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Richard Nixon’s Own Deep Throat
By Max Holland

The Washington Post’s supposedly best-kept secret during its Watergate coverage—the identity
of its inside source—was no secret to Richard Nixon

When W. Mark Felt unmasked himself as Deep Throat, in May 2005, the ballyhoo was
dampened by a distinct feeling of anticlimax. As the FBI’s number two man in 1972, Felt
was the first real suspect: speculations that he had been Washington Post reporter Bob
Woodward’s über-source appeared in print as early as 1974. And despite 30 years of
denials, he never lost his status as the most likely leaker in most observers’ eyes. His
eventual admission was less a thunderbolt than a confirmation of what was already
widely believed.[1]
Much more surprising is that the Nixon White House knew about Felt, with a degree of
certainty far beyond mere suspicion, almost from the start. On October 19, 1972, H. R.
“Bob” Haldeman, Nixon’s chief of staff, told the president that Felt was the Post’s
primary source. This conversation was revealed in November 1996, when the National
Archives released the so-called “abuse of governmental power” tapes.[2] In hindsight, it
should have been seen as an important clue about Deep Throat’s identity. However, it
received little attention, probably because it conflicted with the popular narrative of the
scandal, which holds that Felt was both principled and incognito.[3]
Haldeman, of course, turned out to be right, which begs the question: how did he
know? The answer is that the White House had its own secret sources, including one who
had access to The Washington Post’s inner workings. We might think of him as Nixon’s
Deep Throat.
Uncovering the identity of this Deep Throat is a thornier matter. While it was one of
the lawyers working for or in proximity to the Post on Watergate-related matters, apart
from that fact, it may be that nothing more definitive can ever be said. Even so, exploring
the possibilities one by one helps illuminate how Washington worked then, and probably
how it still really works. As Benjamin Franklin once observed about keeping
confidences, “Three may keep a secret, if two of them are dead.”
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What Haldeman Knew
On October 10, 1972, The Washington Post published what Woodward would later
describe as “perhaps [the] most important” Watergate story he and Carl Bernstein ever
wrote.[4] Stretching over three columns on the upper right quadrant of the front page, the
piece began,
FBI agents have established that the Watergate bugging incident stemmed from a massive campaign
of political spying and sabotage conducted on behalf of President Nixon’s re-election and directed by
officials of the White House and the Committee for the Re-election of the President.

Until then, the Post’s coverage had been piecemeal and inchoate: a steady drip of
articles with intriguing information but unclear implications, whose ins and outs could be
followed only by dedicated lawyers or political junkies. The October 10 story was the
first to put the break-in in context. With it, Watergate became a story of national
import.[5]
Nine days later, Nixon and Haldeman had a desultory but revealing afternoon
conversation about Watergate coverage. Nixon had sensed for weeks that someone,
somewhere, was supplying the Post with its incremental but relentless scoops.[6] The FBI
was high on his list of suspects, even though several factors argued against its
involvement. L. Patrick Gray, the acting director since J. Edgar Hoover’s death in May
1972, was beholden to Nixon for his appointment, and the Bureau had a reputation for
discipline insofar as sensitive White House matters were concerned. It seemed especially
hard to conceive that the FBI would leak information contrary to the interests of a
president who seemed certain to win re-election a month hence. But Haldeman’s
information, captured on the president’s voice-activated tape recorder, left little doubt.
NIXON: You know . . . materials are leaked out of the FBI. Why the hell can’t [Patrick] Gray tell us
what the hell is left? [You] know what I mean?
HALDEMAN: We know what’s left.
NIXON: [Did you] read the file?
HALDEMAN: We know what’s left, and we know what’s leaked, and we know who the leak is.
NIXON: Is it . . . somebody in the FBI?
HALDEMAN: Yes, sir.
NIXON: How’d you find out?
HALDEMAN: Through . . . a full circle through the—
NIXON: [Justice] Department?
HALDEMAN: —place where it’s come from. The FBI doesn’t know who [the leak] is. Gray doesn’t
[know] who the leak is, but we do . . . and it’s very high up.
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NIXON: Somebody . . . next to Gray?
HALDEMAN: Mark Felt.
