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I Nixon

In Milk Case Told

? 71 “Price Rise

By George Lardner Jr.
Washingion Fost Staff Writer
President Nixon ordered a
1971 increase in milk price
supports only moments after
being reminded that the
dairy lobby was raising huge
amounts of political money
and was on the verge of de-
ciding where to spend it.
Despite the urgings of

some advisers that the in- -

crease be delayed until 1972,
Mr. Nixon was warned that
he would “get no credit for
it” from the milk producers
if he waited till then.

“ . .If you do something
for them this year,” Treas-
ury Secretary John B. Con-

nally told the President at-

the decisive meeting in the
Oval Office on March 23;
1871, “they think you've
done it because they got a
good case and because you’-
re their friend. If you wait
till next year, I don't care
what you do for them .
You get no credit for it.”
Mr. Nixon, who was told
an  unfavorable decision
might also cost him a string

See MILK, A10, Col. 1
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ITT Pressure

By Laurence Stern and
John P. MacKenzie

Washington Post Staif Writers
An unrelenting campaign

of pressure by business lob-
byists, top White House
aides and the President him-
self led the government’s
chief antitrust officer to
withdraw reluctantly his ob-
jections to the controversial
ITT-Hartford merger in
1971.

The reversal on the
mutlibillion-dollar merger
case has been the subject of
persistent charges in Con-
gress and elsewhere that the
administration acted with
political favoritism toward
the International Telephone
and Telegraph Co.

A House Judiciary Com-
mittee study of the ITT
merger case, released yes-
terday, depicted a campaign
of intense corporate lobby-
ing which converged, in the
final stages, on one man —
Richard w. MecLaren, for-
mer chief of the Justice De.
partment’s Antitrust Divi-
sion. ;

See ITT, A12, Col. 1
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of farm states in the ‘1972
election, then approved the
higher price supports. He
said he recognized that he
was making ‘“‘a political
judgment” in going along
with the milk producers. but
he said he saw no other
solution:

“Not because they’re milk-
ers, but because theyre
farmers. And it would be
just turning down the whole
damn middle America. Uh,
where, uh, we, uh, where
we, uh, need support. And
under the circumstances, I
think the best thing to do is
to just, uh, relax and enjoy
g

A: transcript of the top-
level meeting in the Oval
Office was released yester-
day by the White House
Judiciary Committee in a
two -volume compilation of
‘evidence challenging the
President’s contentions that
only -“traditional political
considerations” — and not
bribery—were : involved.

Many of the White House
documents dnd tapes made
public had been sl;eltered
for more than a year) under

¢iaims of executive privilege

that kept them out of the
hands of the Senate Water-
gate committee and of law-
vers pressing a civil lawsuit
against the controversial
1971 price support increase.

Although the President
made the basic decision on
March 23, 1971, there was no
public announcement of the
increase until the milk prod-
ucers reassured Mr. Nixon’s
chief behind-the-scenes fund-
raiser, Herbert W. Kalm-
bach, that they intended to
contribute $2 million for the
President’s reelection.

The White House has ac-
knowledged that Mr. Nixon
had been told of the milk
producers’ plans to contrib-
ute $2 million for his re-elec-
tion before he ordered the
price supports, but it had
been denied that this influ-
enced his decision 'in any
way. -

Top officials of Associated
- Milk Producers, Inc., the na-
tion’s-bhiggest dairy farm co-
operative, had first pledged
the $2 million at meetings in
1970 with White House spe-
cial counsel Charles W. Col-
son. But there were no im-
mediate contributions, first

because of White House de-
lays in setting up a huge sta-
ble of dummy committees to
take the cash in small in-
stallments and-then, decord-

- ing to the impeachment in-

quiry’s evidence, because of
disenchantment among the
milk producers over the ad-
ministration’s initial rejec-
tion of higher price supports
in 1971.

Secretary of Agriculture
Clifford Hardin had ruled
on March 12, 1971, that no in-
crease was justified. Lead-
ers of three huge diary farm
¢0-0ps—AMPI, Mid-America
Dairymen and Dairymen
Inc—immediately launched

~a furious round of “lobbying

both on Capitol Hill and at
the White House in an ef-
fort to reverse*Hardin’s de-.
cision.

