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Fairness 
-"THE SIMPLE TRUTH" 

On Wednesday, August 16, 1973, the President of the United 
States addressed the American people: 

"I had no prior knowledge of the Watergate Break-In; I nei-
ther took, part in nor knew about any of the subsequent 
cover-up activities, I neither authorized nor encouraged 
subordinates to engage in illegal or improper campaign 
tactics ... 

That was and that is the simple truth." 
The President has indeed spoken "the simple truth;" he is in-

nocent and he said so —simply and directly. Under the American 
system of justice an innocent man need do no more. As the Presi-
dent put it: 

"In all the millions of words of testimony (before the Ervin 
Committee), there is not the slightest suggestion that I had 
any knowledge of the planning for the Watergate Break-In. 
As for the cover-up, my statement has been challenged, by 
only one of the 35 witnesses who appeared—a witness 
who offered no evidence beyond his own impressions, and 
whose testimony has been contradicted by every other wit-
ness in a position to know the facts. 

• This too is "the simple truth." 

THE RESPONSE: FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC 
The President's speech was aimed at clarification—at putting 

Watergate in perspective. The reaction from the major media—
television, radio and thepress—was immediate and savage. The 
President's image had scarcely faded from the screen when 
breathless and eager commentators appeared to tell us what the 
President had said and why we should not believe it. But before 
we review the strange media reaction in this country, let us, like 
the President "put things in perspective," The uniqueness otthe 
American media's outlook on all issues involving Richard Nixon 
can best be seen in contrast to the World Press reaction to the 
speech. On Friday, August 17, The London Times editorialized as 
follows: 

"The first respones in the United States to President Nix-
on's speech is reported (in the American Press) to have 
been lukewarm. That was predictable." 

But the Times goes on to express its own view: 
"His (Nixon's) reaffirmation of his innocence last night; 
which must be accepted unless proved otherwise, sug-
gests that he believes the threat of impeachment is now 
behind him. 
The question of the tapes remains . . . the President is on 
firm ground when he claims executive privilege . • . a 
principle widely accepted by the American people, the 
Congress and the Supreme Court . . and his appeal to get 
on with the urgent business of the nation will not go un-
'heard. 
Senator Ervin and his committee have had more than their 
day in court, or before the television cameras, they have 
had twelve weeks without producing any evidence.. .alle-
gations that the President was personally implicated in il-
legalities or in the obstruction of justice have not been 
corroboarted." 

And in a front-page article in that same issue, The London 
Times concluded that: 

"Americans, (have) seen the President face up to the issue 
with calmness and moderation, with all the dignify;they ex-
pect of their President." 

The measured and thoughtful response of The London Times to 
Mr. Nixon's remarks stands in stark contrast to the vitriolic out 

 pourings from our domestic media. Contrary to The London 
Times' hope, Mr. Nixon's "appeal to get on with the urgent busi-

ness of the nation" has been largely unheard by our media. A 
decision has clearly been made by the anti-administration press 
that the nation will not be permitted to turn from Watergate. 



Their shrill attacks on the Nixon speeCh have made it plain for 
any who may have doubted that the media will not rest until Mr. 
Nixon is so shamed and disgraced that he will be unable to gov-
ern the nation. 

The president's quiet dignity before the cameras and the 
American people clearly sent his media enemies into a collec-
tive tantrum. In their frenzy to tear the speech apart they'have 
gone far beyond the bounds of rationality.'Their claim that Mr. 
Nixon's speech was evasive does not accord with what we all 
heard on our televisions. Mr. Dean says that at their September 
15 meeting, he "supposed" that the President knew about the 
cover-up. The President spoke directly to this point: 

"On September 15, the day'the seven were indicted, I met 
with John Dean, the White House counsel. He gave me no 
reason whatever to believe that any others were guilty. I 
assumed that the indictments of only the seven by the 
Grand Jury confirmed the reports he had been giving me to 
that effect . . . (that there were no others involved) 
throughout the summer." 

What more could the President possibly say on this subject? 
He made clear that Mr. Dean's alleged assumption was incor-
rect. Mr. Nixon did (tot and could not, have known about the 
cover-up precisely because Dean had been misleading him all 

. summer into the belief that only the seven burglars were in-
volved in the break-in. The President is corroborated in this mat-
ter by any number of witnesses who have so testified; Dean's 
statement stands as it stood three months ago totally without evi-
dence or corroboration by others. 

And yet the media has clearly chosen to believe Dean—a man 
mired in conspiracy, obstruction of justice and probable embetz-
lement—rather than accept the word of the President of the 
United States. 

By what rules of honesty or decency are such decisions 
made? Obviously the media is motivated by other,  considerations. 
To them Watergate has become the major battle in the war to de-
stroy the man who is the first President since Harry Truman to 
publicly challenge their prefnesions to fairness and, objectivity. 
Nixon must be ruined; and to this end all rules of decency and '- 
honesty are abandoned. 

