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“It’ a l71"eat tllal they re
conductlng .up here, isn’t
it?” an exasperated John N.
Mitchell blurted out last

Wednesday at the close of )

the day’s interrogation: by

the Senate Watergate com- !

mittee.
The remark came as Sen.

Lowell P. Weicker (R-Conn.) .

concluded a tough Cross-ex-
ammatlon in which' the: for

N ews Analysis

mer !Attorney General “ad-
mitted he had failed in his
responsibilities as a lawyer
and “officer of the court” by
not reporting illegal White
House acts.

Earlier the% same’ day, ‘the
commlttee v1ce chairman
Sen. Howard 'H. Baker Jr.
(R- 'I“enn) had pointedly ' de-
nied, however, that ‘the
Watergate hearings consti-
tuted a trial of Mitchell or
any other man.

“The responsibility of thls
committee,” he said, “is not
to fix blame. ... We have
no defendants. We“ are not
trying-to establish the guilt

30

or innocence of anyone; We ' -

are trying to prevent this in
the future by leglslatlve re-
lief.”?

Sen. Sam J. Fer Jr.- (D-
N.C)), the chairman, in open-
ing the hearings fon-May .17,
noted that “it 1§ ‘clear that
we have the ‘full respomnsibil-
ity to recommend any reme-
dial: leglslatlor} necessary.”
And “the reso"luﬁon creating
the "Select™ Cor mlttee ‘on

Pre51dent1a1
tivities said’ it's
. mine “the necessity |
‘ablhty of the enactrient ol
new - congressional - Iegtsla
tion to safeguard theelec-
teral process--by-which the
President of the United -
~ States is chosen.” :

{Yet the contention that
the Watergate hearings are,
in fact, a trial of all those
alleged to have .been in-
volved in' the breakdin or
subsequent cover-up, up to
and including -President
Nixon—a trial before the
court of mnational public
opinion—cannot. be  dis-
missed out of hand.

Although the committee
has no-direct punitive power
=it can-neither+indict nor
convict. any individual—the
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“ longtime conservative,

3 hearmgs to expose,
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pubhc airing ‘of s =hear1ngs
partlcularly on: natiohwide

. television] piits" Hie" reputa:

tion'‘of' each w1tness on the
"linéi" And' perjury in' ‘testi:
mony, ‘of course, can; bring
judicial ‘action.

In his May 17 statement
Ervin also observed that

while sthe purpose of *the .
hearings “is not prosecuto- ;

rial or. judicial, but rather °
investigative . and mforma—
tive,”. the .committee yvas
“determlned to uncoverrall
the relevant facts surround-
ing these matters, and to
spare no one, whatever his
station in life may be.”
Soifar;» Ervinsappears: to
be'asgood. . as.lx word, and
See HEARINGS, A6, Col'1-
HEARINGS, From A1
Miytchel_l is not the only one
who’s complaining. On Fri-
day, Sen. Carl T. Curtis (R-
Neb.) charged that the com-
mittee, with a  $500,000
budget, was not “serving
any lawful purpose,” but
rather its purpose “is to at-
tack the President” and the
hearings should be ended. "
The accusation, from a
remininicent of charges that
filled the air during the Mc-:
Carthy investigatory hear- |
ings -of 20 years - .ago,
changes mostly sounded by

liberals, that the only pur- -

posg was exposure, with no
1eg1slat1ve mtent

McCarthy was berated re- -

. peatedly for using Senate
intimi-
g destroy the careers

of 1hose\who crossed swords
with him oriinctirredihis dis-
like. Men like ‘Owen's Latti-
more, a State Department
adv1ser an Army dentist
Maj. Irv1ng Peress, - and
Army Gen. Ralph Zwicker
were among his best~p{1bh-
cized victims. ¥
McCarthy charged Tatti-
more first with being “a ' bad
security risk” and wound up
calhng him “the top Russian

. €spionage agent,” all with-

outs proof. When Pere“%s ex-
" ercised his constitutional pro-
tection against self-incrimini-
nation and refused to tes-
tify,-McCarthy called him—
and others who did the same
—*“a Fifth Amendment Com-

| refused ‘to” cooperate
* ¢/ @arthy, in humiliating tele-

—

mumst”‘A‘n‘ﬂ .when_Zwicker
Me-

viséd hearings in the same
Senate Caucus Room now
housing the Watergate hear-
ings, said Zwicker was “not
fit to wear” his uniform.

These and othe r McCar-
thy excesses put congres-
sional investigations gener-
ally under fire, with con-
stant demands from civil lib-
ertarians that legislative in-
tent be demonstrated, as
proof that such investiga-
‘tions and hearings were -not
merely reputatlon-destroy-
ing witeh hunts.

s In the militant anti-com-
mumst climate that existed "

in the country in the 1950s,

being accused of leftist lean- |
_ings, or even viewpoints, of-

ten was enough to end an in-
d1v1duals government, and
even outside professional,
career.

writers and actors ‘were |
blacklisted so long -they .
were driven into "‘other
fields.