NIXON: [puzzled] Now why the hell would he do that?[7]

The conversation meandered for more than 12 minutes before Nixon again pressed
Haldeman about how he had learned of the leak. The chief of staff explained the
information had come from an “official in the publication who knows where the reporter
in the publication is getting his stuff.” The official, Haldeman said, was a “legal guy”
whose knowledge “came directly from the reporter.”
HALDEMAN: I believe he’s a former Justice Department man or a former FBI man.
NIXON: So who made the contact with him?
HALDEMAN: He made the contact here with . . . with a guy at the Justice Department.
NIXON: Why did he do that?
HALDEMAN: Because he knows what the problem is. He has been extremely concerned about it. He
is a former FBI man. He knows that the FBI is leaking to a reporter in his publication.
NIXON: What does he think about it?
HALDEMAN: He’s going berserk about it. So he has told the guy at Justice, who he knows, what . . .
what the route is. He said, “I think you oughta know this, and I don’t know what you can do about
him . . . and how can you handle him.”
The guy at Justice told [White House counsel] John Dean. He has not told anybody else, including
[Attorney General Richard] Kleindienst or Pat Gray, because he’s afraid that either of them might
react in such a way as to do more harm than good.[8]

Taking Haldeman’s description at face value, Nixon’s Deep Throat was a lawyer with
access to the Post newsroom, perhaps one involved in vetting Watergate-related stories.
Because of a background in the Justice Department or the FBI, the lawyer was perturbed
by Felt’s disclosure of information from a highly sensitive investigation. He may also
have believed (although Haldeman made no allusion to this scenario) that the Post’s
investigation was tainted by partisanship or ideology—as Richard Harwood, the Post’s
assistant managing editor, was suggesting internally.[9]
Although, as noted, the Nixon/Haldeman exchange was largely ignored when the tape
was released, it did capture the attention of the person who had the most reason to be
curious—and furious—about the leak from inside the Post. In The Secret Man, his 2005
book about his relationship with Felt, Woodward alludes to the conversation and what it
signified.
On October 19, [1972], I moved the flowerpot back, hoping to set a meeting that night in Rosslyn
[with Felt].
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That same afternoon, as we would learn years later, Nixon met in his hideaway office in the
Executive Office Building with Haldeman. . . . Haldeman reported that he had learned authoritatively
from his own secret source . . . that there was a leak in the FBI. . . .
[When] Nixon pressed for the White House’s source . . . Haldeman said the information came to
them from some “legal guy,” presumably someone who worked at the Post . . . .
This meant that we at the Post perhaps had our own Deep Throat problem, someone who was
leaking information to the Justice Department and the White House about our sources. We never
found out who might have been providing information from the Post, but the White House
apparently came very close to establishing that one of our sources was Felt.[10]

Although this description seems indicative of an internal inquiry, Woodward told me
recently that “There was no effort to find out who might have been that source that I
know of.”[11] Indeed, the October 19 conversation has been treated almost as if were
apocryphal. Only in 2005 did the Post itself take note of it, in an article pointing toward a
figure who was not even involved in the Post’s legal affairs in 1972.[12] Even Woodward
attached enough qualifiers to the incident to effectively discount it (consider, for instance,
the tentativeness in his remark that “We never found out who might [emphasis added]
have been providing information from the Post”).
Others at the Post have expressed deep skepticism. As Harry Rosenfeld, the assistant
managing editor for metropolitan news in 1972, put it during a 2007 interview, “It’s not
that I don’t believe [Haldeman and Nixon] said it. [It’s that] I don’t believe what they
said.”[13]
Rosenfeld did not believe that any lawyer he knew at the Post would do such a thing;
and he did not believe a legal person at the Post could have known the identity of
Woodward’s best source. After all, that knowledge had been expressly denied even to the
three editors involved in the Watergate stories from the beginning: Rosenfeld, managing
editor Howard Simons, and special Watergate editor Barry Sussman.[14] As of October
10, only Ben Bradlee, the Post’s executive editor, had any detailed information about
Deep Throat, namely, his “job, experience, access, and expertise”—everything, in other
words, except his name.[15]
But in the end, these doubts do not outweigh the facts, as expressed not just in the
October 19 recording but in many subsequent taped White House conversations. An
alleged source at the Post correctly fingered Mark Felt as the source of the leaks to the
newspaper within days of the seminal October 10 story. This is, to say the least, strong
evidence that Nixon’s Deep Throat existed.
