MORAL MYOPIA CHAPTER THREE
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MIBL Ui oyi te

Gene Hamilton, the present prose-
cutor in Calloway County, told me
that other reporters had asked about
the drunk-driving reports. He said he
had never heard of any such thing. So
eager was Hamilton to convince me
that the 1962 case was actually speed-
ing and not a reduced charge stem-
ming from a drunk-driving arrest, that
he dug out the ticket itself from the
county records and read the details to
me over the phone. Eagleton had been
driving 85 in a 65-mile-per-hour zone,
had been pulled over at 8:45 p.m.

March 11.

{962,
40, a two-lane road, near the town of<said it could possibly have becn as few

Fulton.

Soon after I finished talking to-

Hamilton, a newsman with 3 Washing--
ton television station called to ask me

!ak A_nderson §
on State Highway-<the figure 11 sticks in his mind. He

reached all the present and torme:
prosecutors in the two counties in
question. But this story just didn't
feel like one that was likely to pan
out.

ILate in the afternoon, Mike
Kiernan came into my office. Mike
was a young reporter who had recent-
ly joined the staff. Bright, energetic,
and resourceful, he took over a varicty
of tasks, and performed them well and
reliably.

“I'm looking for something on
Eagleton for radio tomorrow,” he
said. ““Can you help?”

I told him what I knew. He scemed
glad to get what little I had.

“That will be fine,” he said. I
want to be able to write an item that
will have Jack sitting herc in

Washington giving the inside dope on
what all these other reporters out in
Missouri are trying to get. The story
will be that reporters are swarming all
over Missouri checking out these
rumors of drunk driving, but all they
have found is this speeding arrest
That doesn’t make a bad little item.”

I kept trying after Mike left but
still hadn’t tumed up a thing to
support the drunk-driving story. After
dinner, I got on the phone again but
made little progress. I finally called
Jack and asked him to get back to
Davis for more details. He agreed to,
but at-first was unable to reach him.
When he called back later. he seemed
to have less tiran Iie had beforc.

“True can’t remcmber exactly how
many photostats he received.” Jack
said, “but he had a stuck of them and

- as six. A couple of them were definite-
b ] 57 - 1o 5

~ ly drunk driving. They were given to
= him by a state trooper. The reason he
3 didn’t give mc

the state trooper’s

if we had heard the dmnk~driving(_s:~name is that he didn’t know him. Truc

rumors. [ said I had. He told me
all he and other reporters digging into

member of his staff. He agonized over

what to do with them, whether to use
them in the campaign or not and
finally decided to tear them up. He
isn’t sure what county is the one, but

Eagleton’s past had found wasa 1962 3
speeding arrcst. I told him that was alI‘e
I had found. More calls turned up no %
i i iving. After
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I told Jack I still had not reached
all the prosecutors who might be the
one Davis was talking about. But so
far, I said, I had turned up nothing to
stiibstantiate the drunk-driving report.
Jack sounded as if he was unsure | was
2ving it my best. (He has since told
me he was a little irritated by what
sceimed to him a haif-hearted effort.)
But I was doing the best | could. For

T example, 1 tried to reach one ex-

prosecutor through his home tele-
phone listing. His daughter, who
sounded like a young teenager, told
though, that he no longer lived
there. 1 pressed her, and reluctantly
she told me he now lived with another
woman in St. Louis. Even more
rcluctantly, she gave me the woman’s
name. [ couldn’t find such a person
listed with information in St. Louis,
so [ called the young girl back to find
out where her mother, who was net
home, might be reached. She galve me
the name of a local night club,
“Mr. B’s.” 1 called there. hoping the
mother would know how to seach her
husband—-or ex-husband, 1 couldn’t be
sure. The man who answered said over
the noise and laughter that he had no
way of paging anyone, but if | could
tell him what the woman looked like,
he would try to find her. I called the
daughter again. She told me  her
mother was  wearing  black slacks,
white sandals, a white and black long-
slecved cotton blouse. She had jet
black hair with gray streaks. She was
iv her mid-thirties. I cailed the night
club again. The man iooked. then
returned to the phore to wll me
had just left. 1 would have to wut
el moming. when | coud rewch the
man himseif at his office in St. Louis.