Z\lthough Connally has de-
nied under oath that he ever
discussed political contribi-
tions by the milk producers
with Mr. Nixon or anyone
else, ‘the transcript of their
meeting on the afternoon of
March. 23 -shows ,that Con-

nally brought up their politi-
cal war chests in detail. He
‘told-the President that the
three""co-ops regularly , tap-
ped their members for' one-
third of 1 per cent of their
total sales up to a maximum
of $99 a year. o )

“Like a union,” the Presi-
dent said. ’

Connally: “Oh, it’s” a

“check-off. No question about
it . ... And they, they’re
amassing an enormous
amount of money that they’-
re going to put into political
activities, very frankly,
. “And ub, uh, I think the
" purpose—I think they’ve got
a legitimate cause,” Con-
nally continued. “I wouldn’t,
I wouldn’t recommend that
you do, you ta—, do that if
it didn’t have any merit to
it :

The Treasury Secretary-—
who had been enlisted in
the drive for higher support
prices by AMPI lawyer Jake
Jacobsen, an old friend —
then went on to urge imme-
diate action. Connally told
Mr. Nixon that the milk
producers would be “more
loyal to you’ if he granted
the increase.

“I wouldn’t wait till next
year,” Connally emphasized.

“I know that there’s been
some advice given to you, to -

wait till next year . .. I will
differ from that simply be-

catise they’re going to make .

their association and. alli-

ances this year and they're

going to spend ‘'a lot of

money this year in various

congressional and senatorial
- Taces.all over this United
| States.”

~ Accordingly, Connally

said, if Mr. Nixon, waited un-.
fik 1972, ‘any nriceSupport
ease ‘he might granit-

in
then would just seem forced
by -election-year pressures
and the President would get
no thanks for it. -
The Treasury Secretary
then turned to the -lobbying
campaign the milk produc-
ers had mounted on Capitol |
Hill, especially among con-
gressional Democrats, in an
effort to overturn Hardin’s
decision by legislation. A
flurry of bills had already
been introduced. Connally
and Hardin, who was also at
the meeting told the Presi-
dent the legislation would
almost certainly be passed.

Connally warned the Pres-
ident against any veto, say-
ing that the milk producers
were ' predicting that it
would cost him Missouri,
Wisconsin and South Dakota
“for sure” in the 1972 elec-
tion and “probably” Ohio,
Kentucky and Towa:

Hardin: “Well, if it does
pass, I don’t think the Presi-
dent has any choice but to
sign it.” -

The President: “Well, all
right.”

Connally:  “well, then,
what do you do? If you do,
you've cost yourself the
money—you’ve lost your po-
litical advantage. You, you’-
re infinitely worse off.”

The loss of money wag ap-
parently an allusion to the
cost of higher price supports
which Connally suggested
that the President would
have to approve in 1972 any-
way. In terms of politics, the
White House has insisted

. that Mr. Nixon was worried

only of losing farm-belt
votes if the milk producers
‘became wdebted to the
Democrats. €ongressional

il1ve§;igat0e‘s maintain that
he must also have been wor.
ried about the " $2 million,
especially at a time - when
the President’s fund-raisers
were trying to raise “early
money:” for the campaign.

Mr.“NiXon announced his
decision as “a political judg-
ment” in any event.

“My political judgment is
that the Congress is going
to pass it,” he told his advis-
ers. “I could not veto it, Not
because they’re milkers, but
because theyre farmers.
And it would be Jjust turning
down the whole damn mid.
dle America. Uh, where, uh
we, uh, where we, uh, need
support. And under the cir-
cumstanes, I think the best
thing to do'is to just, uh/ re-

-lax and enjoy it.”

Connally immediately
urged Mr. Nixon to make
the best bargain he could
and get the milk producers



_promise ROtgHO Seek another tact olson. Tenwminutes
increase in.1972. ; later ‘Colsont*mét with Presi-

dent Nixon’s old confidant,

“Yowresin this thing for
Murray Chotiner, who had

everything, you, you can get

out of it,” Connally told
him. )

Under Secretary of Agri-
culture -Phil Campbell, " an-
other official who was at the
meeting, was assigned to
sound out the milk produc-
ers on that point. The Presi-
dent told him to “make the
best deal you can.”

Mr. Nixon “Let’s let
them know what we're do-
ing.”

White House aide John D.
Ehrlichman agreed and
added : “Let’s get credit.”
He suggested holding up
any announcement “till you
get the green light” The
Agriculture Department,
Ehrlichman said, “doesn’t
need to .do anything right
away.”