Furthermore, the gist of the October 19 conversation has been corroborated by the only
living person in the chain of those said to have conveyed the information—John Dean,
the executive secretary, in effect, of the cover-up. Dean says that the “guy at Justice” who
told him about Mark Felt was Henry E. Petersen, then the assistant attorney general in
charge of the Criminal Division. “I got [the information] from Petersen and gave it to
HRH [Haldeman], who could have gotten it from no one else,” he wrote in an email two
years ago. Petersen “told me he had learned from an attorney close to the Post . . . that
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Felt was leaking . . . and Petersen was worried that it could impact [the Justice
Department’s] ability to prosecute.”[16]
Dean could not recall exactly when Petersen spoke to him about Felt, but given the
White House’s agitation over the leaks to the paper, it seems unlikely that Dean would
have delayed passing the information on to Haldeman. This in turn suggests that the leak
from inside the Post was connected with the newspaper’s ground-breaking October 10
story, to which Felt was instrumental.[17]
After this point, the trail becomes less clear. Henry Petersen died in 1991, before the
National Archives released the October 19 conversation, so he was never asked about the
matter. And so a number of figures must be considered as possibilities in the search for
Nixon’s Deep Throat. Some will, of course, appear likelier than others; but it is worth
remembering that our nation’s capital is a place where personal bonds and institutional
loyalties sometimes prompt people to act in the most unexpected, seemingly inexplicable,
ways.

All The Post’s Legal Men
The literal interpretation of a “legal guy” at the Post would be the paper’s in-house
counsel, or perhaps the general counsel of The Washington Post Company, the corporate
entity that oversaw subsidiaries, including the Post, Newsweek, and a number of radio
and television stations around the country. In the fall of 1972, two lawyers fit that
description: Gerald W. Siegel, who had joined the newspaper in 1961 as vice president
and counsel, and Alan R. Finberg, the general counsel of the Washington Post Company
since 1971.
Neither man is a very likely candidate for Nixon’s Deep Throat. For starters, neither
was ever employed by the Justice Department or FBI.[18] In addition, Finberg, who died
in 1995, primarily supplied legal advice to managers of the Post Company’s operating
units. Because his office was in the Newsweek building in New York, he was not privy to
Post scuttlebutt. Siegel, who died in 2000, did work at the newspaper’s office in
Washington, but he focused on such things as labor negotiations and the paper’s land and
business acquisitions. Most important of all, according to both Harry Rosenfeld and
Barry Sussman, neither Finberg nor Siegel was involved in any of the legal issues that
cropped up during the Post’s coverage of Watergate in the late summer and early fall of
1972.
Their lack of involvement was not unusual: the Post turned to outside legal counsel
whenever freedom of the press issues arose.
Until 1971, that counsel had been Royall, Koegel & Wells. But after the Post followed
The New York Times’s lead and published the Pentagon Papers—a key moment for the
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newspaper, its “coming of age,” as David Halberstam later put it—the firm lost the Post’s
confidence and eventually its business.[19]
Beginning in 1972, the Post retained Williams, Connolly & Califano, a local firm that
specialized in litigating criminal and civil cases. It was something of an odd choice, as
media law was well outside its expertise. But name partner Edward Bennett Williams had
long craved the Post as a client because of the stability it promised and power it radiated.
