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EDITORS’ NOTE Andrew Card served as White 
House Chief of Staff for then President George 
W. Bush from January 2001 to April 2006. Card 
got his start in politics serving in local govern-
ment and then in the Massachusetts House of 
Representatives from 1975 to 1983. He ran un-
successfully for the Republican nomination for 
Governor of Massachusetts in 1982. Card fi rst 
served in the West Wing under President Ronald 
Reagan, as Special Assistant to the President for 
Intergovernmental Affairs and subsequently as 
Deputy Assistant to the President and Director of 
Intergovernmental Affairs. From 1989 to 1992, 
Card served in President George H. W. Bush’s 
administration as Assistant to the President 
and Deputy Chief of Staff. From 1992 until 
1993, Card served as the 11th U.S. Secretary of 
Transportation under President George H. W. 
Bush. From 1993 to 1998, Card was President 
and Chief Executive Offi cer of the American 
Automobile Manufacturers Association. From 
1999 until his selection as President Bush’s 
Chief of Staff, Card was General Motors’ 
Vice President of Government Relations. In 
November 2000, Card was appointed as Chief 
of Staff for then President-Elect George W. Bush 
upon Bush’s January 2001 inauguration, a po-
sition from which he resigned in 2006. He cur-
rently serves on the board of directors of Union 
Pacifi c Corporation. Card graduated from the 
University of South Carolina with a Bachelor 
of Science degree in engineering. He also at-
tended the United States Merchant Marine 

Academy and the John F. Kennedy School of 
Government at Harvard University. 

Your tenure as Chief of Staff under President 
George W. Bush was a long one. How did 
you defi ne the role and your relationship 
with the President?

First of all, i don’t think i would have 
been able to give you a credible answer if i 
had not had previous experience working in 
the white house. i served under every chief 
of staff who served ronald reagan (James a. 
baker iii, donald regan, howard baker, Ken 
duberstein) and george herbert walker bush 
(John sununu, sam skinner, James a. baker 
iii). i was informed by an interaction with all 
of those personalities. i came to recognize that 
the president gives personality to the executive 
branch and for our nation around the world, but 
it’s the chief of staff that gives personality to the 
workings of the white house. i’m not sure that 
i would have understood that had i not worked 
in the white house under different chiefs of 
staff. so i was informed by my experience and i 
learned much about leadership styles, manage-
ment roles, and decision making working under 
all of those chiefs of staff.

second is the job itself. Former white 
house staffer to three presidents and harvard 
professor roger b. porter – an expert on white 
house organization - described the responsibili-
ties of the chief of staff as involving the care 
and feeding of the president, policy formula-
tion, and marketing and selling. of all of those, 
the care and feeding is the biggest challenge of 
the job; but if it is done right, the public doesn’t 
recognize it. this incorporates everything from 
scheduling, the logistics involved in travel coor-
dination of air Force one, helicopters, motor-
cades, event planning, and everyday household 
living. i also made sure the president had time 
to eat, sleep, and be merry: to talk to his wife 
or one of the daughters; to see a movie; to read 
a book; or just to contemplate. so the care and 
feeding responsibility is a very signifi cant part 
of the job.

policy formulation is the part of the job 
to which most americans pay attention. this 
doesn’t require as much attention from the 
chief of staff as the myth suggests, because the 
president attracts the best and the brightest, 
and almost every one of them has a type a 
personality. For the most part, you’re not deal-
ing with people who are reluctant to express 

themselves. the chief of staff’s responsibility is 
to make sure the president is getting wise coun-
sel that is well-informed, that is not monolithic, 
and that it is presented in time for him to make 
use of it. most of the policy people in the white 
house are hired because they have excellent 
tunnel vision. they’re experts, and so when 
they’re ready, they assume the world is ready. 
the chief of staff needs to have good peripheral 
vision and sometimes has to let policy makers 
know the time is not right because something 
else more important is going on at the moment. 
managing the type a personalities, the informa-
tion they present, and the calendar of consider-
ation is a big part of the job.

presidents should only make tough deci-
sions; if they’re making easy decisions, the chief 
of staff hasn’t done his or her job. chances are, 
the president will only make a tough decision 
after he has had the benefi t of wise counsel, 
then stretched beyond the environments of the 
white house to get other wise counsel, read the 
briefi ng papers, done some other homework, 
contemplated, prayed, and slept on it. then a 
president will usually walk into the oval offi ce 
early in the morning and tell the chief of staff the 
decision. but if the president makes a decision 
and nobody knows about it, did the president 
make a decision? so the chief of staff’s job is to 
communicate the decision, which means mar-
keting and selling – taking that decision and 
communicating it to the right people, at the 
right time, and in the right way. it’s not just 
communicating it to the american people or to 
the congress or to the un or to another world 
leader; it’s also communicating it to the people 
who work in the white house or the cabinet. 
these type a personalities may bristle at the 
decision and want another run at the resolution 
because it is not what they recommended. the 
chief of staff’s job is to take the president’s deci-
sion – made with optimism – and communicate 
it to the right people at the right time with the 
hope that you get a result that lives up to the 
president’s expectations.

