligible and accessiole, of expressing and testimg

diverse positions, and of finding meads to produce national unitf.

Despite protests fto& the Administration against what they perceived to be Lo
unfalr coverage by'the nedia, the public was not well~infermgd‘ab0ut the issues
related to 1m§éaéhmeut.l3 Tlie complexity of ‘the lssuesz—-the butgléties‘ the
coverup, Iinterference wigh tue Fu;, CIA, and IRS, (Jixon's taxes, tﬁé DPlumbers, e;c.--

and the extended period of time in il these events had occurred precluded adequate

i - .

.

coverage in suippets on the nightly television news or even in newspaper columns.l4"

When inforiation’sas forthcoming, it appeared in a telativel§ inaccessible form--
3 -, a
[
transcripts of White ilouse tape recordinuys, difficult reading at.besg. The other
A

mmjor.sourée of information was the krsin Lommittee hearings talevized dufing the

i . . , . .
summer of 1973. These were a fascinating human drama, byt they did not pive a

n . L)

V- . 4 N .
. synthesized or .ohergnt picQgte, and a great deal of‘ﬂnfqtmation had ' een dJdeveloped

. ,

\'A J‘/Q . B . . 3

since'that time. ! ' - . . ) ,
' " N » ﬂ‘ .

Aé indicated earli%t,‘ghe committee did not deveiob'newaihformation, rather it

u ' 1 l ) R
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"
digested a mountain of material (in a grandstand play, Delbert Latta (R-Ohio)
£ . - :

-

% N

\
piled the tairty-eight volumes of evidence 1nfftont of the. s/to dramatize

just Liov much material lL.ad peen examined). Lvidence was otgan zed by charge and

.

issue, lssues were suodiviied and organized, arguments %Ed evidence were contested.

\ {

The result is tinat, particularly with repetition, the listener emerges with a

~
-

picture of tue most merious cnarpes, of tlie arguments and evyidence supporting each,
& . S “

and a potiun oéftne relative strengt.. and weakness of.the’chanées, ayguments, . P

« <
and pieces of =vidence. The listene} learns a good deal about authorities on

1mp¢échﬁent, about preCedents, and about tie unique character of this case (no

4 \ N ‘ »
other ihpeachiment was so conplex, involvinz so many acts of so many different kinds,

/

o&et suth an extended period of time). .
ﬂ;wever, it 'snould be noted tuat, for a public debate, there is a minimum of

adaptation to tiuc mass audience. TInere is litgle mé?apho;igal language, limited

u;e of analogy and example, little humor, a minimum of purple prose. The évidencel ‘

often tumiles gut faster than the listener can absorb it. I ‘think the cormittee

is successful ia familiarizing the audience with the most important pieces of

evidence, out tdey behave as if the listenet‘wete a very good citizen who has
followed the events as closely as(possible and is capable of qpﬁprhing much R

»

information iu a suort period. The high approval ;fting given Congress aftet:thq

Yebates oy the public may indicate tnat these we;é ideas that Americans did not
’ . * / ! 't
wisu to gee over-simplified.

! . ' - ®
| , ‘. v
' If the committee were téygz—;udged fair and its decision represerdtative, all )
‘ ‘ . - = . .
opiaiops of and attitudes toward the 1mpeachmeué\*$sues would have to be represented

»
[y Ny

and expressed by the committee, Although the committee unites to praise the
*

¢

thoroughness of the inquify, the skill of the cha{fman,.and the dedtcation of tﬁé

[y »

members (despite soue strong criticism. of ptocedute,.all nembers .express these
sentiuwents), there are jfuportant diffeieneea of opinion and grea; divergence in

style. ®hose defending Nixon geéetally argue from a strict legal position, but

] . . A\




p
their styies range frum Lll smooth aud’ skillful Charles. wiggins (R-Cal) to, the

blunt, crusty tdward nutchison (R-Micy), the nit-picking David Denni&f(RFInd);

I3

the acerbic, sarcastic Caarles Sandman, (R-NJ), the vicious Delbert Lat:t:a'(R--Ohio),15

’ -

the resentful Carlos Moorhead, and the:proud, young Trent Lott ,(R-Miss). ilenry

Smith (R-1Y) \s the voice of reason who ptaises.Nixonfs foreign policy, Wiley

N -

Mayne (R-Ia) seewms to personify the voice of Jiixon's "forgotten American.’ TIhe