He had lured Joseph Califano away from a much larger firm with this express purpose in
mind, and the two were of like mind about the mission. When the Post’s publisher,
Katharine Graham, ordered the switch to Williams, Connolly in December 1971, it was
an
enormous
plum
for
the
relatively
small
firm.[20]
Two aspects of Califano’s background make him at least a superficial fit with
Haldeman’s description of the “legal guy” leaking to Henry Petersen. Califano had been a
lawyer in the Defense Department during the administration of John F. Kennedy—not at
the Justice Department or FBI, true, but at least in the Executive branch. And he was
involved in clearing the Post’s Watergate stories from the start, making him one of the
few people who might have known early on about the FBI leak.[21] According to James
Mann, a Post metro reporter in 1972 who worked with Woodward on some of the earliest
stories, Woodward was quite open with those directly involved in the Watergate
coverage, speaking about “my source at the FBI” or “my friend at the FBI” and “making
it plain that this was a special, and unusually well-placed, source.”[22]
But on closer inspection, the case for Califano as the leaker is implausible, even after
granting the fact that his government legal experience does not match Haldeman’s
description very well. In addition to the ethical breach involved, it is unlikely that
Califano would have jeopardized the prestige and billable hours that came from being
counsel to The Washington Post, the client he and Williams had worked so assiduously to
obtain. Then, too, one must consider his close friendships with Howard Simons and Ben
Bradlee, bonds that pre-dated his position as the Post’s lawyer. It would also be hard to
identify a more partisan attorney in 1972. Califano, who had also served in the Johnson
administration, was eager for the Democrats to retake the White House (although he had
little enthusiasm for Senator George McGovern, the Democratic nominee). And he was
deeply enmeshed in party affairs as the lawyer for the Democratic National Committee
(DNC), which had filed a civil lawsuit promptly after the break-in. In fact, it was in this
capacity as the DNC’s lawyer that his involvement in the Watergate story began.[23]
If Califano would not conceivably have done anything to thwart the Post’s coverage,
then who at Williams, Connolly might have? In May 2007, when I asked him about the
October 19 Nixon-Haldeman conversation, Califano said he had never even heard about
it before. “I have no idea who that would be. I mean, I have no idea . . . ” he emphasized.
“I certainly knew nothing about it at the time.”[24]
A bevy of Williams, Connolly partners and associates worked on Post or Watergaterelated legal issues during the summer and fall of 1972, ranging from Williams to
Gregory Craig, now President Obama’s White House counsel but then fresh out of Yale
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Law School. However, a cross-check of the Martindale-Hubbell Law Directory for
1972/73 shows that only two had worked for any arm of the US government before
joining the firm. One was John G. Kester, who was deputy assistant secretary of the
Army during Nixon’s first term, and the other was Harold Ungar, who worked for the
Department of Justice from 1943 to 1953.
Both Kester, who is currently of counsel at Williams & Connolly (as it is now known),
and Ungar, who died in 1985, served as counsel in the DNC’s civil suit; neither was
involved in vetting Post stories. Still, one can imagine a scenario whereby Ungar, who
more closely fits Haldeman’s description of the “legal guy,” might have become aware of
the information about Felt informally. To sketch out this scenario, we must first flesh out
the portrait of Edward Bennett Williams.
As noted earlier, Woodward gave Ben Bradlee, and Bradlee alone, salient details about
Deep Throat. That had occurred the day the October 10 centerpiece story was published;
Bradlee wanted to know first-hand how the stories had been put together and where the
information was coming from. Or as Bradlee explained with aplomb to his cub reporter
over lunch (Bernstein was out of town), “our cocks are on the chopping block now and I
just want to know a little more about this.”[25]
Bradlee, in turn, was a very close friend of Williams; he sought his non-legal advice
many times as coverage of the Watergate scandal progressed, and Williams more than
once bucked Bradlee up when he expressed doubts about the unfolding story or concern
that it might be an elaborate hoax. As Bradlee wrote in his 1995 memoir, in reference to a
Watergate-related development, “I had no idea what to do except—as usual—talk with
Ed Williams.”[26]
Along with his other larger-than-life attributes, Williams was an inveterate gatherer
of inside information; he “wanted to know everyone’s secrets,” as Sally Quinn, Ben
Bradlee’s wife, once put it. If anyone in Washington was capable of piecing together
scant details and coming up with Felt’s name, it was Williams. There was a reason why
he was the best criminal attorney in town. “Ed had wonderful antennae,” said J. Alan
Galbraith, a now-retired Williams & Connolly partner who was involved in the
Watergate civil suit. In late 1972, Galbraith recalled, Williams “assured me . . . they were
talking about us in the Oval Office . . . [and] basically, what he told me they were saying
about us was what turned out to be on the [Nixon] tapes, to my astonishment.”[27]
All the considerations that rule out Califano as the leaker also apply to Williams, along
with a few more. Williams never worked for the US government; and while it was not
unknown for him to skirt the boundaries of legal ethics, he invariably acted on behalf of
his clients, never in violation of their interests or confidences. What cannot be ruled out is
that Williams may have shared information with Harold Ungar, who worked closely with
him on the DNC lawsuit—unaware, perhaps, of the potential impact of such a disclosure
on someone who, like Ungar, had spent a decade toiling at the Justice Department.[28]
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Without real evidence surfacing, though, it cannot be proved that Ungar, or any
Williams, Connolly attorney, did something both ethically questionable and contrary to a
highly-prized client’s interests.[29] Actually, it would have been contrary to two clients’
interest, given that the law firm represented the DNC as well as the Post. As it turned out,
the fact of its dual representation opened the door to yet another attorney’s involvement
in the late summer of 1972.