There must have been decisions that 
you didn’t personally agree with. Is it hard 
to deal with these?

no. i really do respect george w. bush. 
i respect how he makes decisions. i know 
him to be a truly compassionate conservative. 
although i didn’t agree with every decision he 
made, i respected how he made every decision. 
and his decisions were not my decisions – they 
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were his decisions. a chief of staff is not a 
prime minister; a chief of staff is a staffer re-
sponsible for managing the white house staff. 
the chief of staff also has two other jobs: num-
ber one is to make sure the president and his 
family are well served; the second job some-
times gets in confl ict with the fi rst, and that is 
to protect the institution of the presidency. it 
is likely that there are only two people in the 
white house who worry about the institution 
of the presidency: the chief of staff and the 
white house counsel. in that context, i would 
have zero qualms standing up and pointing 
out when anyone, including the president, is 
setting a bad precedent for the offi ce of the 
president.

as soon as i became the president’s chief 
of staff, i also had to fi ght a natural tendency 
to want to be his friend. i have seen what hap-
pened when a president had a tough time mak-
ing the right decision because he didn’t want 
to hurt his friend. so i made a decision that i 
would resist that unbelievable tug to want to be 
the president’s friend. now he was my friend 
and i didn’t want to let him down. but as soon 
as i became a staffer, i served at his “pleasure 
for the time being,” not for my pleasure or as 
his burden.

Do you believe that some years from 
now, there will be a different perception of 
the impact that the most recent Bush ad-
ministration made?

i truly believe that history will prove more 
respectful of president george w. bush’s ten-
ure than current bias. i am very grateful for 
the leadership that president bush provided to 
this country. i never saw ulterior motive with 
anything president bush decided. he was not 
driven to philosophical or political decisions 
that were inconsistent with what he believed, 
in good conscience, were in the best interests 
of the united states. so my respect is sincere. 
i am proud of the leadership he gave. i think 
america will come to realize that the contribu-
tions are much greater than they realize. the 
bias of today’s short-term memory has been 
driven not by the president’s actions, but by 
those who were seeking to interpret it with 
bias. an objective look, which is impossible for 
us to give in contemporaneous times, will show 
that the president’s decision making was appro-
priate. he kept his oath to protect us, and he is 
worthy of great respect.

this February, we celebrated the 20th 
anniversary of the start of former president 
george h.w. bush’s tenure as president of the 
united states. george h.w. bush was president 
for 1,460 days, and his contributions to eco-
nomic and domestic policy still provide a 
foundation for this country to stand on, and 
most people have forgotten about that. i think 
the same thing will be said in 20 years about 
george w. bush.

What lessons from your roles in gov-
ernment do you share when you speak to 
the next generations of leaders?

i have learned that leadership is all about 
making decisions. in the legislative branch, al-
most every tough decision is telegraphed for 
a long time in advance of being made. you 
debate it, it goes to a committee, it goes to 
another committee, it’s changed, and then you 

vote and you are most often not the “decider.” 
a president is the decider, and most often, time 
doesn’t permit the luxury of long deliberation. 
even when decisions fall under an umbrella 
of philosophy that people would expect to 
be easy, tough decisions are required. For 
instance, you can make the decision to cut 
taxes, which is a big decision but not that hard. 
however, to decide which taxes to cut is more 
diffi cult, and it gets even more diffi cult to de-
cide which compromises on tax cuts to make 
in order to gain the needed votes of senators 
or congressmen.

i watched the president make really tough 
decisions, even in the context of an easy phil-
osophical decision. true leaders have to do 
that. in guiding the staff as they counseled the 
president on policy decisions, i imposed what 
i call the test of the four p’s. when they were 
ready with their policy recommendation, i’d ask 
them what philosophical principle would be ad-
dressed by this policy. sometimes they could 
identify it, sometimes they couldn’t.

next, i would ask them to identify the 
people who will benefi t. not the philosophers, 
not the academics, but which people will bene-
fi t. this is relatively easy to do, but is not some-
thing a lot of policy makers think about when 
they’re setting the policy. 

then i’d ask them to identify partners who 
will not benefi t by the policy. but who will ac-
knowledge that it is the right thing to do. who 
are the partners we can expect to educate, to so-
licit, and then to echo that this policy is right?