President's accusers are also varied. The most memorable are the Republicc.ns and

Soutaern vemocrats who suffer down the rvad to an impeachment .vote. Lawrence
Hogan (R Md) is a man of rectitude who is often outraged, Tom Railsback (R-I1l)

L]
frantically spews fortu tue mounds of evidence which lLe sees as ‘conclusive, Robert

eteize idene’,

McClory (a-I11) 1s an anguished citizen who sees the\President as a man who vio-

<

lated his sacreé trust, walter Flowers (D-Ala) shares a personal pain in' feeling -

conatrained to make suca a decision; JTares 4ann (D-SC) speaks‘as an irate citizen.

»

v .« ’ o
Uther Lemocrats are alao notewortuy. Batbgta Jordan (D-Tex),\the sonorous orator
ang(inquisitot, Jarome Waldie (D-Cal), the %tuty~tei1et. William Hungate (D-!110),

the humorist, Peter W. Rodino, Jr., (D-NJ) the voice of order and reason and law.

n
N -
-

Still others reflect groups or interests: Ltdward Mesvinsky (ﬁ;Ia) identifies himself

-, .

ag the son of Russian immigtants and speaks almost entirely on the issue of taxes;
a‘.

Charles Rangel (D-NY) speaks as a black and as a Korean vetetan, Nayne Owen@h(D-Utah)

recalls his former connection with the Keanedy Adminiatrationy Robert Dtinan (D-Mass),

©

in his clerical collat, identifies himself with his constituents, Atchibald Cox and

Eiiot Richardson, whose acts pteéibitaggd‘the 1nqu1r§i ' -
Each listener can find his or her voice amgng the membership. For this

reason, the abrasive sarcasm of Sandman: the outtagemofx@ogan, the regentment of‘

¥ ‘\
Moorhead, the attacks of Latta, the legalism of Dennis, the ctusginess of Hutch-

J o .
ison, the s®phistication of Wiggins, the charm of McClory and Flowers, and the
anger of Lott are all essential to the debate. If the debates ame to satisfy all

listeners, the opinions and feelings of each listener must be expressed, and argued,

10 .

. o 11 ‘ . :
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and th%en intc account. In this sense éﬁe variety. in the committee i8 a great

v

' attenéth,_although the disagreement could have ppoducqp'angty division.

", The history of the committee reveals a successful struggle to transcend partﬂ;,

v

sanship and create a coalftfon. In such an atmosphere, pafliamentary pyocedure

can function rhetorically. As the debate develops, oﬁe comes to believe the

EA .

_compliments to the chairman, memsers and staff and to trust expressions of mutual ’ .

respect and friendship. As a result, the listener not only hears opinions and

‘. [y
feelings expressed, but hears then ‘treated with respect, affirmed as valuable, and
L4

* hohored as contributing to a proéer outcome. Tlhere is disagreement, but the ',
opposition is part of tihe committee <lhiole--a loyal and supportive opposition.

(Ihere is one exception, Delbert Latta (R—Chio), a. special member af the committee

“

‘for this inquiry. carly %n the debate he umakes a vicious ad hominenm attack on .

. Sennev .
. Albert Jenner, minority counsel, after others have said that/?t is an outstanding

) lawyer. acading from an article in the wWall Street Journal, he says that a committee
’

of which Jenner is a part lias redomhended the repeal of anti-prostitution laws, and

. ‘ . 4
that, ag a result, he cannot agree with everything Jenner says, John Seiberling,
‘ ﬂ" -

» 3
. also of Ohio, rebukes “im sharply. 3oth statements are expunged from the written

\

record of ‘the debaqgs.h See pp. 199 and 203). ’ .. ‘ ’

» ‘ e .
. If the committee represented any set of values, they wexe the values of

. -
)
o

. ? .
civility, decorum, and reasoned inquiry with tolerance for disagreement. In an

.

age in which the public has been frightened by disse?t and confroﬁtation, the
. - .

committee Jebates must have seemed the voice ofsweet reason. The result was
A,

that “expressed differences could produce catharsis and purgation rather than

»

¢ frustration and anger. -

- [

-

The unifying.effect of the debates is partly a result of the cathartic -

expression cf differences and partly a result of education. The exploration of

arguments and evidence reveals that, gdespite the best efforts of able speakers,

Richard Nixon is a hard man to Jefend. The release of transcripts of White House’