Though this ‘climate has

wanes appreciably in the in-:
tervening years, public ex-

posure on television still can
be devastatmg, and that is
the gist of the Mitchell' and
Curtls complaints.

There are, of course, sig-
. nificant differences between
the Watergate hearings and
those earlier investigations.
Real not imagined, crimes:
have been committed, and
there is a demonstrable
‘need for tougher federal
legislation governing presi-
dential campaigns.

Once the hearings get
past the first phase, investi-

. gation of the Watergate

break-in and subsequent
cover-up, they are to focus,
in Ervin’s words, on
“allegations of campaign ex-
pionage and subversion and

. allegations of extensive vio-

lations of campaign flnanc-
inglaws.”

Also, parallel judicial pro-
cedures are going forward
through special Watergate
prosecutor Archibald Cox.
Mitdliell, for one, already is
assured of a real trial, hav-
ing been indicted in New
York' on charges of perjury
and obstruction of justice in
connection with a Securities

~and Exchange Commission

investigation of Robert L.

Vesdo, an interndtional fin. .
ancier and Republlcan con-

tributor.

And the manner of inter-.
rogation, to date at least,
has been mostly courteous
and responsible—a far cry
from the reckless brutality
of McCarthy and  other
earlier, ‘congressional inves-

Certain Hollywood .

tigator - m%te%qgin; S,
hag thére ‘been mi
boating by the 'seft
committee counsé‘im before
the tempting television’ ca-
meras.

Perhaps one of the more
aggressive, embarrassing -
bits of cross examination oc-
curred Thursday when As-
sistant Majority Counsel
Terry Lenzner, referring to
White House logs, reduced
Richard A. Moore, a White
House special counsel, to
stammering confusion. -

Moore, a white-haired,
red-faced man who looks
considerably older than his
59 years, could not remem-
ber details about specific
White House meetings that
the 33-year-old Lenzner
pressed him -on. Lenzner, a
former Justice Department
civil rights investigator and

" a defense attorney for Fa-

ther ‘Philip Berrigan in his
conspiracy trial, at  one
point charged Moore with
telling the committee staff.
one thing in private and an-
other in public. To this, the
hapless Moore replied: “T’ll
let my answer stand —
whatever it was.”

Moore’s name surfaced in
thes Watergdte’ ‘matter only

recently. Former Whlte
House counsel John W.
Dean IIT testified ' that

Moore had attended meet-
ings with Dean and “Prési-
dent Nixon “that led to
Dean’s telling Mr. Nixon all
he knew about Watergate
last March 21. Moore has -
not himself been implicated
in‘any way in the break-in
or:cover-up, but in a sense’it.
could be said his compe-
tence was put “on trial” ‘be-
fore the TV cameras, by
‘Lenzner’s interrogation. *

Tn a letter printed in The
Washington Post Saturday,
a reader criticized Lenzner
fors “unintended but .cal-
lous prolongation of “ag-
ony” to Moore, and observed
. sympathetically to Moore .
that “what you have forgot-
ten is probably more than
this bright young man
knows as yet.”

Lenzner said Saturday he
had received no other criti--
cism. He read a telegram
from a viewer in Columbus,
Ohio, that said: “Thank you
for your kind questioning:
toward an obviously incom-
petent old man. Please keep
showing citizens the decay
which must be cleaned out.”

Two other flashes of ag-
gressive questioning also
stand:out in recent days.
The first was Weicker’s bit-
ing reminders to Mitchell of
his professional and ethical
responsibilities as Attorney
Getleral and lawyer, ;which




precipitated Mitchell’s la-
ment about bemg on “trial.”
The second Wwas a sharp
challenge to Mitchell’s cred-

Samuel Dash near the close
of his testimony. o

Noting two cases where.
Mitchell’s committee testi-
mony . had differed
“diametrically” from what
he had said in a civil suit de-
position on Watergate, Dash
bluntly said:

“What I have to say to
you on that, Mr. Mitchell, is
that since you may have
given false testimony under
oath on prior occasions, is
there really any reason for
this committee . to believe
your - testimony (on other
matters)?”

~

But the Watergate hear-
ings have - ~yetwrtor pro
very much of the kl“

d x\,(?f

ibility by Chief Counsel ' fammering . cross-exa.mma—

tion for which men :like
McCarthy, Sen. John L. Mec-
Clellan (D-Ark.) and Robert
F. Kennedy as chief counsel
of the labor rackets com-
mittee became famous. -
As congressional “trialg”
go, this one so far has beén
conducted mostly with the
gloves on. Undeniably, ex-:
posure is an immediate
product. But.in light of the
clamor already bmldmg on’
Capitol Hill and in the coun- '
try . for election reform,
legislation almost certainly
will result down the road.
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Sen, Inouye: ‘Pre51dent’s word is not being taken.