Finally, i would ask if this policy should 
be a presidential decision, because if it’s just 
a government decision, somebody else can 
be making it. so that was my policy test of 
the four p’s: principle, people, partners, and 
presidential.

in interviewing every presidential appoint-
ment to a white house job, i mentioned the 
test of the four p’s. but even more importantly, 
i also stressed ethics. i told each individual 
that ethics was more important than their job. 
i would remind them, if their conscience be-
comes troubled, they have a responsibility to 
let somebody know about it. and it’s their own 
conscience that matters. it’s not just the con-
science of the law, or the conscience of the 
regulation – it’s their own conscience. i don’t 
know what someone’s test will be as to whether 
their conscience is bothering them. it might be 
a sleepless night, or heavy heart. whatever the 
sign, i asked them not to be afraid to pay atten-
tion to their conscience.

What were the most signifi cant changes 
that you witnessed during your long politi-
cal career?

the two biggest changes over my political 
experience of 25 years – i came to the white 
house in august of 1983 – are irreversible. the 
fi rst is more challenging than the second, but 
the second is becoming more challenging and 
will overtake the fi rst. when i fi rst entered the 
political and policy arena, media was centered 
around print journalism and three networks. 
there was a cadence to the news cycle. during 
the reagan administration i even remember the 
press secretary announcing around 4:30 pm that 
“the lid was on,” meaning no more news that 
day. today with the competition of so many 

cable outlets, radio talk shows, the internet, 
and opportunistic bloggers, the news cycle is 
never-ending. the competitive pressure to fi ll 
time and space with news has more news be-
ing made.

also, when i fi rst entered the arena there 
was an unwritten, ethical rule of journalism that 
you didn’t run a story unless you had at least 
two confi rming sources. today, the pressure to 
have news relaxed the two-source expectation 
to one source, and eventually to just credible 
rumor. so now rumors tend to drive a lot of 
the news.

the second big change is in the way we 
communicate. when i fi rst came to washington, 
fax machines were just being introduced in the 
white house. we used ibm’s electric typewrit-
ers and carbon paper. special security rules 
dictated how one was to protect the corrector 
strip and typewriter ribbon. carbon paper had 
to be shredded if it included classifi ed informa-
tion. if you had a computer, it was only to edit 
very large documents – it wasn’t to communi-
cate. we did most of our communication face 
to face or over a phone, with our voices. now 
society communicates digitally with 0’s and 1’s. 
we use our thumbs on a blackberry more than 
we use our mouths, and what our thumbs pro-
duce never goes away. so we’re dealing with 
a huge revelation of information that is not al-
ways fully accurate, but that will drive not only 
news, but that could drive policy. so i’m very 
nervous about it. i’m old school, and our laws 
are old school, but they’re interpreted to cover 
the realities of communication today. it’s illegal 
to tape a phone call in washington, d.c. un-
less the parties all know about it. yet, it is the 
interpreted law that if you record 0’s and 1’s, 
everybody can know about it. words spoken 
don’t linger except in memory. digital dialogue 
remains no matter how raw. today, the staff 
hired to work at the white house is addicted to 
the 0’s and 1’s, and they don’t want a fi lter on 
it. my counsel is to be careful as you write, and 
before you send or twitter. i did very little digi-
tal communicating during my tenure as chief 
of staff, because i didn’t want to be thinking 
about the consequences of my thumbs hitting 
the wrong buttons.

Will you ever consider delving back 
into public service?