{ wasn't ready to give up o tus
story, but I wasn’t optimistic zhout jt.
brom those | had spoken to, | had
gotten  virtually  unanimous recol-
lection of the one speeding charve and
unanimous ignorance of any drunk-
driving charges, although s.veral
people said there had been peisistent

Sl
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‘A Pretty Good Source’

When | got to the office the see.
mormng, Jack and les Whitten. s
senior assistant, had not yet returned
from taping the radio show al the
Mutual Studios farther dowrtown
Shortly after I sat down at m, desk.
one of Mutual’s corresponden:« alled

me.
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oout  them from a pretty good
source.”
Moments later, an NBC radio

reporter called. It seemed the word
was out all over town that Jack had
the goods on Eagleton’s drunk-driving
record. I put the NBC man off with a
promise that Jack would return his
call.

Just after I got off the phone, I
heard Jack and Les come in the front
door of the office. I walked out to the
reception room. The moming’s radio
scripts were lying on the desk. The
Eagleton item was on the top of the
stack. It began as Mike Kiernan had
indicated it would, telling how
reporters were ‘‘streaming into
Missouri” to check out “rumors” of
Eagleton’s being nabbed for drunk
driving. Mike had gone on to say that
the reporters had found nothing but
one speeding violation. But Jack had
drawn a line through that with a black
felt-tipped pen. I suppressed a gasp
when 1 saw what he had written in its
place. The Mutual man had not been
pataphrasing when he told me Jack
had said he had “located” the photo-
stats. That is exactly what Jack had
just recorded for broadcast on the
largest radio network in the nation.

“Hey,” I said. “‘you can’t say
vou've ‘located” the photostats., can
you?”’

“I don’t know,” Jack said. “Les
and I were just talking about that.”

“I don’t think that’s the werd you
watit. Don’t you want to say you’ve
‘truced” them or ‘traced their exist-
ence™!”

“Traced!” said Les.
word we want.”

“You’re right,” Jack said. “I’ll go
and phone in a correction.”

The correction Jack phoned to
Mutual might have been enough to
soften the impact of the story if he
had made it before the taping. But
Mutual had been calling all over town
to say that Jack Anderson, their new
star attraction, had the documents on
Eagleton’s drinking. It was the lead
item on the hourly network radio
news broadcasts. The fact that Jack

“That’s the

was now saying that he had “traced”
the documents instead of “‘located”
them was not enough to quell the
interest, even though Jack’s correction
made it clear that he had not seen the
photostats himsell. The correction
attnibuted the story toa “former high.
official from Missouri whose reliabil-
ity is beyond question.”

What’s more, Jack seemed to have
no doubt that the story would be
vindicated, even if he had exaggerated
it originally. He was not the least
reluctant to be interviewed by tele-
vision or the newspapers. He gave each
interviewer the most ringing assur-
ances of the reliability of his source.

Truth Will Out

Eagleton, who was by now in
Honolulu, quickly called a news con-
ference to denounce the story as a
“damnable lie.”” Les seemed surprised
when he heard that. Later in the
afternoon, Jack stepped across the
hall to get a glass of water, between
interviews.

“Are you worried about this?” 1
asked.

“No problem,” he said, smiling.
“Look, True Davis is a reliable guy. If
he says he saw the photostats, then
they existed. In a situation like this,
the truth has a way of coming out. So
Pm not worried about it. Besides: this -
shows we're willing to go after liberal .
Democrats.” In Missouri, though, the
drunk-driving report was getting no
substantiation. E.l. Hockaday, the
State Police Superintendent, said the
files of his department revealed no
drunk-driving arrests of Thomas Eagle-
ton. I finally got through to all the
other people I had planned to call and
some others as well. They all had
heard of the speeding charge, even
state troopers who worked in other
parts of the state. But no onc knew
anything about drunk driving.

One of the last interviews Jack
held that day was with Channel 5, the
local Metromedia station where he
taped his television commentaries.
Asked if he should have waited until




he had the proof in his hunds befor
going ahead with the story. Jack
conceded that he probably should
have. It was the first sign that he was
becoming a bit uncertain about the
story.

