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Reinecke Aeccused of Lying for Mitchell

By Lawrence Feinberg
Washington Post Staff Writer

A Watergate assistant spe-
cial prosecutor yesterday ac-
cused California Lt. Gov. Ed
Reinecke of lying to a Senate
committee two years ago to
protect former Attorney Gen-
eral John N. Mitchell, whose
political support he was then
eourting. :

Under cross-examination at
his trial here for perjury, Rei-
necke acknowledged that he
hoped Mitchell would help
him in his bid to become gov-
ernor, and also: hoped he
might help Mitchell in his
Senate testimony.

“But not to the extent of
telling lies,” Reinecke an-
swered Assistant Special Pros-
ecutor Richard Davis, who
made the accusation. “I would
not perjure myself to protect
him.”

In the perjury indictment
Reinecke is charged with lying
to the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee about whén he and
Mitchell first dscussed a $400,-

000 offer from the Interna-

tional Telephone and Tele-
graph Corp. to help finance
the 1972 Republican National
Convention if it were held in
San Diego.

Reinecks told the Senators
that the discussion took place
in September, 1971, two
months after the Justice De-
partment had settled its anti-
trust cases against the com-
pany. ‘

That testimony, given on
April 19, 1972, confirmed what
Mitchell had told the commit-
tee earlier. But it was in con-
flict with what Reinecks had
earlier told newspaper report-
ers end later told prosecutors,
that he had actually informed
Mitchell about the ITT offer
in three phone, calls in May
and June, 1971.

Yesterday Davis cross-exam-
ined Reinecke sharply for al-
most two hours after the lieu-
tenant governor wound up
about five hours of testimony
in his own. defense, which
started Monday.

The prosecutor brought out
four inconsistencies between
Reinceks’s testimony in court
and statements he had made
earlier to FBI agents and a
grand jury.

The cross examination drew
complaints from Reinecke’s
lawyer, James E. Cox, that it
was a ‘“repetitive, insinuating
type of questioning.” But U.S.
District Court Judge Barring-
ton D. Parker said he saw
nothing wrong with it.

Under much gentler ques-
tioning by Cox, Reinecke made
the main point of his defense,
that he did not tell a deliber-
ate lie to the Senate commit-
tee, because he thought the

senators’ questions dealt only |

with meetings he had with
Mitchell, not, with telephone
conversations.

The committee called Rei-
necke as a witness near the
end of its hearings on the
nomination of Richard G.
Kleindienst to be Attorney
General. The hearings focused
on whether ITT convention-fi-
nancing offer may have influ-
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enced the settlement of the
antitrust cases against it.
Under cross examination,
Reinecke conceded that at one
point, about March 1, 1972, he

had said in newspaper inter-

views when he had actually in-
formed Mitchell of the ITT
pledge but was mistaken then
when he said he did so in a
meeting. .

Reinecke said he received a
phone call on March 3, 1972,
from a top Mitchell aide, for-
mer Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral Robert Mardian, who told
him Mitchell’s records showed

there had been no such meet-

ing.

He realized then that his in-
terviews had been “a terrible
mistake,” Reinecke testified,
becauge they were “embarras-
sing” to Mitchell and Mitchell
was “a good contact for us in
getting federal aid and con-
tracts for California.

Reinecke said Mardian dic-
tated a statement to him say-
ing that Mitchell and Rei-
necke had never discussed the
ITT offer until September,

| 1971.

Reinecke included the state-
ment in a press release he is-
sued that day and he stuck to
the same story in his Senate
testimony and for about a
vear later.

During the spring of 1972,
before the Watergate break-in,
Mitchell was chairman of the
Committee for the Re-election
of the President, the Nixon
campaign organization. Rei-
necke had just announced that
he hoped to succeed Ronald

"|Reagan as California’s gover-
-|nor, a quest he pursued until

last month, when he was de-

-|feated in a primary.

Yesterday Reinecke said
that when he testified before
the Senate committee he had
“no compunctions about tell-
ing them or not telling them?”
about phone calls to Mitchell
about the ITT offer “but they
didn’t ask me.”

Davis suggested that Rei-
necke felt relieved that the

phone calls never came up.!

But Reinecke said he told an

.|aide that he thought the omis-
.| sion was amusing.

“It was an indication of the

‘| low quality of the senators’ in-
'l vestigation,”
|marked. “I would have told
‘(them about the phone calls if

Reinecke re-

they only asked me,”

|



