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Haldeman: ‘Good’on Memo

L

Following are excerpts of
testimony before the Senate
Watergate committee yester-
day by former White House
chief of staff H. R. (Bob)
Haldeman.

Haldeman was questioned
throughout yesterday morning
about: memos and previous
testimony by other witnesses
concerning alleged White
House investigations of vari-
ous: U.S. citizens and allega-
wons by White House offi-
cials that the Democrats di-
rected violent demonstrations
against the Nizon campaign
during the 1972 election.

Sen. Herman Talmadge (D-
Ga.) first questioned Halde-
man about White House -
terest in tax investigations of
various citizens. )

Talmadge: Mr. Haldeman,
we have had evidence here
before the Committee from
witnesses . concerning
'\Vhiﬁe House requests for
audits into individual’s tax
returns. Will you comment
‘on that?

Haldeman: I can only
comment to the extent, Sen-
ator, that there have ‘been:
over the time that I was in
the White House a number
tof inquiries made or’pieces
vof information brought' to
the attention of various peo-
ple within the White House
from time to time that there
were potential questions
ghat should be investigated
Jegarding business or finan-
cial activities of individ-
uals, and there was a con-
‘cern or a feeling that the
-IRS had been during the
Jtime of our administration
being out of office and sub-
sequently even during the
itime that this administra-
;tionp came into office, there

&

'had been considerably more

zeal shown by the IRS in
Nlooking into potential ques-
tions of those who were sup-
porters of this administra-
;tion than zeal shown in look-
ing into inquiries that were
directed or raised regarding
those who were known and
vocal opponents of the ad-
ministration, and these fac-
tors would be brought to the
attention of various people
at the White House from
‘time to time with a query as
ito why there wasn’t some
jkind of investigation into
Ithe dealings of some partic-
‘ular person with regard to
some matter and those
would be referred to the
IRS: That would be the con-
text in which I recall the
question being raised.
Talmadge: Here, I believe,
is a “talking paper” prepared
for you to use with (IRS di-
_rector Johnnie) Walters . ..
and here is paragraph (c)
“H. R. Haldeman” or
“HR.H.” I assume that
means you, “should tell the
Secretary Walters must be
more responsive in two key
areas, personnel and politi-
cal actions. First, Walters
should make personnel
changes to make IRS re-
sponsive to the President.
Walters should work with
Fred Malek immediately to

accomplish this goal (Note:
there will be an opening for
General Counsel IRS in the
near future. This should be
the first test of Walters
cooperation.)” )

Did you use this talking
paper?

Haldeman. L This

doesn’t indicate to whom, by

whom it was prepared or
to whom, it was directed. I
agree with you it does refer
to “H.R.H. should tell the
Secretary”, 1 don’t recall
seeing it ...

Talmadge. Did you
ever have any conversations
at any time with the Secre-
tary of the Treasury or any-
one else about making the
Internal Revenue Service
more politically responsive? .

Haldeman: Only in this—
I don’t recall any specific
conversations with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury. If
T had any or I was a par-
ticipant in any such conver-
sations they would have
been in the context that I
referred to earlier, Senator,
which was the question of—
well, as (White House coun-
sel'John W.) Dean indicated
that the IRS bureaucracy at
the lower levels was very
strongly staffed with people
. .. whose positions were due
to previous administrations
and whose interests were in
the policies and philosophy
of previous administrations,
and that the diligence with
which they pursued cases
that had been referred to

them relating to potential
misdoings by opponents of
this administration were not
pursued with the diligence
that they were pursuing
matters relating to support-
ers of this administration.

This had been the case
when we were out of office
for several years, and there
was discussion of that ques-
tion, and that, in that con-
text, I may have had—I
know I have been in discus-
sions where that %kind of
feeling was under—was a
topic under discussion. . .

Talmadge: Did you or any-
cne, to your knowledge,
within the White House ever
request the White House
(IRS) to make a political, an
audit of any taxpayers?

Haldeman: In the sense of
referring information that
had come to our attention or
information that appeared
to indicate a reason for an
audit it is quite possible
that that was done. I recall
no specific such request.

Talmadge: Now would
they be foes of the adminis-
tration or friends of the
administration?