Mr. Nixon: “You, you're
now thinking of the political
offer?” oo

Ehrlichman responded
somewhat cryptically. £In a
day OY'SO.” he sai(i‘. & 3

- Connally suggested that
the President could also use

gto; “make a littie
" with House Speakci
/Albert  (D-Okla) and
Ways and Means Chairman
Wilbur D. Mills (D-Ark.) oy
sending them word that
their “backing of

what had changed Mr. Nix-
on’s mind.

Thé meeting broke up sec-

onds after Ehrlichman inter-
jected one final point. “Uh,”
he said, “we’ll have to get
Colson and Bob Dole in this,
100.” .

The President replied
haltingly, “Wiell,” he said,
“because Colson dealing with
to promise not to seek an-
think you've got a
game plan.”

Colson dealt regularly with
the milk producers. It was
he who had initially told M.
Nixon in a September, 1970,
memo  that they had
“pledged $2 "million to tne
1972 campaign,” a poin that
was given added emphasis
by a covering memo from
the President’s appoint-
ments’ secretary, Stephen
Bull, directing Mr. Nixon's
attention to the figure.

Sen. Bob Dole (R-Kan.)
was .then Republican Na-
tional Chairman. He. had
told ‘White House chief of

staff H: R. Haldeman in Feb- .

ruary of 1971 that the milk
producers were growing in-
creasingly frustrated over
the lack of any committces
to take the money they had
promised the Wiiite Flouse.
Minutes after;themeeting
ended, according to White
House logs, Ehrlichman con-

higher !
price support legislation was

good .

just left the White /House
staff to become a $60,000-a-
year lawyer for AMPI.
Chotiner has since died,
but AMPI general manager
Harold S. Nelson has testi-
- fied that Chotiner called
him sometime on March 23
to invite him to a meeting
with "White House fund-
, raiser Kalmbach the next
night. Meanwhile, Kalm-
bach, who was still on the
West Coast, has said that
Ehrlichman called him and
told him of
get-together.
At the same time, Nelson
has indicated that the milk
producers were still ‘kept
guessing. They had met
with Mr. Nixon in the Cab-
inet Room on the morning
of March 23 to press their
case, but got no commit-
ments.

that session shows Mr.

Nixon repeatedly question- '
ing the dairy co-op leaders |

about their ability to keep
milk production from get-
ting out of hand if price sup-
ports were increased. Secre-
tary Hardin took the same
tack, saying that dairy - farm-
ers would be hurt 'in the
long run by overproduction.

“This is a time when I

think we have to be states-
men, Hardin declared at one
point. “We have.to look at’
what's ‘best “for the man
that’s pulling the teats§ out
on the farm, if I canjuse
that old expression.” |

Afn'unidentified voice pop-
ped up: “You do it with ma-
chines.”

The ‘President: “I know
something about that.”

The transcript of the
morning meeting also shows
Mr. Ni,xqg« encouraging the
milk producers to speak'iip.

“Matter of fact,” he fold
them, “the room 1is .not
tapped. (Laughter) Forgot to
do that.”

According to AMPI’s Nel-
son, the March 23 phone call -
he got from Chotiner trig-
gered a round of all-night
mgetine{%, by the milk pro-
ducers, one of them after a
predawn flight to Louisville
Ky., where 3 hurry-up at—’
tempt was made fo raige .
$300,000, for the President’s
ca.rnpaign from an official
of Dairymen Inc., D. Paul
A'lagia. He said he turned
his colleagues down on the

; grounds that the co-op didn’t
. have that kind of money on

l]gnd. but Dairymen Inc,,
did  rush' up $25,000 on

March 24 when it was do-

the proposed

Instead, the transcript of .

A i jé -

nated at,a Republican fjimnds. =

raising dinner here.

The House impeachment
inquiry staff indicated that
last-minute{#dairy contribu-
tions to the GOP fund-raiser
were considered: important
because the milk producers
had promised' to come up
with as muech as $100,000 for
it, but then reneged out of
disappointment over Har-
idn’s decision on March 12.

Although the fund-raiser
was ostensibly for Republi-
can Congressional candi-
dates, Colson had told one
of Haldeman’s aides that the
milk producers’ contribu-
tions to it should be counted
as payments on a $150,000
debt that - “we owe” to the
Republican National Com-
mittee.