Both Jack and Les, however, were
elated about one development. TVie
New York Times had asked to intui-
view Jack’s source, with the promise
that the name would not be revealed.
Jack fett that Davis would inspire
confidence and the result would be a
story tending to support him. He
talked Davis into it. The interview wa.
to be held the next mormning.

The Phant um—.frooper

[ got into the office later than
usual that Friday moming, but |
phoned Jack at the office earlicr. The
New York Times interview with Davis,
he said, had gone badly. Although
Davis repeated everything he had told
Jack, he acknowledged under quest-
toning that he had not authentic ated
the traffic citations himseli and,
what’s more, the state trooper who
had handed them to him at a political
rally was not in uniform and he could
not prove that he really was a trooper
Jack thought the Times reporters had
been antagonistic toward him. He did
not expect the Times story to be
favorable.

“They were asking things likc. ‘Do
vou think this kind of reporting is
worthy of a Pulitzer Prize winner?’
Yack told me ruefully.

“Pve been thinking about it,” 1
said, trying to be as tactful as possible
“And it occurred to me that the best
thing to do might be to apologize to
Fagleton. That way. you’d be out of
this thing clean.”

“Maybe s0,” Jack said. “We¢ can
tatk abouft it when you come in.”

When 1 ogot to the office. T st
down at my typewriter and draficd a
statement. It took the tack that ihe
report was based upon limited evi-
dence and was intended for only
limited use. But instead, it had created
a semsation and done an injustice to

Eagleton. i1 ended 1o +
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full of explanations and detenses. But
it ended with an apology to Senator
Eagleton for not waiting until the
story was fully verified before using it.
I thought it was probably enough to
extricate Jack from this worsening
jam. I sensed that he was in for some
severe criticism for this story. An
apology, no matter how hedged with
explanation and defense, would take
the sting out of any outraged
comment. Jack would stay ahead of
reaction, apologizing before he was
forced to.

Jack called the staff into the office
and read the statement. Opal Ginn,
Jack’s secretary, was strongly in favor
of the apology.

“I just don’t want you to act like
Drew [Pearson] used to,” she said.
“He refused to ever apologize, even if
he was wrong.”

I agreed, and so did Joe Spear,
another staff writer. But Les, who
wasn’t aware that I had tricd hard and
without success to confirm the story,
thought it was likely to pan out at any
time. He thought Jack ought to ride
out the storm.

““Why do you have to make any
statement at all,” he said. “Why don’t
you act like the Russians did when
Napoleon was advancing. Just sit tight
and let them wear themselves out.”

“That option is foreclosed,” 1 said.
“The Star’s out with a story saying
Jack’s backing off. The entire press
corps has been on the phone wanting
to know if it’s true. Jack has to give
an aiiswer

Playing For Time

A heated argument ensued. It was
typical of the office. A roiling
squabble over substance, with no hard
feelings. Jack listened to everyone,
but I could tell he was finding Les
persuasive. The reason was not that
Les was giving the best argument, but
because Les was saying what Jack, at
this point, wanted to hear. Jack didn’t
want to back off when he thought the
story might be vindicated at any
moment. After an extraordinary

SUCAK Ol [HH#JUL DLULIUS, JaLR  wessss -
want the humiliation of announcing
he had blundered when events might
still bail him out.

Les argued that Jack had done
something any reporter might have
done—gone out fast with a story to
stay ahead of the competition. The
press, he said, would understand that.

I argued that that was the worst
possible justification. but to no avail.
Jack had made up his mind. The
statement would be rewritten and the
apology would go.
~ One of the reasons I was so eager
for Jack to back down was that I
suspected the rest of the press, which
had also been hearing reports of drunk
driving by Eagleton, was beginning to
doubt that those reports were true.
For example, 1 had received a call
from Paul Duke of NBC News, who
said he was appalled that Jack had
gone with the Eagleton story without
the documents in hand.

The Washington Post that morning
reported that one day before Jack
went on the air with his report, it had
gotten a strikingly similar tip. “The
Washington Post,” the story said,
“received a report from a former
Missouri official that a highway
patrolman approached him at a 1968

political rally with a sheaf of traffic |

e

citations allegedly issued to Eagleton. |

Repeated checks with authorities in
Missouri did not substantiate the
report.”