Haldeman: These would
be inquiries or information
that would come in from
friends of the administra-
tion regarding foes of the
administration. . .

Talmadge: Do you remem-
ber a particular effort to
“get,” so-called “get” Clark
Clifford?

Haldeman: No, I don’t. . .I
know that there was consid-

erable—now wait a minute,

Clark Clifford.

Talmadge: He is a promi-
nent Washington attorney,
as you know.

Haldeman: I am sorry, [
was thinking of a different
person. . . .

Talmadge: Let me say
this, Mr. Haldeman. I am
the second ranking member
of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee and our jurisdiction
is the Internal Revenue
Service among others, as
vou know. And we have
tried our dead level best to
keep that totally mnonpoliti-

" cal and nonpartisan, totally
objective, without favor,
without fear to any taxpayer
in the United States and I
certainly hope we can con-

tinue to keep it that way.

Haldeman: I am sure, sir,
that you have attempted to
do so and I hope that you
have been successful.

Sen. Lowell P. Weicker (R-
Conn.) later questioned Hal-
deman about allegations he
made in his opening state-
ment to the Senate committee
Monday that various acts of
violence were directed by the
Democrats against the Nixon
campaign during the 1972
elections.

. Weicker: Mr. Haldeman,
last night I took your open-
ing statement after the hear-

- ings were over and I read it
and I reread it and there
was something about it that
bothered me and I think I
finally put my finger on
what it was . ..

Weicker: And what both-
ered me was the fact that...
you listed various and sun-
dry acts, violent in nature,
illegal acts, and then left
the intimation that these
acts belonged to Sen. Me-
Govern, the Democratic-
Party, ete.

Now, I know that is not
exactly the way it reads if
you read it very carefully
but that is the impression
that is given, and this is
what bothered me, was .the
impression that even now in

. your statement you are try-

ing to give the same image
to the opposite candidate
and the opposite party, that
it is my contention and
which I intend to prove here
this morning that you tried
to give during the course of
the campaign, specifically —
specifically that the opposi-
tion party and the opposi-
tion candidate are soft on
communism and soft on law
and order.

You say in your gpening
itatement, and let me read
It.

“Moreover, the prankster-
ism that was envisioned
would have specifically ex-
cluded such acts as the
following: violent demon-
strations and disruption,
heckling or shouting down
speakers, burning or bomb-
Ing campaign headquar-
ters, physical damage or
trashing of headquarters

?
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and other buildings, harass-
ment of candidates’ wives
and families by obscenities,
disruption of the National
Convention by splattering
dinner guests with eggs and
tomatoes, indecent expo-
sure, rock throwing, assaults
on delegates, slashing bus
tires, smashing windows,
setting trash fires under the
gas tank of a bus, knocking
policemen from their motor-
cycles.” )

“I know that this commit-
tee and most Americans
would agree that such activi-
ties cannot be tolerated in a
political campaign.”

Mr. Haldeman, I would
first of all point out it is not
a question as to whether
these activities could be tol-
erated. These activities
which you listed are clearly
illegal and they are not a
question of whether we
agree on it or not. In most
cases there are specific laws
that are meant to be en-
forced against such activi-
ties, which enforcement, -of
course, is in the hands of
various judicial local states
and federal officials.

“But unfortunately the ac-
tivities I have described are
all activities which took
place in 1972 against the
campaign of the Preisdent
of the United States by his
opponents.”

Now, do you mean by that
word “opponents” in your
statement at that point of
your statement the Demo-
cratic Party or Sen.
McGovern?

Haldeman. . . 1 immedi- °

ately went on to say, and I
quote from the next follow-
ing sentence in my
statement: “Some of them
took place with the clear
knowledge and consent of
agents of the opposing can-
didates in the last election.

“Others- were acts of peo-
ble who were clearly unsym-
pathetic to the President
but may not have had direct
order from the opposing
camp.”

In the following para-
graph when I referred to
the fact that there had been
no investigation ang little
publicizing I again charac-
terized the two different
bossibilities by saying:

“Either those which were
directly attributable to our
obponent or those which
certainly served our oppo-
nent’s interest but did not
have his sanction,” clearly
recognizing, Senator, the
precise point that you are
making here, and I do recog-
nize it.