absolutely. i feel very strongly about this. 
my grandmother had been a suffragette, and 
she had great infl uence on my life. my parents 
were very young when they were married. they 
were wonderful parents, and i got to share so 
much with them. but my grandmother incul-
cated me with the recognition that the greatest 
document in the history of the world, that is 
not one of faith, is our constitution. it’s really 
just an invitation, but it’s an invitation that once 
accepted, becomes a tremendous obligation. 
we’re the government of the people, but the 
people are not obligated to participate in the 
government; they’re invited to participate in it. 
citizens decide to run for offi ce; citizens decide 
to vote; people decide to make a phone call, 
to send a letter, or to argue a point. so i was 
inculcated with the expectation that, since the 
constitution is an invitation, i should accept the 
invitation to participate. i did. i would proudly 
answer the call again. •
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EDITORS’ NOTE Andrew Card served as White 
House Chief of Staff for then President George 
W. Bush from January 2001 to April 2006. Card 
got his start in politics serving in local govern-
ment and then in the Massachusetts House of 
Representatives from 1975 to 1983. He ran un-
successfully for the Republican nomination for 
Governor of Massachusetts in 1982. Card fi rst 
served in the West Wing under President Ronald 
Reagan, as Special Assistant to the President for 
Intergovernmental Affairs and subsequently as 
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Card served in President George H. W. Bush’s 
administration as Assistant to the President 
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Transportation under President George H. W. 
Bush. From 1993 to 1998, Card was President 
and Chief Executive Offi cer of the American 
Automobile Manufacturers Association. From 
1999 until his selection as President Bush’s 
Chief of Staff, Card was General Motors’ 
Vice President of Government Relations. In 
November 2000, Card was appointed as Chief 
of Staff for then President-Elect George W. Bush 
upon Bush’s January 2001 inauguration, a po-
sition from which he resigned in 2006. He cur-
rently serves on the board of directors of Union 
Pacifi c Corporation. Card graduated from the 
University of South Carolina with a Bachelor 
of Science degree in engineering. He also at-
tended the United States Merchant Marine 

Academy and the John F. Kennedy School of 
Government at Harvard University. 

Your tenure as Chief of Staff under President 
George W. Bush was a long one. How did 
you defi ne the role and your relationship 
with the President?

First of all, i don’t think i would have 
been able to give you a credible answer if i 
had not had previous experience working in 
the white house. i served under every chief 
of staff who served ronald reagan (James a. 
baker iii, donald regan, howard baker, Ken 
duberstein) and george herbert walker bush 
(John sununu, sam skinner, James a. baker 
iii). i was informed by an interaction with all 
of those personalities. i came to recognize that 
the president gives personality to the executive 
branch and for our nation around the world, but 
it’s the chief of staff that gives personality to the 
workings of the white house. i’m not sure that 
i would have understood that had i not worked 
in the white house under different chiefs of 
staff. so i was informed by my experience and i 
learned much about leadership styles, manage-
ment roles, and decision making working under 
all of those chiefs of staff.

second is the job itself. Former white 
house staffer to three presidents and harvard 
professor roger b. porter – an expert on white 
house organization - described the responsibili-
ties of the chief of staff as involving the care 
and feeding of the president, policy formula-
tion, and marketing and selling. of all of those, 
the care and feeding is the biggest challenge of 
the job; but if it is done right, the public doesn’t 
recognize it. this incorporates everything from 
scheduling, the logistics involved in travel coor-
dination of air Force one, helicopters, motor-
cades, event planning, and everyday household 
living. i also made sure the president had time 
to eat, sleep, and be merry: to talk to his wife 
or one of the daughters; to see a movie; to read 
a book; or just to contemplate. so the care and 
feeding responsibility is a very signifi cant part 
of the job.

policy formulation is the part of the job 
to which most americans pay attention. this 
doesn’t require as much attention from the 
chief of staff as the myth suggests, because the 
president attracts the best and the brightest, 
and almost every one of them has a type a 
personality. For the most part, you’re not deal-
ing with people who are reluctant to express 

themselves. the chief of staff’s responsibility is 
to make sure the president is getting wise coun-
sel that is well-informed, that is not monolithic, 
and that it is presented in time for him to make 
use of it. most of the policy people in the white 
house are hired because they have excellent 
tunnel vision. they’re experts, and so when 
they’re ready, they assume the world is ready. 
the chief of staff needs to have good peripheral 
vision and sometimes has to let policy makers 
know the time is not right because something 
else more important is going on at the moment. 
managing the type a personalities, the informa-
tion they present, and the calendar of consider-
ation is a big part of the job.

presidents should only make tough deci-
sions; if they’re making easy decisions, the chief 
of staff hasn’t done his or her job. chances are, 
the president will only make a tough decision 
after he has had the benefi t of wise counsel, 
then stretched beyond the environments of the 
white house to get other wise counsel, read the 
briefi ng papers, done some other homework, 
contemplated, prayed, and slept on it. then a 
president will usually walk into the oval offi ce 
early in the morning and tell the chief of staff the 
decision. but if the president makes a decision 
and nobody knows about it, did the president 
make a decision? so the chief of staff’s job is to 
communicate the decision, which means mar-
keting and selling – taking that decision and 
communicating it to the right people, at the 
right time, and in the right way. it’s not just 
communicating it to the american people or to 
the congress or to the un or to another world 
leader; it’s also communicating it to the people 
who work in the white house or the cabinet. 
these type a personalities may bristle at the 
decision and want another run at the resolution 
because it is not what they recommended. the 
chief of staff’s job is to take the president’s deci-
sion – made with optimism – and communicate 
it to the right people at the right time with the 
hope that you get a result that lives up to the 
president’s expectations.

