JDW's 3/21/74 re taxes, Lewsi's 3/14/74 colums:thanks, Where lewks does refer to restriction:
he is accurate anc correct as far as he goes but it is much worse, if you recall my carbons.
Hixon could take it all back gfier full tax benefit and this is not the worst., Lewis says
"if the IRS never saw the deed," to which I add they could not have or that to is worse.
But without checking wore than the misnamed deed it was not possible to check the return.
Ditto for written agreement, acceptance, And I had forgotten Nixon's boast to having
practised tax law., This is helpfule s+.I do not Xmow if I am getting = copy of yesterday's
Times story on this Archives buginess, oi which + know only whal was reported on radio. If
I do and it seeus to add anything, 1'll send a copy. Yas a Sunday....tespite a long history
and so many painful experiences I find it incredible that none of the many L have fed have
parten of the Nixon tax-fraud feest. What I wrote about is, I think, morc significant
because it is contracted intent, ingolves accoumplices that are co-conspirators and can't

be Yetarcoed. Thanks. HW 3/25/74



HW:

Don't know whether this will yield any
more crumbs of inspiration for your tax

action, but sending it along anyway, particu=
larly for the last graf.

jaw21imar?h
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By Anthony Lewis ¥ 2 i
BOSTON, March 13—The white ABROAD AT HOME i

House obviously expects bad news on = ; 53
the subject of President Nixon's taxes: relevant. A reEquised by tan regula G
2 finding that he owes several hundred tions, a stalement was ittached to the
thousand doliars. In anticipation, it 1969 ‘retuin -Biving cdetails ot thell
hag aiready retreated to the usual last tentl
line of defense—that any wrongdoing
‘was not his fuulf He 3 > bus
woiry about tax rof
any blame ailachiag to
and lawyers. FE ¥
. dn that conmsotion thers
y interoativee fac)

- / A ‘Fk dml umx & .
men’s daughters and flowsrs fior
escage a tax reform jact that ended merals; indeed, he opined “a

deduttions for such gifts; . man does very little of a
¢ It s nowsindicatsd, by persons nature” and hence can deduct
familiar with's " investigation, that. about any expense, His aides i
the backdated)deed was never shown Wanted to see returns of _past P
1o the Titernal Revenue Service agents dents to check for likely deduct!

Whes audited’ the Nixon returns—and  The courts often find taxpayer 1
- Were not curious enough to ask  sponsibility for fraud in such circus
16 et o deed. Some experts think the stantial evidence. A broader ot
Luckdating was then not “material,” mentioned is whether the ax
since no agent saw the desd and was was a person of “business and finag
misled, Others say the preparation of clal experience,” one aware of the ta
a falsely-dated document, even for use law. In Mr. Nixon's case it may b
only if necessary, signifies a fraudulent relevant that he is a lawyer—"“fog
.intent. " merly,” as he told a press corferen
' Tn any event, if the LR.S. never saw on May 1, 1971, “one who practi-ad i
ithe deed, another document becomes a good deal of tax —— .

— = ————