Weicker: The prescise
point that I am making is I
want you to clearly tell me
exactly whic¢h of thege acts,
rather than comingling the
two, and giving an impres-
sion, I want you to tell me
which of these illegal acts
you ascribe to Sen. Me.
Govern and/or . the Demo-
cratic Party.

Haldeman:: I am not’ able
to do that at this time, Sena-
tor. I have indicated to the
committee yesterday that
the documentation on these
1s available, it was my un-

dgrstanding that the com-
mittee had it. | find appar-
ently it does not and I wiy
make sure it gets it and that
that verification can he
made item by item ang I
would exphasize that this ig
a, such a list, . .

~ Weicker: Well, now, isn’t
it actually true, isn’t it actu-
ally true, Mr, Haldeman—
let’s cite here the next para-
graph, “So far there hag
been no investigation of
these activitieg and very lit-
tle publicizing of them ei-
ther those which were di-
rectly attributable o our op-
bonents or those which cer.
pamly served our opponents’
Interests but did not have
his sanction.”

Now, isn’t it true that the
agts which you Iist there
ghdn’t Serve your opponents’
interests, that they did on
occasion serve your candi-
date’s interests?

Haldeman: If they did, I
can’t conceive of how they
did, sir.

Weicker: All right, I want
to submit to yoy g document
on White House stationery,
memorandum for Mr, H. R
Haldeman from Ronald H.
Walker . . . :

“The White House, Wash-

ington, Oct. 14, 1971, 5:00

b.m.

“Memorandum for; Mr. H.
R. Haldeman.

“From: Ronald H, Walker.

“l. The most recent intel-
ligence that has been re
ceived from the advence-
man, Bill Henkel, and the
USSS (United States Se-
cret Service) is that we will
have demonstrators in Char-
lotte tomorrow. The number
is running between 100 and
200; the advanceman’s gyt
reaction is between 150 an
200. They will be violent,
with a penciled underlinin;$
of “violent,” “they will hav¢
extremely obscene signs,”
underlining “obscene” and
next to the word “obscene”
penciled in writing which
to me, and you will have to
confirm this, seems to be
the same as the writing be-
low your initialling appears
to be yours, if not, I want

you to say so, saying “good.” .

Is that your writing there
where it says “good”?

Mr. Haldeman. I believe it
is, yes, sir:

Weicker. “As has been in- .-

dicated by their handbills. It
will not only be directed to-
ward the President, but also
toward Billy Graham” . . .
where you penciled in
“great.”

Weicker (following laugh-
ter in the hearing room): I
would also request along
with the chairman the fact
that order is kept in. this
room. This is an extremely
serious matter, a document
which is now being pre-

" sented and the one to follow

I think probably get to the
very heart of this entire in-
‘vestigation.

(Chairman Sam J.) Ervin:
And Senator, I might state I

can testify about that be-
cause I'went down to Char-

lotte on that occasion with
the President and I saw my
constituent, Billy Graham.
and I can testify there were

about a handful of students
or young people rather with
some placards there that re-

~ally didn’t interfere with

anybody.

Weicker - (quoting  the
memo again): “According to
Henkel and the USSS, and
it is also indicated on the
handbills being distributed
by the demonstrators, the
Charlotte police department.
is extremely tough and will
probably use force to pre-
vent any possible disruption
of the motorcade or the
President’s movements.”

And again the penciling
“good” next to that.

Then No. 3, I had better,
best read the whole exhibit:

“My instructions to
Henkel are to control the
demonstrators outside the
Coliseum as much as he can
with the help of the USSS
and the police department,
from the city of Charlotte.
He is to set up as fine a
screening system as possi-
ble. There are 8,000 seats in
the Coliseum and we have
printed up 25,000 tickets. It
is a known fact that there
are demonstrators who have
tickets. Therefore it will be
necessary for us to set up a
screening system to elimi-
nate anyone that has a false
or fake ticket.

“We will set up.our nor-
mal checkpoints, using 25
Veterans of Foreign Wars
and between 50 and 60 ush-
ers that are being provided
by the 1local TRepublican
Party. There will also be a
volunteer lawyer corps to
handle any legal questions
that might arise, as far as us
denying entrance on the
grounds of a phony ticket.