A Conflict of Interest Realized
Williams had an exceptionally relaxed notion, especially for a lawyer, about what
constituted a conflict of interest. As Califano wrote, Williams “always stretched to the
limit the number of clients we could represent in a particular matter without finding a
conflict.” But as the scandal unraveled, representing both the Post and the DNC became
untenable, at least for the newspaper.[30]
On June 20, three days after the break-in, Califano had announced Williams, Connolly
would be representing the DNC in a million-dollar civil lawsuit against the burglars, the
Committee to Re-elect the President (CRP), and “unnamed others” for conspiring to
violate the civil and constitutional rights of the Democrats. Standing beside him was the
DNC chairman, Larry O’Brien, who stated without hesitation (and without any evidence,
as yet) that the White House, if not the president himself, would be found ultimately
responsible for the break-in. O’Brien’s assertion ensured that media coverage of
Watergate would be politically charged, and nowhere more so than at the Post, because
of its reputation as a liberal newspaper and its relationship with Williams, Connolly.[31]
The first hearing on the suit took place less than a week later. The CRP’s attorney,
Kenneth W. Parkinson, immediately raised the issue of Williams, Connolly’s ties to the
Post. After pointing out that, although the American Bar Association’s code of ethics
made it improper for lawyers to discuss a pending case with reporters, the DNC’s counsel
had already been quoted in the press, Parkinson observed, “I also understand that there is
some relationship between Mr. Williams’s firm and the Washington Post Newspaper
Company.”[32]
Over time, an ineradicable suspicion grew within GOP circles, including the White
House, that Williams, Connolly lawyers were fueling the Post’s coverage. Under this
scenario, the Post was still digging into Watergate, when the rest of the media had largely
given up, because Williams was funneling information gained through the lawsuit to the
paper’s editors and/or reporters. As the RNC chairman, Senator Bob Dole (Kansas),
famously asked during a 20-minute, blistering attack on the Post in late October, “Does it
not seem strange that Mr. E. B. Williams, the Democrats’ unpaid attorney in the
Watergate civil trial, is also the attorney for The Washington Post ?”[33]
Ben Bradlee has consistently denied that there was any cross-pollination between the
lawsuit and the newspaper’s dogged pursuit of the Watergate story; an impermeable
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wall supposedly separated the two efforts.[34] For the most part, of course, his assertion is
true—after all, with Mark Felt in its hip pocket, the paper hardly needed information
from Williams. But on at least one occasion, Williams ordered an attorney from the firm
to leak a sensational development to Woodward and Bernstein.
On August 5, Williams had sent J. Alan Galbraith to North Haven, Connecticut to
interview Alfred C. Baldwin III. A former FBI agent, Baldwin had been responsible for
monitoring the electronic bugs installed in DNC headquarters and preparing the
transcripts that eventually reached the in-box of Jeb Magruder, the CRP’s deputy
director. Baldwin’s willingness to talk was the first real break in the case; his testimony
provided the first direct proof of E. Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy’s complicity in
the break-in, and he later became the government’s chief witness against the burglars.