Kalmbach- met with Nel-
son and Chotiner at the
Madison Hotel here. after
the GOP dinner. The Presi-
dent’s fund-raiser has testi-
fied that Nelson formally
confirmed the $2 million
campaign pledge.

It was no surprise to-
Kalmbach. He had arrived
at Dulles airport on the af-
ternoon of March 24 and
went directly to a meeting
with Ehrlichman. “. . . He
advised me"that I would be
meeting with Mr. Chotiner
and Mr. Nelson later that
evening, at which time a
reaffirmation of the pledge
would be received.”

In addition, Kalmbach
gaid that when Chotiner and
Nelson came up to his suite
around midnight on March
24, Chotiner  explicitly
linked the renewal of the $2
million pledge to a forth-
coming increase in milk
price supports.

Nelson has been described
as “completely optimistic”
about the price support in-
crease after that. Under Sec-
retary Campbell in a March
23 phone call to Nelson
right after the meeting in

the Oval Office had already’

gotten a promise from the

AMPI leader not to seek an-
other rise in 1972. According
to Campbell’s testimony he
had asked Nelson without
making any - definite
promises:

“Now Harold, if we do.
change our mind and do'
raise the price ... will you
and the other dairymen stop
asking for price support in-
creases because I don’t
think it is good for the dairy-

men . . . Will you get off
our backs?”
Campbell says Nelson

agreed. However, it was not
until two days later, after
Nelson had also confirmed
the $2 million commitment,
that Secretary Hardin an-
nounced the higher vprice
supports. : '

The March 25 Department
of Agriculture press release
promulgating the decision—
which was worth an esti-
mated $300 million to the
nation’s dairy farmers—had
actually been prepared on
March 24. Campbell had
sehit a copy over to the
White House Office of Man-
agement and Budget that
day with a note saying that
it would be issued only
“when action is completed
on this subject.”

The milk producers even-
tually contributed more
than $500,000, but Nelson
has maintained they would
have given even more than
$2 million if White House
aides and fund-raisers hadn’t
“bungled” the arrangements
for dummy committees to
take the money. The Wash-
ington Post and the Wall
Street Journal simulatane-
ously disclosed the huge sta-
ble of milk-money conduits
in September of 1971.

Ralph Nader filed a law-
suit challenging the 1971
price supports a few months
later. In a confidential Feb.
1, 1972, memo toEhrlich-
man, White House counsel
John W. Dean III warned .
that the disclosures arising
from the lawsuit “could
prove disastrous.” *



- Intense Campaign Converged on MeClaren

The ITT Case:

ITT, From Al

‘- But the committee failed
-.to demonstrate jthat it was
;an ITT pledge of $400,000 to-
<ward the costs of the 1972
~-Republican convention that
< prompted the administra-
- tion to drop its legal chal-
-lenge of the merger and ne-
gotiate a settlement permit-
7 ling TTT to keep Hartford.

. But the committee failed
-.lo demonstrate that it was
2an ITT pledge of $400,000 to-
»ward the costs of the 1972
--Republican convention that
(1p1ompted the administra-
'« tion to drop its legal chal-
@ lenge of the merger and ne-
e - gotiate a settlement permit-
- tlng ITT to keep Hartford.

Crities of the administra-

Tition’s handling of the case-
"~ have $uggested that the set-
:tlement was, in effect, a
«+quid pro quo for the conven-
- tion pledge.
- The Judiciary Committee
study made public the tran-
script of a scathing tele-
phone call in which Presi-
- dent Nixon ordered then
’ ~Deputy Attorney General
M]‘hchard Kleindienst to drop
-.the Justice Department’s ap-
- peal in ITT merger proceed-
+-ings.

© In an angry, five-minute
~.exchange the President told
<Kleindienst:

- “T want something cleally
. «understood and, if it is not
--‘understood, McLaren s ass
"<is to be out within one hour.
“The IT&T thing — stay the
“hell out of it. Is that clear?
"That’s an order.”

. Mmutes before the Presi-
S dents conversation with
j;Klelndlenst the Justice De-
~»partment official had re-
viceived a call from then Do-
.muestic Counselor
““Ehrlichman. Kleindienst had
% balked at Ehrlichman’s sug-
.«ugestlon that the appeal "be
~dropped. :

».. It was then that the Presi-
-~ dent got on the phone with
‘his excoriation of McLaren.
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_ing to do it.”

“I do not want McLalen‘

te run around prosecuting
people, raising hell about
conglomerates, stirring
things up. .. .Now you keep
him the hell out of that.”