Jack’s statement began just as Les
had urged: “For competitive reasons.
we went out fast yesterday with a
story that Senator Tom Eagleton has
been cited for drunken and reckiess
driving. The story was based on the
recollections of a competent source.
who personally saw photostats of the
traffic citations. We also discussed the
story with other responsible sources
who had been told of Eagleton's
traffic violations.”

The statement went on to explain
how newsmen are accustomed to rely-
ing on confidential sources. As an
example, he said, The Washington
Post quoted an unidentified former



- Missouri official as saying, ‘that a
highway patrolman approached him at
a 1968 political rally with a sheaf of
traffic citations allegedly issued to
Eagleton.” > That, of course, was a
quote from the Post story mentioned
earlier, which had gone on to say that
no substantiation had been found for
the report. It was not a good example
for Jack to cite.

The statement said, in closing, “In
retrospect, I believe | broadcast the
story prematurely and should have
waited until 1 could authenticate the
traffic citations personally. Neverthe-
less, 1 have faith in my sources and
stand by the story. If this faith should
ever tum out to be unwarranted, [ will

- issue a full retraction and apology.”

I thought the statement was not
likely to get Jack off the hook, but I
hoped that it would. Everyone in the
office continued to follow leads in an
effort to find the elusive proof that
Eagleton had been caught driving
drunk. But at the end of the day, no
proof had been uncovered.

Taking a Pasting from the Posr

Meanwhile, Eagleton was counter-
attacking hard. In the ironic way
things often work in politics, Jack’s
story was helping Eagleton, not hurt-
ing him. As long as no proof of drunk
driving was forthcoming, Eagleton
appeared to have been wronged by
Jack. He now had an issue to get
himself off the defensive. “I’'m not
going to let a lie drive me off the
ticket,” he told cheering crowds upon
his return from Hawaii.

I was still asleep when the phone
rang at 8:30 the next morming. It was
Opal.

“You might as well get up, it’s
worse than ever,” she said. “You
should see the Post. I thought every-
thing was fine when I read the Post’s
story on Eagleton. Then I turned to
the editorial page. And now Jack’s
agreed to go on ‘Face the Nation’ with
Eagleton tomorrow.”

“Let me look at the Post and I'll
call you back,” I said.

It could hardly have been worse. A
large portion of the editorial page was
taken up with 2a piece by Maxine
Cheshire, the Post’s redoubtable
society columnist, whose reputation
for accuracy was roughly equal to
Drew Pearson’s. The article was
headed: “Anderson on Eagleton: A
Charge That Didn’t Stand Up.” It
began as follows:

“Columnist Jack Anderson does
not reveal his sources and I don’t
reveal mine. So we will probably
neither of us ever know for sure
whether we both received from they
same individual, almost simultaneous-|
ly this week, the same piece of gossip!
about alleged drunken driving inci-|
dents involving Sen. Thomas Eagleton. !
This city being the giant rumor mill
that it is, it is entirely possible that
our sources were not the same.

“What is clear, however, is that the
information we both received was
remarkably similar, down to quite
specific details. What also is clear is
that it did not stand up under the sort
of examination that any responsible
news reporter would be obliged to
give it before making it public.

“The Anderson charges, in short,
are a classic example of precisely the
sort of reporting practices that have
brought the news business under
increasing attack. . . .”

Cheshire went on to set forth in
considerable detail her own efforts to
check out the drunk-driving report,
which undoubtedly had come from
True Davis—someone she would know

ottt

well from covering the city social |

scene. Her chronicle was almost an

exact copy of the steps I had taken in
trying to verify Davis’ information.
She had spoken to virtually the same
officials and the same state troopers.
And she had achieved the same re-
sults—nothing. At the end of the
piece, she wrote:

“Meanwhile, Anderson yesterday
was still holding press conferences and
issuing statements and making head-
lines, defending himself and the
‘veracity’ of his source on the one
hand. and concedine on the nthor



hand that he ‘probably should have
withheld’ the original report until he
had checked it out. ... By way of
added justification for what he had
done, he said The Washington Post, in
a dispatch in last Friday’s editions,
had quoted an unidentified former
Missouri official as saying that a high-
way patrolman had approached him at
a 1968 political rally with a sheaf of
traffic citations allegedly issued to
Senator Eagleton. Anderson apparent-
ly did not think it necessary to add
that the Post went on to say, in the
same dispatch, that ‘repeated checks
with authorities in Missouri did not
substantiate the report.” ”

Whew. And Cheshire’s piece was
accompanied by an equally scathing
editorial. “Mr. Anderson.” it said,
“aired the story without supporting
evidence, managed to do an incredible
disservice to Senator Eagleton, and
now seems to be backing off with a
series of lame excuses. Metaphorically
speaking, it is Mr. Anderson, not
Senator Eagleton who should be
charged with reckless driving at this
point.”

Soft Facts and Hard Truth

The New York Times story, carried
on page one, was as unfavorable as
Jack had feared. It emphasized that
Jack’s source had never verificd the
authenticity of the citations. And the
Times, too, ran a sharply critical
editorial.

I calied Opal back to commiserate.
She was worried about Jack’s going on
“Face the Nation” the next day with
Lugleton. He had told her that morn-
ing that he planned to really “‘go
atter’” kagleton. The assumption was
that trev would both be guests. She
thought the panel of reporters would
chop Jach 10 pieces. 1 agreed. But it
occurred tv me that Jack might vet
redeem himself with an apology to
Eagleton orn the show. It would be
dramatic, occurring live on national
relevision, and it would make Eagle-
onand the panel seem churlish if

-y were rough on Jack after his

contrition.

The worst thing about this episode
now, it seemed to me, was that the
longer it continued without some
acknowledgment of major error on
Jack’s part, the more it would look as
if he didn’t know when a story was
proved and when it wasn’t. Far from
being America’s number one investiga-
tive reporter, Jack would appear a
dimwit with no conscience and no
recognition of the distinction between
a soft fact and a hard one.

I went out to Jack’s house to urge
him to use the “Face the Nation™ as
an opportunity for a dramatic apology
and not a chance to clobber Eagleton
again. Jack was finishing breakfast in
the kitchen when I arrived. In the
years I had known him, I had never
seen him as tense. He was wearing the
seedy, threadbare bathrobe he often
wore around the house and which was
a symbol to us in the office of his
easygoing, unpretentious ways. But
there was nothing relaxed about him
that Saturday moming. He looked
drawn and the muscles in the back of
his jaw were working visibly as he sat
listening to my entreaties, his mouth a
tight line. His hands shook, not much.
but noticeably. 1 could see he was
having a hard time taking my pitch for
going on the air with an apology. He
had heard a lot of noisy advice from
me in the past days, and it hadn't
been what he wanted to hear. He was
close to losing patience, and it was
hard to blame him. Then I managed to
make things worse by seeming incre-
dulous when he told me he had all
along possessed evidence besides the
sayso of True Davis that the Eagleton
story was true. Two state troopers.
one retired, the other still on the
force, had told him confidentially that
Eagleton had gotten the tickets. that
the arresting officers had kept their
own copies and the others hiad been
quietly disposed of.

“You mean,” Isaid, “that you had
this before you broadcast the story?”’

“Of course!” he snapped.

There was a period of silence. Jack
looked at the newspaper and I just <



there. 1 didn’t know what to say. |
had worked on this story with him. 1
could recall no case where he hadn’t
filled me in completety on a story we
were doing together. What’s more, [
couldn’t think of anything in his
public statements that indicated the
existence of any source besides True
Davis. Yet Jack was indignant that I
had questioned him about it. The
worst thing was that I wasn’t sure |
belicved him. My impulse was to
cross-examine him, but 1 knew that
would never do. The important thing
was to try to persuade him to use the
Sunday television appearance to get
out of this jam.

I went into the den and called
Opal. I told her about Jack’s mood
and said I was afraid he might go on
the air and blast Eagleton.

“Suppose I threaten to quit if he
doesn’t apologize,” I suggested.

“No, that wouldn’t work. It would
just make him mad.”

“Well, look,” 1 said, “why don’t
you come over here?”

She agreed to come. I then called
Joe Spear and Les and urged them to
come over so the whole staff could
discuss the matter.