“The thing that bothers
me is that we are for the
most part paralleling the
system that we had designed
for the Wright-Patterson Air
Force Museum dedication in
Dayton, Ohio. Realizing the
attention that was drawn to
the techniques used there,
and the  concern that has
since been expressed by Zie-
gler, Warren, and most ve-
hemently by Pat Buchanan,
the feeling is that that the
press corps especially the
liberals are very much
aware of how, the demon-
strators are being handled, |
and although the White '
House has not been identi-
fied with these processes,
we are very much suspect.
Buchanan maintains that
they will be the lookout for
demonstrators and how they
are being handled, and it is

. his feeling that his could be

extremely damaging to the

President’s posture, even if

the White House is only in-

directly involved. The Billy
Graham people have been of
great help but they’ve got
their own problems with cit-

_izens’ organizations sponsor-

ing the Billy Graham Day,
and have pretty well backed
off from any of the arrange-
ments with the exception of
crowd building.

“Therefore, we have got
very little support in- han-
dling demonstrations in the
hall.



“Question: Should we con-
tinue with our plan to pre-
vent demonstrators from en-
tering the Coliseum?”

Under “Yes” the initial
“H,” and the pencil nota-
tion, “As long as it is local
police and local volunteers
doing it, not our people.”

My question specifically
relates to what mentality it
is in the White House that
goes ahead and indicates
“good” when the word
“violence” is mentioned,
when “obscene” is men-
tioned, at which violence
and which obscenity is to be
directed against the Presi-
dent of the United States.
How in any way can that be
good?

Haldeman: Senator, I can
explain that, I think, very
easily.

The problem that we had
during the campaign of vio-
lence, of demonstrations of

obscene signs, of efforts to
heckle and shout down the
President when he was de-
livering a speech were very
great. They were not recog-
nized as being very great
and there was an attempt
made 'in the coverage of
many of these events to
present this as a totally off-
the-cuff reaction of certain
people in the audience who

were just there and disa- -

greed with what the Presi-
dent said and were express-
ing their disagreement in a
proper exercise of their
right to do so as contrasted
to planned organizations
that were put together for
the purpose of creating vio-
lence and creating these
things in the way that the
intelligence indicated this
one was going to be han-
dled.

The reason for reacting to
the indication that they
would be violent, obscene
and directed toward " Billy
Graham as good was that if,
in fact, they were going to
do this in this way it would
be seen that they were do-
ing so clearly. Sometimes
they weren’t that ineffec-
tive. They did a better job
of disguising their true in-
tents and their true method
of operation, and the reac-
tion of “good” to those indi-
cations was very much in
that sense.

Let me point out that the
whole point of the memo
very strongly confirms my
feeling that this sort of ac-
tivity was not to our benefit
in showing the extremes
that, steps that were plan-
ned, in order to try to avoid
these people having the op-
portunity to carry out their
violence and their obscenity
and directing it toward the
President and Billy Graham,
at least in the hall. We had
no real practical means of
doing much outside the hall
and, in fact, as I recall that
meeting there were some
demonstrations outside but
there was reasonably good
control and the Charlotte
police force, I think, was ex-
tremely tough, and I think
they did do a good job, in-
cluding, as I recall, at that
occasion some local police
forces did .you have to use
force in order to restrain

the activities that were at-
tempted. That happened in
this case. But as you can see
here there were strong ef-
forts made by our advance
men to try to avoid inci-
dents and this kind of prob-
lem. .
We had the intelligence

that there were going to be .

this group there, that they
would be violent and have
obscene signs. That at least
would show up with the
public there and the press
there and in a place like

North Carolina where the -

people are wise enough not
to feel that that is a very
good thing to do, that it
would put this in its true
perspective.

Sen: Joseph Montoya (D-
N.M.) then questioned Halde-
man about the so-called “ene-

mies list” kept by the Nizon
White House: .

Montoya: Are you
acquainted with the project
which was launched in the
White House to develop an
“enemies” list?

Haldeman: I am aware of
the existence of enemy lists
or opponents lists, yes, sir.

Montoya: What do you
know about it?