The alternative, the Presi- .

dent insisted, would be for
McLaren to vresign. “I’d
rather .have him out any-
way,” he added. “I don’t like
the son-of-a-bitch.”

The phone conversation
came ‘in the midst of a
White House meeting with
Ehrlichman and former
Treasury Secretary George
P. Shultz. In the course .of
the meeting the President’s
criticism of MecLaren was
even sharper.

“Good — Jesus, he’s — get:

him out,’ the President ex-
claimed to Ehrlichman.
one hour, one hour. And he’s
not going .to be a ]udge
either.”

McLaren  was, in fact,
later appomted to a life-time
federal judgeship in Chi-
cago. :

The Judiciary Committee
account recites the cam-
paign by high executive offi-
cers of ITT, including board
chairman Harold Geneen,
directed at virtually. every
top administration official
who might have been of
help to the commumcatxons
conglomerate. |

McLaren, who had been
holding fast for more than a

vear on forcing ITT to di- .

vest a number of recently
acquired companies, was the
chief target of the lobbying
program.

The President, speaking
of McLaren in the April,
1971 session at the: White
House complained that
“Kleindiens’c is  busy ap:
pointing judges; Mitchell i
, busy doing- other things, so

‘the‘y re afraid to overrule

him. By God, t_hey re not cro

Kleindienst, . “instead of
complying d1rectly with the
President’s order to drop
the appeal, got a 30-day ex-

“In !

tension for appeals action in
the case. It was during this

period that the framework -

of the
reached.

The Judiciary Committee
recited Kleindienst’s re-
peated denials during
Senate confirmation hear-
ings that he had received
any White House direction
in dealing with the merger
case. These disavowals were
contradicted by the April 19,
1971 telehpne call from the
President.

Only by inference did the
committee touch on the
question of President Nix-
on’s silence throughout both

settlement was

- Kleindienst and Mitchell’s

testimony that they never
discussed the ITT cases with
him,

The report noted that
there was extensive news

+ coverage of both men’s testi-

mony. The committee also
said the President has not
yet responded to its subpoe-
nas for copies of hig daily

‘news summaries during the

Kleindienst nomination
hearings.

At issue is whether the
President  willfully con-
cealed knowledge that the
testimony of Kleindienst
and Mitchell was untruthful
as it bore on thier contacts
with him. Kleindienst
pleaded guilty to a count of
failing to testify fully and
accurately to the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee.

Presidential lawyer James
D. St. Clair, in a 200-page re-
sponse to the Judiciary
Committee testimony, un-
derscored the panel’s failure
to show a casual link be-
tween the antitrust. settle-
ment and the pledge of fi-
nancial support for the con-
vention.

Despite the President’s or-

der to drop. the ITT appeal,
SL Clair noted, there was
“no testimonial or documen-
tary evidence to indicate

_that the President had any

his”

High Pressure

part, directly or indirectly,
in the settlement of the ITT
antitrust cases.”

The White House counsel
did not challenge the ‘mass
of affidavits, letters and
transcripts that documented
ITT’s campaign of pressure
on the White House to over-
rule McLaren’s actions.

In the course of that cam-
paign ITT officials ‘ques-
tioned McLaren’s party cre-
dentials as well as his loy-
alty to the policies of the ad-
ministration./

“It was plain that McL-
aren’s views were not, and
are not, consistent with
those of the Attorney Gen-
eral and the White House,
ITT vice president Edward
(Ned) Gerrity complained in
an August, 1970 memo to
then Vice President Agnew.

There was nothing in the
committee’s presentation to
suggest that there was any-
thing improper in President
Nixon’s intercession with
Kleindienst on the merger
case. The only issue, from
the standpoint of p1e51den
tial impeachment, could be
his possible concealment of
a crime—false testimony by
sworn administration wit-
nesses. ’ )

The only .other major
question bearing on the im-
-peachment  inquiry  was
whether the President was
party to a bartering of anti-
trust favors for the conven-
tion site pledge by ITT.

And so the principal value
of the two-volume ITT study
was its documentation of
the interplay of private and
governmental influence on
what was to' become the
highest-priced merger case
in the history of the anti-
trust enforcement.

With the exception of the
April 19 tape much of that
evidence has already been
spread before the public in
congressional hearings,
newspaper stories and the
columns of Jack Anderson.