There must have been decisions that 
you didn’t personally agree with. Is it hard 
to deal with these?

no. i really do respect george w. bush. 
i respect how he makes decisions. i know 
him to be a truly compassionate conservative. 
although i didn’t agree with every decision he 
made, i respected how he made every decision. 
and his decisions were not my decisions – they 
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were his decisions. a chief of staff is not a 
prime minister; a chief of staff is a staffer re-
sponsible for managing the white house staff. 
the chief of staff also has two other jobs: num-
ber one is to make sure the president and his 
family are well served; the second job some-
times gets in confl ict with the fi rst, and that is 
to protect the institution of the presidency. it 
is likely that there are only two people in the 
white house who worry about the institution 
of the presidency: the chief of staff and the 
white house counsel. in that context, i would 
have zero qualms standing up and pointing 
out when anyone, including the president, is 
setting a bad precedent for the offi ce of the 
president.

as soon as i became the president’s chief 
of staff, i also had to fi ght a natural tendency 
to want to be his friend. i have seen what hap-
pened when a president had a tough time mak-
ing the right decision because he didn’t want 
to hurt his friend. so i made a decision that i 
would resist that unbelievable tug to want to be 
the president’s friend. now he was my friend 
and i didn’t want to let him down. but as soon 
as i became a staffer, i served at his “pleasure 
for the time being,” not for my pleasure or as 
his burden.

Do you believe that some years from 
now, there will be a different perception of 
the impact that the most recent Bush ad-
ministration made?

i truly believe that history will prove more 
respectful of president george w. bush’s ten-
ure than current bias. i am very grateful for 
the leadership that president bush provided to 
this country. i never saw ulterior motive with 
anything president bush decided. he was not 
driven to philosophical or political decisions 
that were inconsistent with what he believed, 
in good conscience, were in the best interests 
of the united states. so my respect is sincere. 
i am proud of the leadership he gave. i think 
america will come to realize that the contribu-
tions are much greater than they realize. the 
bias of today’s short-term memory has been 
driven not by the president’s actions, but by 
those who were seeking to interpret it with 
bias. an objective look, which is impossible for 
us to give in contemporaneous times, will show 
that the president’s decision making was appro-
priate. he kept his oath to protect us, and he is 
worthy of great respect.

this February, we celebrated the 20th 
anniversary of the start of former president 
george h.w. bush’s tenure as president of the 
united states. george h.w. bush was president 
for 1,460 days, and his contributions to eco-
nomic and domestic policy still provide a 
foundation for this country to stand on, and 
most people have forgotten about that. i think 
the same thing will be said in 20 years about 
george w. bush.

What lessons from your roles in gov-
ernment do you share when you speak to 
the next generations of leaders?

i have learned that leadership is all about 
making decisions. in the legislative branch, al-
most every tough decision is telegraphed for 
a long time in advance of being made. you 
debate it, it goes to a committee, it goes to 
another committee, it’s changed, and then you 

vote and you are most often not the “decider.” 
a president is the decider, and most often, time 
doesn’t permit the luxury of long deliberation. 
even when decisions fall under an umbrella 
of philosophy that people would expect to 
be easy, tough decisions are required. For 
instance, you can make the decision to cut 
taxes, which is a big decision but not that hard. 
however, to decide which taxes to cut is more 
diffi cult, and it gets even more diffi cult to de-
cide which compromises on tax cuts to make 
in order to gain the needed votes of senators 
or congressmen.

i watched the president make really tough 
decisions, even in the context of an easy phil-
osophical decision. true leaders have to do 
that. in guiding the staff as they counseled the 
president on policy decisions, i imposed what 
i call the test of the four p’s. when they were 
ready with their policy recommendation, i’d ask 
them what philosophical principle would be ad-
dressed by this policy. sometimes they could 
identify it, sometimes they couldn’t.

next, i would ask them to identify the 
people who will benefi t. not the philosophers, 
not the academics, but which people will bene-
fi t. this is relatively easy to do, but is not some-
thing a lot of policy makers think about when 
they’re setting the policy. 

then i’d ask them to identify partners who 
will not benefi t by the policy. but who will ac-
knowledge that it is the right thing to do. who 
are the partners we can expect to educate, to so-
licit, and then to echo that this policy is right?