Haldeman: I know that
from time to time we re-
ceived from withih the
White House and from out-
side the White House, from
supporters of the adminis-
tration, both in the Con-
gress and from the general
public, complaints that peo-

ple in and out of govern- -

ment were being treated by
the White House in ways
that people - that were op-
posed to administration poli-
cies, and specifically wheo
were vocally expressing pub-
lic opposition to administra-
tion policies, and tkis would
most  frequently relate to

the position on the war in-

Vietnam because that was
the policy most thoroughly
under discussion.

People who were express-
ing vocal oppostion were at
the same time being ex-
tended extraordinary cour-
tesies by the White House in
the form of invitations to so-
cial events and other func-
tions at the White House,
appointments to honorary
boards and commissions, in-
clusion on delegations to
events, and that srt of
thing?

Montoya: I am talking
about enemies, not friends.

Haldeman: “No, sir, that
is what I am talking about
people, I am talking about
complaints by friends that
people who were opponents
and were vocally expressing
their opposition were being,
in the view of our friends,
treated like friends in the
sense of receiving these spe-
cial courtesies from the
White House.

Montoya: And you were
compliing a list of these
people? )

Haldeman: And as a re-
sult of the concern by our
friends that we were in
their view unwisely extend-
ing these courtesies to the
people who were opposing

administration policies, and
on some occasions people
who, after receiving an invi-
tation to the White House
and being at the White
House used that as a plat-
form for getting extraordi-
nary publicity for their ex-
pression of opposition, that
as a result of these com-
plaints there was a program
of drawing up a list of those
who in prominent public
positions were believed to
expressing opposition to ad-

' ministration policies, and

who, therefore, should not
be receiving these courtes-

. ies. This was in the same

context as a list of those
who were supporting such
policies and who should be
extended such courtesies
and who many times were
not.

Montoya: Have you seen
Exhibit 50, which has been
introduced by Mr. Dean in
evidence here?

Haldeman: I am not sure
that I have. I would like to
see it.

Mentoya: Or Exhibit 10,
and I will read you some
names. What did these peo-
ple have to do with the viet-
nam War?

Haldeman: Excuse me, sir,
but could I have copies of
those?

Montoya: Yes, sir, let me
just read them and then you
can comment on them. Mr.
Eugene Carson Blake, Mr.
Leonard Bernstein, Arthur
Fisher, Ed Guttman, Max-
well Cain, Charles Dison,
Howard Stein, Al Lowen-
stein, Morton Halperin, Leon-
ard Woodstock, Dan Scherr,
Mary McGrory, Lloyd Cut-

- ler, Thomas Watson, Tom

Weicker, Clark Clifford.

" That is the list? Do you

want to see—

Haldeman: No, sir, I do
not need to see it. I would
think that the public record
of the time would indicate
that a number of those peo-
ple were, in fact, quite vo-
cally and publicly opposing
administration positions on
the war.

Montoya: Why did you la-
bel them as enemies, then?
Do they not have a right to
comment on the war?

Haldeman: Why, certainly,
they did, but they did not
have a right to be extended
the courtesy of the Presi-
dent’s hospitality in order to
express their opposition.

Montoya: Well, are you in
effect telling me that this
enemies list was compiled so
that it would serve as an ex-
clusion list for the White
House?

Haldeman: In effect, yes.

Montoya: Why was so
much time wasted in the
White House with memos and
communications between staff
members in trying to compile
¢his list, then?

Haldeman: First of all, I
don’t believe a great deal of
time was wasted in doing so.
The time that was expended
in doing it was for the pur-
pose that I have indicated
and was a part of carrying
out the effort of the White
House to extend our policies

- to carryout the policies of

the administration —rather



than to provide a forum for
the expression of opposition.

Montoya: Well, if your ob-
jective was, as you have
gtated it, why was it an ef-
fort to involve IRS in audit-
ing some of these people
and why were there orders
from the White House to the
FBI to check on some of
these people?

Haldeman: I would like to
know what those . orders
were and perhaps I can re-
spond to them.

Montoya: All right. Mr.
Higby, whe was your admin-
istrative assistant, has given
information to this commit-
tee that while he was in the
Grand Tetons with the Pres-
ident and you, he was asked
by you to call Mr. Hoover
and get a complete back-
ground on Danjel Schorr,
and Mr. Higby did this, and
he has submitted testimony
to this committee in secret
to that effect.