Played False by True

Soon, they began arriving. Opal
came with George Clifford, a veteran
Washington newspaperman who had
helped Jack with books and was a
close friend. Then Joe and Les arrived.
Jack was visibly touched at seeing his
staff rally around at a time of crisis.
We all sat in his living room.

“First let me say,” he began, “how
much I appreciate your coming. It
means a lot.”

I jumped in with my argument for
an apology, dramatic and gracious, at
the beginning of the show. Opal, as 1
knew she would, agreed. George
Clifford thought it might be a good
1dea to duck the appearance, but Jack
was unwilling. He interrupted to
cexplain all  the reasons he was
reluctant to back away from the story
completely.

Everyone else was as ignorant as I
had been about Jack’s conversations
with the two state troppers. He had
also spoken to ex-Senator Edward
Long, who said he remembered some-
one on his campaign staff being given
some photostats, but the Senator
couldn’t remember which staff
member and had never seen the
photostats, according to Jack.

“I’m being criticized for talking to
only one source,” Jack said. “But that
isn’t all I did. I’'ve talked to these
other sources. They won’t let me use
their names, but their stories all add
up to the same thing. If we can’t
quote competent sources, we’ll go out
of business. The other papers are
doing it, but we’re the only ones who
are catching hell for it. The story we
had was technically true.”

“No it wasn’t, Jack,” I said. “You
said you’d located the documents
when you hadn’t located them.”

“l was out with a correction of
that within ten minues,” he said.

“I know, but the correction didn’t
do the job,” Isaid. “On the news that
night, everyone was saying simply that
you had reported that Eagleton had
been arrested for drunk driving.”

“I can’t be responsible for that,”
Jack said. “If they don’t report what
we say accurately, it’s not my fault.”

And so it went, for the better part
of an hour. Everyone, Jack included,
seemed to agree that an apology was
in order. Beyond that, there were
differences.

Les was eager for Jack to outline
all the steps Jack said he had taken to
check the story. I argued that this was
all “mumbo-jumbo” that added up to
a chronicle of how we had failed to
get a story. The public wouldn’t be
interested in such details. I said. But
Les, himself the most careful reporter
of us all, didn’t agree. There wus no
way for me to signal to him my
doubts about Jack’s version of what
had happened. Jack said he thought it
was still worth trying to confirm the
story. George agreed to go to Missouri
to see what he could come up with.

The meeting broke up with Jack
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The “Face the Nation™ appearan.
NOW {D0K On ever gieater impor 2
since Davis had emerged as the source
and claimed that Jack was usin.
mation imparted four R :
The show was to be broaduast at nocn
but was taped 90 minutes carlier,
Shortly after efeven, Opal calicd.

“Jack apologzed to Eagicton,” she
said. “And he accepied it gractously
and praised Jack for his ‘moral charac-
ter.” #

“That’s great,” [ sard. “Burt how do
you know?!”

“I just heard a2 slice of it on the
CBS radio news at cieven.” she suid
“It sounded great.”

When my wife, Clare, and 1 tuncd
in at noon, we were expecting to
watch some very tavorable devetop-
ments. And the show began much as
the radio report had indicated. Jack
asked Eagleton some other questions.
then began the following exchange:

“This is the first time I’ve hud
chance to face you,” he said. “and !
do owe you an apology. I've always
told my reporters, Senator, that a fact
doesn’t become a fact for our column
until we can prove it. Now | violated
my own rule, and  want vou aid the
nation to know that I violated it

Jack went on with some cxplana-
tory remarks about how he had gotion
the story, but he concluded by saying,
“I went ahead with 2 story thut |
should not have gone ahead with and
that was unfair to you, and you have
niy apology.”

“Well,” responded Eagieton, “let
me say, Mr. Anderson, that the truc
test of moral character is, I guess. tn
admit when one makes a mistake. .

It takes quite a man to go on nation-

years oa

wide television to say he made .
mistake and I commend you for you.
courage.”

Clarc and 1 were shaking our heads
in relief and elation. It could not Lave
gone better. A humble apology and 4
gracious accepiance.

But the next thing we knew. the
subiject had been raised again and Juo!
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was taiking.