Finally, i would ask if this policy should 
be a presidential decision, because if it’s just 
a government decision, somebody else can 
be making it. so that was my policy test of 
the four p’s: principle, people, partners, and 
presidential.

in interviewing every presidential appoint-
ment to a white house job, i mentioned the 
test of the four p’s. but even more importantly, 
i also stressed ethics. i told each individual 
that ethics was more important than their job. 
i would remind them, if their conscience be-
comes troubled, they have a responsibility to 
let somebody know about it. and it’s their own 
conscience that matters. it’s not just the con-
science of the law, or the conscience of the 
regulation – it’s their own conscience. i don’t 
know what someone’s test will be as to whether 
their conscience is bothering them. it might be 
a sleepless night, or heavy heart. whatever the 
sign, i asked them not to be afraid to pay atten-
tion to their conscience.

What were the most signifi cant changes 
that you witnessed during your long politi-
cal career?

the two biggest changes over my political 
experience of 25 years – i came to the white 
house in august of 1983 – are irreversible. the 
fi rst is more challenging than the second, but 
the second is becoming more challenging and 
will overtake the fi rst. when i fi rst entered the 
political and policy arena, media was centered 
around print journalism and three networks. 
there was a cadence to the news cycle. during 
the reagan administration i even remember the 
press secretary announcing around 4:30 pm that 
“the lid was on,” meaning no more news that 
day. today with the competition of so many 

cable outlets, radio talk shows, the internet, 
and opportunistic bloggers, the news cycle is 
never-ending. the competitive pressure to fi ll 
time and space with news has more news be-
ing made.

also, when i fi rst entered the arena there 
was an unwritten, ethical rule of journalism that 
you didn’t run a story unless you had at least 
two confi rming sources. today, the pressure to 
have news relaxed the two-source expectation 
to one source, and eventually to just credible 
rumor. so now rumors tend to drive a lot of 
the news.

the second big change is in the way we 
communicate. when i fi rst came to washington, 
fax machines were just being introduced in the 
white house. we used ibm’s electric typewrit-
ers and carbon paper. special security rules 
dictated how one was to protect the corrector 
strip and typewriter ribbon. carbon paper had 
to be shredded if it included classifi ed informa-
tion. if you had a computer, it was only to edit 
very large documents – it wasn’t to communi-
cate. we did most of our communication face 
to face or over a phone, with our voices. now 
society communicates digitally with 0’s and 1’s. 
we use our thumbs on a blackberry more than 
we use our mouths, and what our thumbs pro-
duce never goes away. so we’re dealing with 
a huge revelation of information that is not al-
ways fully accurate, but that will drive not only 
news, but that could drive policy. so i’m very 
nervous about it. i’m old school, and our laws 
are old school, but they’re interpreted to cover 
the realities of communication today. it’s illegal 
to tape a phone call in washington, d.c. un-
less the parties all know about it. yet, it is the 
interpreted law that if you record 0’s and 1’s, 
everybody can know about it. words spoken 
don’t linger except in memory. digital dialogue 
remains no matter how raw. today, the staff 
hired to work at the white house is addicted to 
the 0’s and 1’s, and they don’t want a fi lter on 
it. my counsel is to be careful as you write, and 
before you send or twitter. i did very little digi-
tal communicating during my tenure as chief 
of staff, because i didn’t want to be thinking 
about the consequences of my thumbs hitting 
the wrong buttons.

Will you ever consider delving back 
into public service?

absolutely. i feel very strongly about this. 
my grandmother had been a suffragette, and 
she had great infl uence on my life. my parents 
were very young when they were married. they 
were wonderful parents, and i got to share so 
much with them. but my grandmother incul-
cated me with the recognition that the greatest 
document in the history of the world, that is 
not one of faith, is our constitution. it’s really 
just an invitation, but it’s an invitation that once 
accepted, becomes a tremendous obligation. 
we’re the government of the people, but the 
people are not obligated to participate in the 
government; they’re invited to participate in it. 
citizens decide to run for offi ce; citizens decide 
to vote; people decide to make a phone call, 
to send a letter, or to argue a point. so i was 
inculcated with the expectation that, since the 
constitution is an invitation, i should accept the 
invitation to participate. i did. i would proudly 
answer the call again. •
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