Now, would " you deny
that?

Haldeman: No, sir.

Montoya: ' Did you do
that?

Haldeman: I requested a
background report on Mr.
Schorr, or asked Mr., Highy
to request one, not in con-
nection with the enemies
list and I am not sure in
what connection it was, but
I am sure there was some-
thing that arose at the time
that ihis request was made
and I dom’t know in what
context, but there had been,
as has been indicated here
in earlier testimony, con-
cern from time to time
about statements that were
made and the reasons for
them in terms of national
security questions and I
don’t know that this was in
such a context because I
simply don’t recall what the
reason was for it.

Montoya: Why would you
order a check in that
context? Was Mr. Schorr be-
ing considered for an
appointment?

Haldeman: No, sir he was
not.

Montoya: Why would you
check on him, then?

Haldeman: The check was
made—I don’t know why but
the check was made.

Montoya: You ordered it?

Haldeman: The request
for the check was in connec-
tion with something appar-
ently—I assume that arose
at that time—that generated
a request for the back-
ground report on Mr.
Schorr. The request I would
like to emphasize, Senator,
was not a request for an in-
vestigation. of Mr. Schorr
and at the time that the re-
quest was made it was for
the background file which
the FBI has on individuals,
that is, a summary report on
their dctivities and back-
ground.

Montoya: Wouldn’t you
call that “investigate” when
the FBI goes out to try te
get the background on an
. individual?

Haldeman: When they go
out to do it I would but the
request was not that they go
out to do it. The request was
for the file, what happened.

Montoya: What file? Do
you have a file in the White
House on Mr. Schorr?

Haldeman: No, sir, The
FBI did, or may have.

Montoya: How did you
know they have?

Haldeman: They have a
file on most people who are
known publicly and the re-
quest was for whatever file
they have,

Montoya: You mean the
FBI has a file on every
American that is known
publicly?

Haldeman: I’ think they
probably do. I have not been
through their files so I can’t
verify that.

Montoya: Well, you just
stated that— ‘

Haldeman: I said I think
they did.

Montoya: Now, assuming
that Mr. Schorr is one case,
now I will give you an in-
stance where you ordered
FBI checks on eight other
individuals. Did you do
that?

Haldeman: I don’t know. I
would like to hear what
they are.

Montoya: Well, Mr. But-

- terfield has so testified that

you did. .

Haldeman: Could I hear
them, please?

Montoya: Yes. The testi-
mony of (Haldeman aide
Alexander) Butterfield is as
follows. It is on page 10 of
his interview ®before the
Committee, and this is his
testimony. Haldeman and
occasionally Ehrlichman had
requested an FBI check on
non-appointees. To Butter-
field’s recollection—this is a
memorandum of his testi-
mony—to Butterfield’s rec-
ollection there may have
been eight such requests.
Among them were Frank Si-
natra, Daniel Schorr, Helen
Hayes. Now, what do you
have to say to that?

Haldeman: In the case—

Montoya: Was  Helen
Hayes being considered  for
an appointment?

(Laughter)

Haldeman: Quite possibly
so. Helen Hayes had helped
presidential appointments
and commissions at a num-
ber of times and that is
quite possible.

Montoya: Was Frank Sina-
fra being considered for an
appointment?

Haldeman: No, sir. Frank
Sinatra was being consid-
ered as an entertainer at the
White House and was an en-
tertainer at the White
House.

Montoya: And was Daniel
Schorr being considered for
entertainments at the White
House?

(Laughter)

Haldeman: No, sir, T have
already covered the Daniel
Schorr appointment. . .

.Later, Sen. Weicker aglin
questioned Haldeman on Hal-
deman’s linking of the Demo-
crats to anti-Nizon demonstra:
tions and violence in the 1972
campaign:

Weicker: Let me read
(another memo) dated Feb,
10, 1973. Memorandum for
John Dean from H. R,
Haldeman.

“We need to get our peo-
ple to put out the story on
the foreign or Communist

money that was used in sup-
port  of demonstrations
against the President ip
1972. We should tie all 1972
demonstrations to MecGov-
ern and thus to the Demo-
crats as part of the Peace
movement,

“The investigation should
be brought to inelude the
leads directly to MecGovern
and Teddy Kennedy. This is

"a good counteroffensive to
be developed. In this con-
nection we need to itemize
all the disruptions such as
the Century Plaza, San
Francisco, Statue of Liberty,
and so on.