>

’

|
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|
i




at - . B ! L ¢ )
~° ’, - N v N -

N “ , : < . 3 ~
¢

tebes uncdvervu a tawdry White touse drama. ,Tﬂe President's Jefenders were
s N . vt \‘ . . ' ,
reduced to sayin, tuat"uh%le it wasn't nice, it wasn't impeachable. The defensive'’
™~ ' . :
posture of the opponents of 1rpeachment,1s evident throdghout--other presidents

did the . same t“ing, the Congress is equallw culpable, there is no evidence of

- - 4 ]

‘ fraud, tnere is no“direct evidence of nrebiuential involvement, etc. HQuite

. siﬁply. the womentur; is with tne afflrmdt veﬂgt all times. ~o unification could
y . Loy T | 7
fn ~ have occurred if m$§ conclusion te/&e drawn fron the evidence was unclgg;4\ Despite
s e )
tie siills of the Fresident's defenders,‘kichafd Nixon was badlv damaged. It is
r ~

» a.cr@dit to the ar~umentative.alllla of the ptOponents that thEir charges emerged

v(.

as stron;, vell-ghpported ' ' .

- 1 ’

sut aryumeat alone will not explain thetesponse. The great moments of the

»

debatqﬂ such as tae %peecn ot Jalter Flowers (N- /\la),b are moments of a special

Ne kind of eloquerce, what Sortarop Trye calls "hiyh style in ordinary\hpeecn " In

£ N
Frye's words, '1t-is the voice of the penuine individual reminding us of our
< . ) T . e
genuine sef@Es, and of our role as memiers of a society in cofitrast to a mob.

.

116 4'.

:The voices come from hoth sides of tue aisle. They lament for the misdeads of
- , - . S8 o an /
the man.they call, over,and over again, 'my president.” TI ThARress an anguish
. . of comscience that cdnstrains them tovard a decision they Qg"hoc want to make,
taey fear for their country, and tQ&g see tuemselves as the ﬁap b d of
. . 7
agents who must make the unpleasant chioices for all American. lle rly all members

express such opiniona, regandless'of their votes on the articles. Lecause Ghgyles
sandman (R-4J) was such.an abrasive filgure, ,perhaps his words are the bast

illustration:
I vould like to use these closing moments of this long and what some
people will refer to as a histori¢ exchange to capsule where we stand in
my judgment and what I think we should be thinking about.

Now, at the outset I don't think I am the most naive pprson in the
world, but I like to believe that every’man that has ever been President
of the United States had to be a good man and he had to be a great man or

. . tnis great country would have never voted for him to be the leader of
this country. . . . -
/(’“\__» Now, -anybody who feels this way, and 1 kind of think the country feels

-

- 12 " )
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this way, they wgﬁl& lite to believe their President i3 a pretty good
man, and to do otherwise or to prove to them otherWise, it would take a
tremendous amount of nroof to do that, and it snould, tremendous. You
can't do this loosely. And this is imporgant. The whole world 1is
watching this proceeding and vhat we do, we had better do right, because
B the effect of it is going to make a trecedent for 1,000 years. (pp. 423-424).

They are not, then, extraordinary men and women, but ordinary citizens who make
. ) _ ~.
decisions based on common gense and common values. Their eléquence is not the

eloquence of great orators; it is the clear, simple sound heard when a real pefeon
tells ue what she or he really feels and Hlnké, or, perhaps, makes a desperate I

- {

defense for a losing cause. The members of the House Judiciary Compittee were

. . : L » &

able to do just that ak they spoke to us as legislators, as lawyers, as citizens.

gigg,_Qiffetent backgrounds and interests. And the result was this remarkable
. T ‘
event thAt sealed the fate of Richard Nixon for all the evidence indicates that,

regatdléss of otner developments. he would have been forced out of the Presidency

~

as a resu;t of the committee's decision. Remarkable, éoo, in that 44 million

people are sgid to have watched the debates in prime time, and it is hard to

®

imagine anything farther from “All in the Family" thal these debates. Remarkable,

. o .
in addition, because as a direct result of the debates, public approval of

-

. ' ¢ ’
Congress went from 29% before the debates to 487 after them. Remarkable, finally,
- >
because in terms of the members and the procedures of the Congress of the United

¢

States, the hearings of the committee so clearly followéd the norms, were so
{f

rhetorically unremarkable, and yet changed the course of history.

¢
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