Besides establishing the link between the bugging and the Nixon re-election campaign,
Baldwin also supplied a crucial factual correction: on June 17, the burglars were entering
DNC premises for the second time.[35]
Galbraith gave Williams a detailed memo about his meeting with Baldwin. Then, “on
Ed’s instruction,” as Galbraith recently recalled, he leaked the information to Bernstein
and Woodward. Despite the authority of the source, the reporters were intent on
following their customary two-source rule. “They told me they’d corroborate [Baldwin’s
story] with their source at the FBI,” Galbraith told me this fall.[36] The result was another
front-page story. Appearing on September 11, it disclosed, without naming Baldwin, that
a “self-described participant has [given] Democratic investigators” a detailed account of
the electronic surveillance of DNC headquarters.[37]
This scoop made real the conflict-of-interest that had existed in theory since late June.
Even before it was published, however, Post editors had taken steps to put a little more
distance between their paper and Williams, Connolly. With the depositions of more than
a dozen CRP officials about to begin the first week in September, it had become
increasingly problematic, legally and journalistically, for the same law firm to represent
the DNC and counsel the Post. If nothing was done about this conflict, it risked giving
credence to Republicans’ charge that with respect to Watergate, the Post was little more
than an appendage of the Democratic Party.
And so the paper recused Williams, Connolly from vetting Watergate stories until the
civil suit was settled. Since the arrangement was meant to be temporary, instead of hiring
a new Washington lawyer the Post turned to an in-house attorney at a sister publication,
Newsweek magazine.[38]

Mr. Smith Goes to Washington
Edward L. Smith had studied at Columbia University’s Graduate School of Journalism
and worked as an AP reporter and editor before deciding to go into law. He worked his
way through NYU Law School while still with the AP, graduating in 1961. His first job
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with a media company was at The New York Times, which he joined in 1968. He left the
Times in 1971 to join Newsweek as an associate counsel. Smith also had some experience
working in the government. From 1963 to 1966, he served as an assistant US attorney for
the Southern District of New York’s Civil Division—in other words, he was a former
Justice Department lawyer.[39]
Smith, who is now a partner with the small New York firm of Rockett & Smith,
recalled in a 2008 interview that his role in the Post’s Watergate stories began around
Labor Day of 1972. Essentially, he replaced Joe Califano as the primary lawyer
responsible for clearing articles for publication.[40] In late August, he came down to
Washington for a few days in order to get up to speed.
“I had lunch, I remember, with Bradlee and Howie Simons,” Smith said. “They gave
me this whole stack of clippings—everything that had been published up to that point
about what was going on [with] Watergate.” After spending a few hours going through
the stack, Smith went back to Simons. “Well, what do you think?” asked the Post’s
managing editor. “I gotta tell you, it’s really one jigsaw puzzle to me,” Smith responded.
“You got a piece here, you got a piece there, [but] it doesn’t seem to tie together
anywhere. Isn’t there some way you could make up some sort of a chart or diagram to see
how these things fit?” Smith recalls that Simons replied, “Well, we tried that. But
everything led right to the White House and we didn’t have enough to substantiate that.”
That’s how early his involvement began, Smith said, because the whole thing wasn’t
“unravel[ling] very neatly, like the skin of onion.” Smith’s recollection here, of course,
jibes with the nature of the Post’s coverage in the late summer; as noted, it was not until
the October 10 story that the “first outline of the true scope of the Watergate conspiracy”
(as Bradlee characterized the article) appeared.[41]
At some point after his lunch with Bradlee and Simons, Smith also got together with
the Post’s Watergate reportorial specialists. “Well, you have to meet Woodward and
Bernstein,” he was told, so he did. “Nobody had heard of Woodward [or Bernstein] . . .