“You should definitely or-
der Gray to go ahead on the
FBI investigation against
those who tapped Nixon and
Agnew in 1968.

“We need to develop the
plan on to what extent the
Democrats were responsible
for the demonstrations that

led to violences or disrup-
tion. ”

“There’s also the question
of where we should let out
the Fort Wayne story now

== that w2 ran a clean cam-
paign compared to theirs, li-
bel and slander such as
against Rebozo, et cetera.”

And lastly—I beg pardon,
reading directly — “We
could let Evans and Novak
but it out and then be asked
about it to make the point

"that we knew and the Presi-

dent said it was not to be
used under any ecircum-
stances. :

“In any event, we have to
play a very hard game on
this whole thing and get our

See TEXT, A21, {sZ.

Text, From A20

investigations going. as ‘a
countermove.” =

Is that what the document
states? . } 5 e

Haldeman: That is what
this document states.

Weicker: And this docu-.
ment states it is a memoran-
dum from you to John Dean.
Is that a memorandum that
you prepared?

Haldeman: I will accept
responsihility for the memo-
randum, although because
of some bad English and
other vroblems -in it, I
«would point out that it is
not initialed by me, which it -
would have been had I writ-
ten the memorandum and
sent it. I believe that this
was a memorandum pre-
pared from notes or from
telephonic instructions to a
staff member who then
wrote it up and sent it out
over my name. Having said
that, I am disclaiming re-
sponsibility for the English
and typos, and accepting
overall responsibility for the
memorandum.

Weicker: In other words,
accepting responsibility for
the thrust of the memoran-
dum, if not the actual words
used?

Haldeman: Yes sir.

Weicker: Well, I guess the
first thing to ask here is'I
would like to get your ver-
sion as to what this first
paragraph means, “We need
to get our people to put out
the story on the foreign or.
communist money that was



used in support of demon-
strations 2gainst the Presi-
dent in 72. We should tie all
1972 demonstrations to Me-
Govern and thus to the
Democrats as part of the
peace movement.”

Haldeman: I think there
was, -or. I know that there
was, »some information, I
don’t know how good .it was
that . there was foreign
money used to support the
financing of demonstrations.
The point here "was to de-
velop the story that that had
been the case, develop the
facts on it.

Skipping down to the
fourth . paragraph it does
say, “We need to develop
the plan on to what extent”
this is the bad English again
“hut- to what extent the
Democrats were. responsible
for the demonstrations that
lead to violence or disrup-
ion.”.

In other words, this was
‘0 determine .the facts and
zet out the story with the
objective to tying, where the
facts did so, tying those
demonstrations o those who
were responsible for them. ..

1 am asking to develop a
plan on to what extent .the
Democrats were responsible
for demonstrations that led
to violence or disruption.

Weicker: You say “We

need to get our people to
put out the story on the for-
eign or Communist money
that was used in support of
. demonstrations against the
President in 72. We shg.uld
tie all 1972 demonstrations
to McGovern and thus to
the Democrats as part o_f th_e
peace movement.” This is
one paragraph here, the
head of this memorandum.
Haldeman: That is right, I
am reading. . . .
Weicker: Are you trying
to tie the Democratic Party
to Communist- money or for-
eign money? .
Haldeman: I am trying @o
tie the demonstration that is
were instigated by McGovern
or McGovern campaign peo-
ple to those people. I am try-
ing to get out the story of
what the facts were in regarg
to the instigation of and fi-
nancing of demonstrations..
Weicker: Well, now, this
is dated Feb. ‘10, 1973. And
interestingly enough I have

made my own notes and I go-

back to your opening state-
ment before this Committee
and I expressed myself as to
imagine that you were trying
te portray here being rather
clever with words, as to
these matters being linkegi
to the Democratic -candi-
date, to the Democratic
Party.