“1 wish I could retract completely
the story and say there’s nothing 1o it
I can’t—I cannot in good conscicnce
do that.”

[ had repcatedly urged Jack tosay
nothing about retraction. jusi to
apologize and let that speak for itself.
But he had raised it and he was giving
Eagleton a lengthy explanation of
why he couldn’t “retract the story
completely.”

“I cannot do that yet,”” he said.
“My conscience won’t allow me
to....”

Eagleton, incredulous, began to
question Jack about why he could not
retract, and Jack responded with
reasons why he still thought there
were unanswered questions raised by
information he had obtained from
sources.

“...they have given me specific
incidents which I would like to go
over with you. In addition, The
St. Louis Post-Dispatch has quoted a
former Missouri official as saying that
he personally stopped you three
times—"’

“Nothing to do with drunken
driving,” Eagleton protested. ‘“That
was never mentioned.”

“Well,” said Jack, “I would like to
exhaust these. I really would prefer to
retract everything right here. but I
cannot retract a story that still hasn’t

been pursued to a tinal end. ..

I was stunned. Clare and | ooked
at cach other in horror. Jack had
scemed (o be out of trouble bul now
he had gone so far to make clear that
his apology wasn't « retraction that it
sounded as if he had rotracted the
apology.

The phone rung. It was
“What did you think?” he said.

“Well, it was fine,” | stuimmered
“But I wish you hadn’t brougit the
whole thing up all over again.”

“Believe me,” he said.
tempted not to. That would hu e been
the easiest thing to do. But | think |
did the right thing.”

There was no use arguing, “Well. |
hope so,” I said.

What 1 hoped, of course. was that
the apology part of the show wouid
overshadow all the other ddis ussion
And Monday morning’s papers sec med
to indicate that it might. Juck 2nd
Eagleton were shown togother in the
studio after the show in a front-page
picture in The Washington Post. The
Post’s story mentioned the retra tion
disagreement but placed moie en-
phasis on the apology.

Still, though, a number ol oti;
newsmen told me they thoucht Juok
had acted terribly on the shouw | had
to agree. Invoking conscicnice as justi-
fication for clinging to this discredited
story was outrageous.

But on Tuesday, The Wastungton
Post criticized Jack as he had aever
been criticized before. In an editoriu!
entitled “‘Jack Auaderson™
‘Apology,” 7 the Posr said that Jack
had revealed “‘some very peculiar s
unsatisfactory notions concernirg
journalistic responsibility --and  <onie
absolutely bizarre notions conc.
‘conscience.’ ”” The editorial v
“Having first invoked oo
pressures as an excuse for o,

Jack.
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and kagleton pave his answers - all of
them deninis. of course.  Cutside

Eagleton’s office. Jack walked up to g
baticry of microphiones and television
cameras to eznnounce ihat he was
giving a “full retraction” of his story.

The next morning, he went on the
“Toduy’® o and repeated  the
Oddy™ show and repeated the

retraction in 20-minute, mea-culpa
interview with Frank McGee.

I admired Jack for taking his
medicine puliichy. But [ felt that |
hadn’t been dealing with the same
man | had known the past several
vears. There was something about his
compulsion o come up with a story
on FEagleton, about his stubbomness
in backing away, and lus insensitivity
to his own standards that was unta-
miliar and unexpected. [t seemed that
Jack had had an upside-down reaction
to his own success. Instead of feeling
more secure, he felt more compelled.
And once he had slipped, it was more
difficult than ever to accept the
humiliation of admitting the error.

Certainly, | thought Jack had
behaved disgracefully in the Eagleton
affair. But in the end, he had faced
the facts and taken his  lumps--
publicly. And Eagleton, whatever he
said, did not lose his place on the
Democratic ticket because of Jack’s
unsubstantiated charge. He lost it
because of his own misjudgment of
the mental-illness issue and the insis-
tence of the Democratic party hier-
archy that someone without such a
history take his place. Eagleton had
not been damaged by Jack’s charge
for more than 24 hours. Then the

posttion of fame and -
before achioved by ¢
nalist and. almost

allegation became a sympathy factor
and actually helped him generate
stipport.
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