they were just a couple of kids at that point, and I remember I took them to lunch at the
Madison Hotel,” Smith said. “I can’t tell you how delighted they were that somebody was
buying them lunch. [Again], that’s how early on this whole thing was.”[42]
In the end, Smith did not actually review many stories. Part of the problem was that he
was still working out of Newsweek’s New York offices. In addition, Smith recalled, Post
editors had fairly stringent rules that had to be met before anything Watergate-related
could even be considered for publication; concerns about libel once stories reached
publication were therefore not that great. The only specific story Smith could recall
vetting was an October 25, 1972 article that tied Haldeman to the CRP’s cash fund—the
same account used to pay Liddy, one of the masterminds behind the break-in. It was a
difficult story to vet, in part because Smith was in New York and, out of real concern that
the Post’s telephones might be tapped, he was reluctant to have the reporters or editors
describe their sources over the phone. But he ultimately deemed the sourcing to be on a
par with that of other stories the Post had run.[43]
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Smith’s substantive involvement lasted until late 1972, well after Nixon’s landslide reelection; then, for a couple of reasons, it ebbed.[44] The Watergate story shifted in large
part to events that happened in public—for instance, James McCord’s letter to Judge John
J. Sirica in March, 1973, which asserted that perjury had occurred during the burglars’
trial. Also in March, US District Court Judge Charles Richey forced Williams, Connolly
to choose between representing the DNC in the civil lawsuit and providing counsel to the
Post. The firm chose the latter, and Califano resumed the task of vetting Watergate
stories and advising the newspaper on any related legal issues.[45]
Was Edward Smith the White House’s Deep Throat? It is tempting to think so; he
matches Haldeman’s description, and he was involved at a time—late August to late
October—when the Post’s reliance on Felt was at its peak. And, as a lawyer “on loan”
from Newsweek, he theoretically had less reason than some of the other candidates to be
staunchly loyal to the Post. So I put the question to him directly this fall. The strength of
his denial, along with his tone in the face of the question—he was unshaken, plainspoken but not defensive—suggest that he is not the Post “legal guy” who leaked to
Henry Petersen. “I didn’t know anybody at [Petersen’s] level, and I certainly didn’t know
anything about this!” he said. “I wouldn’t even speculate as to who it might have been.
But it ain’t me, buddy.”[46]
Smith was not enough of an insider, he went on, to know that Felt was Woodward’s
source—an assertion that is plausible, given the small number of people who had access
to that information. He said he does not recall even knowing about the existence of Deep
Throat or hearing the moniker, although within the tight circle of reporters and editors
working on the story, the code-name was mentioned fairly casually. “Deep Throat was
being bandied around among a lot of people at that time,” recalled Harry Rosenfeld, “and
became sort of a joke, or [if] not a joke, a commonplace.”[47] But with his office in
another city, would Smith have been part of that tight circle? Not necessarily.

A Second Leak
Although there appear to be good reasons to dismiss each of the figures above as the
conduit of information about Felt, the fact remains that someone, however unlikelyseeming, leaked. Furthermore, from L. Patrick Gray’s 2008 memoir and other Nixon
tapes, we know that a second improbable leak from the media to the administration
occurred that October. Roswell L. Gilpatric was a senior partner with the Wall Street
firm of Cravath, Swaine & Moore, which represented Time magazine. In the late summer
and early fall, Time broke a number of significant Watergate-related stories, and Gilpatric
told his friend John Mitchell, Nixon’s former attorney general and the director of his reelection campaign, that Felt was the magazine’s primary source.[48]
Gilpatric’s action was highly surprising—perhaps even more so than that of the
unknown leaker from the Post. For one thing, Gilpatric was a Kennedy Democrat,
having served as deputy secretary of Defense from 1961 to 1964. In addition, the
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relationship between Cravath, Swaine and Henry Luce’s Time-Life publishing empire
went back to the late 1920s; Time was a lucrative, high-profile account. Jeopardizing it
was not something Gilpatric would have done lightly.
Exactly what was so egregious that two separate lawyers felt compelled to inform the
administration about Mark Felt? And why didn’t Nixon fire Felt, if not immediately, then
soon after the 1972 election? The answers to those questions are inextricably bound up
with Felt’s motive for leaking, and will be the subject of the next Washington Decoded
article.

Writer/researcher Fred Maxwell and editorial assistant Laura Stuart helped in the preparation of
this article, which was edited by Amy Meeker.

[1] In June 1974, just two months after publication of All the President’s Men disclosed
Deep Throat’s existence, The Washingtonian magazine pointed the finger at Felt, only to
print Felt’s famous denial—“it was not I and it is not I”—two months later. The Wall
Street Journal also published an article in June that found the “Mark-Felt-as-DeepThroat” theory a shade more plausible than any other. “I don’t disagree with the
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“The reporters had learned of [Baldwin] while making some routine checks. Bernstein
had been told that a former FBI agent had participated in the Watergate operation; that he
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