And 1 didn’t receive or I
didm’t get this particular
memorandum until after I
had made my own impres-
sion as to what thought yqu
were trying to convey 1in
your opening statement, so,
in other words, I had my im-
pression of your opemqg
statement in trying to tie
the Democratic Party and
George McGovern to the im-
age of being soft on commu-
nism and being soft on law

and order and all of a sud- -

den this memorandum ap-
pears and here you are sug-
gesting as a counteroffep-
sive that these entities, this

_individual, and this party be
tied in with foreign and
Communist money and that
it be tied into the demon-
strations. Is this what you —
let me ask you, is this what
you — believed during the
course of the campaign of
1972? Was this to be the
thrust of the attack?
Haldeman: Let me — I
don’t understand your refer-
ences to soft on communism
and soft on law and order.

Is there something that I
have said that leads to that?

Weicker: Well, I think
that you're definitely trying
to make a link-up here. I
just have your own memo-
randum before me on that
point. :

Haldeman: My own.memo-
randum makes no reference
to McGovern being soft cn
communism.

Weicker: No, it just tries
to go ahead to link Mr. Mc-
Govern to demonstrations
and to communism, is that
right? ‘

Haldeman: Tries to link
Mr. McGovern or the Mg-
Govern campaign to —

Weicker: And the Demo-
crats.

Haldeman: And the Demo-

-crats and the peace move-
ment to the demonstrations
and to the point that I un-
derstood there was backing
on or information on that
there was foreign or Commu- -
nist money used in support
of demonstrations. If, in
fact, those were facts it was
my feeling that they should
be known.

Weicker: No, you say, you
don’t want to develop the
fact, “We need to get our
people to put out the story
on the foreign or Commu-
nist money that was used” in
the last election.

. Haldeman: He says that
was the case.

Weicker: Do you mean to

tell me that as a man closest
to the President of the
United States, you issued a
directive linking the Demo-
cratic Party, and the Demo-
.cratic candidate to Commu-
nist money, to demonstra-
tions because you thought
that was the case, that you
are willing to go ahead and
do that as the man closest to
the President of the United
States, you were willing to
throw that party and that
name around in  that
fashion?

Haldman; Only if it is the
case, senator, and only—.

Weicker: Isn’t it your job
before you issue a memoran-
dum to make sure that it ei-
ther is or is not the czse?

Haldeman: Isn’t that—

Weicker: Isn’t that what
this country is about. . .

Haldeman: That is why
the memorandum- was di-
rected to the counsel to the
President who had the facts,
as I understood it, on this
case.

Weicker: “We need to get
our people to put out the
story,” this is not a request
for an investigation. If it
were a request for an inves- -
tigation wouldn’t this be the
type of thing which cer-

tainly we should pui e
the hands of our law en-
forcement branches here in
the United States, either the
FBI, CIA, the National Secu-
rity group or any valid law
enforcement branch. This
isn’t a request for4n investi-
gation of these facts. This is
to put out the story.

Haldeman: It was my un-
derstanding that there were
facts that led to these
points.

Weicker: What are the
facts?

Haldeman: I don’t know. I
have stated what my under-
standing was. Mr. Dean was
the one I understood had
the facts.

Weicker: I think I have
come close to my time now,
Mr. Chairman. I am going to
be candid with you, and I
am going to be candid with
you, and I am going to con-
tinue on this subject every
10 minutes until we go and
get this right out on the ta-
ble. But I want you to know
this, that if I am emotion-
ally wrought upt at this point
in time it is because these
things have been imputed or
an attempt has been made,
and I think we have stopped
here, to impute these mat-
ters and other matters here
to your party and to your
candidate.

I am going to tell you, my
job is to go ahead and beat
Democrats and I have done
a pretty good job, quite
frankly ...

But this type - of business
here when it emanates from
the highest councils .in the
land, I think is a disgrace,
and I think, quite frankly,
the tactics, this is Feb. 10,
1973, I don’t think there has
been any change in tactics
from the election campaign
of 72 as to when you sit be-
fore this committee right
now, Mr. Haldeman.

Television to Show
Helms’ Testimony

The Senate select Wa-
tergate committee will re-
sume its hearings at 9:30
a.m. today. Richard Helms,
former CIA director, will
be the witness,

Channel 9 (CBS-WTOP)

will televise the hearings
live. Channel 26 (WETA)

will rebroadcast the hear-

ings on a delayed basis,

beginning at 8 p.m.