THE TAPES 

The foremost example of media hypocricy and inconsistency 
in the Watergate Affair is their "outrage" at the President's re-
fusal to release his ,private tapes. The New York Times has led 
the pack in pursuit of this issue, and yet in 1961, the Times sang 
a very different tune. Commenting on the unauthorized release of 
records of presidential conferences, the Times complained: 

"The secrecy of one of the highest organs of the U.S. Gov-
ernment has been seriously breached. How can advisors 
to the President be expected to give advice freely and eas-
ily and at all times honestly and with complete integrity if 
they have to worry about what their arguments will look 
like in print an few weeks later? What kind of advice can 
the President expect to get under such circumstances?" 

Where the Times zealously defended the confidentiality of 
President Kennedy's conversations, they now demand with equal 
zeal that President Nixon be denied the right to confer with his 
aides in comparable privacy. The Times and its allies know that 
the. President cannot release excerpts of the tapes. Suppose the 
President made the September 15 tape public and it proved Mr. 
Dean to be lying? Would not Dean's lawyers have the right, even 
the obligation to their client, to demand the release of all the 
tapes on the grounds that a man cannot be condemned on evi-
dence taken out of context? Thus the release of one section of 
one tape might well necessitate the release of all tapes in the 
President's possession, totally destroying for generations to 
come the principle of executive privilege. The result would be an 
executive branch so emasculated as to undermine the present 
balance of powers and create a radically new governmental, bal-
ance in Washington with all real power vested in the Congress. 

Such a situation existed almost continuously in our country 
from 1868 to 1932; a period during which a chronically weak 
presidency created a climate of governmental mediocrity and 
stagnation to which no reasonable man would desire to return. 
Knowing all this, the media continues to encourage the people to 
believe that Mr. Nixon's defense of presidential privacy _con-
demns him as guilty of  some wrongdoing. Considering The 
Times' past position on this issue, it is difficult to take seriously , 
their denunciations of the President's argument. Clearly they.are 
not after Mr. Nixon's tapes; they are after Mr. Nixon. 

Following the President's speech and the immediate media 
barrage, members of the Ervin Committee were interviewed. 
Only too willing to help the press sow doubt and confusion, 
Chairman Ervin declared the addreis to be "a rehash" and re-
newed his demand for the tapes "if they have not been altered." 
Senator Montoya declared flatly: "The President knows more 
than he said." 

These two, having failed over a period of three months to 
make any case whatever against the President still persist in 
their shameful tactics of groundless accusation, innuendo and 
smear against the chief executive of our country. 

If Mr. Nixon had changed his story between May 22 and August 
16, Ervin would doubtless have accused him of deviousness and 
dishonesty. As it is, the President has declared his innocence 
once again—and this is called a rehash! Just what did they ex-
pect him to say? How could he give "details" of the cover-up if 
the whole burden of his statement is that he was unaware of it? 
The truth does net change over a three month period. Mr, Nixon 
is innocent. He said so then; he says so now. There is no evi-
dence to the contrary, Ervin and company notwithstanding. And 
this was and, is the simple truth., 

These men and their media allies are determined to bury that 
truth along with Richard Nixon. By endlessly repeating their di-
singenuous call for the tapes; by repeatedly claiming that "the 
President has not responded to the charges" when lie has al-
ready done so three times since April; by piling accusation upon 
Accusation in their frenzy to bring down this man they fear and 
despise; by relying not on evidence—which they do not have—
but on the tactic of the "big lie" which, repeated often and 
loudly enough, becomes accepted as truth—by all these means, 
unfair and foul, they seek to bludgeon to death the simple truth. 

But, if they succeed, it will be because We, The People, have 
allowed it, have permitted these vengeful men to turn us from a 
calm and objective viewing of the evidence, to a blind, emotional 
acceptance of the baseless yet permeating atmosphere of scan-
dal and guilt which they have so skillfully created. 

We urge you to join with us in resisting the merchants of fear 
and discord and, in President Nixon's words, reaffirm, 

"Our dedication to the principles' of decency, honor and 
respect for the institutions that have sustained our nation's 
progress." 

The gross inequity to which our "Appeal for Fairness" is sub-
jected may perhaps be explained in dollars and cents. We paid 
the Washington Post $1.89 per agate line, over THREE THOUSAND 
DOLLARS for this space in an attempt to overcome the enormous 
free space given toward the defamation of the President and the 
Presidency. It's like trying to put out a forest fire with a mouthful 
of water. IS THAT FAIR? 

WE, THE PEOPLE, must demonstrate to the world that we have 
not panicked, that we have not allowed Watergate to destory our 
sense of balance and proportion, and, most importantly, that 
when our President carries out the vital foreign and domestic 
duties of his high office—as he has continued tole through this 
crisis--he does so with the support and confidence of the nation 
behind him. We have grown from a committee of eighteen to over 
ten thousand nationally within two weeks. GIVE US THE TOOLS 
AND TOGETHER WE WILL DO THE JOB. 

LET US HEAR FROM YOU. THIS IS THE TIME FOR FAIR-MINDED 
AMERICANS TO SPEAK OUT IN DEFENSE OF THE PRINCIPLES WHICH 
HAVE BUILT AND SUSTAINED OUR FREE SOCIETY. 
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