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Excerpts From Haldeman’s

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 31—
Following are excerpts from
the transcript of testimony
today by H. R. Haldeman,
former White House chief of
staff, on the 32d day of hear-
ings on the Watergate case
before the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Presidential Cam-
paign Activities:

MORNING
SESSION
MR. DASH: As chief of
“staff, Mr. Haldeman, could
you tell us how tight a ship

VYOIl ran in tha Whita ITAwand
JOU Ian 1n ths Whi

MR. HALDEMAN: Well, it
“has been amply reported here

as being a tight ship, and I
tried to run a tight ship, and
I think successfully most of
the time.
. Q. And would it be fair to
say that you were a hard
taskmaster and often cracked
the whip?

A. I don’t know. I didn’t
feel I was a hard taskmaster.
I felt I was a just taskmaster,
but I guess some who didn’t
rise to the task felt that the
whip was cracked sometimes.
We operated of necessity on
a basis of very extensive del-
egation of authority and of
expecting people to get done
what they were told to get
done, to handle the respon-
sibilities that they were un-
derstood to be handling and
to do_them without making
any mistakes. We did through-
out the White House opera-
tion operate on a what is
known in some views as a
zero defect system. We at-
tempted to do everything
right.

Q. How close to zero did
you get? A, I am not sure.
That is hard to evaluate.

Q. Well, therefore, would
it not be also true that in
your job especially in making
recommendations to the Pres-
ident or being able to make
decisions that you certainly
wanted to be on top of the
important facts you needed
to make those decisions. A. I

didn’t have to make decisions |

for the President.

Q. I said, in making recom-
mendations or in any deci-
sions that you had to make
in the White House.

Review and Recommendation

A. I was not making rec-
ommendations even to the
President for decisions. I did
take the responsibility for
getting the material to the
President for making deci-
sions, and I did review the
material before it went to the
President to be sure it was
complete. But I did not make
the recommendation. The rec-
ommendation was made by
the staff member or Admin-
istration official responsible
for the area in which the
ciecision rested.

Q. Well, then, to carry out
his function to, see to it that
he President had had infor-
nation he needed, you saw to
t that you were on top of
he facts.

A. Isaw to it that the facts
vere available. I did not at-
empt to stay on top of all
he facts on any given mat-
er. We had other people far
nore able than I in any given
ubject area who maintained
he knowledge of the facts.

All I did was raise the
estion if it appeared that
he facts weren’t complete

or had not been presented

adequately or that opposing
views had not been included.

Q. Well, but at any time

when you needed the facts

you could be able to get them
very quickly, or at least you
expected to be able to get
them very quickly? A. That
is correct.

Q. Now, moving forward
to the establishment of the
Committee for the Re:elec-
tion of the President, could
you tell us how the Commit-
tee for the Re-election of the
President got started for the
1972 campaign.

A. The concept of the com-
mittee was a result of a de-
sire on the part of the Presi-
dent and the rest of us that
the campaign for re-election
be handled outside of the
White ‘House and by people
not on the White House staff
but assigned to general White
House duties.

We looked to the Commit-
tee to Re-elect to handle the
mechanics and operations of
the political campaign. We
had close liaison with the
committee, at a lot of levels
—in the White House, from
the White House to the com-
mittee and from the depart-
ments in the Government to
the committee and Govern-
ment appointees.

Testimony Before

A Separate Entity

Q. Why, was it necessary
to set up this separate entity,
when there was a national
Republican committee and a
political entity in the Repub-
lican party for the campaign
of 19722

A. Well, very simply be-
cause the national committee
is the official body of the
Republican party. It has the

responsibility for mobilizing
the Republican vote and turn-
ing out the Repuhliran vote,
for developing and support-
ing candidates, Republican
candidates for office at all
levels, state and Federal, and
the campaign for the Presi-
dent required beyond the Re-
publican party the effort to
reach out to independent
voters and to Democratic
voters to make an appeal to
them for support as well as
to mobilize the Republican
troops that the national com-
mittee had the responsibility
for. So there was quite nat-
urally a need for an organi-
zation beyond the Republi-
can National Committee.

As you know, after the
convention there was a fur-
ther organization set up of
Democrats for Nixon which
was directly involved in an
effort to develop Democratic
support specifically.

Q. Did not this committee
really constitute a form of
alter ego to the White House
and the Administration? In
other words, the political
branch?

A. Well, no, I do not be-
lieve so. I think it was set up
so that the White House
would not be totally involved
in the business of preparing
for a political campaign.

Q. Is it not true that a
number of White House staff
people did move over and
take a position ‘in the Com-
mittee for the Re-election of
the President. A. Some White
House staff did. Some people
from other departments and
some people from outside.

Mitchell Was Chosen

Q. And it is true that Mr.
Mitchell, the Attorney Gen-
eral, had been designated to
actually run the campaign
when he left his office as
Attorney General in March.
Is that right? A. Yes.

Q. Now, what particular
role did you play in either
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staff assignments or the mov-
ing of staff from the White
House to the committee.

A. I was. consulted, on the
senior people that moved
from the White House, or
middle level people.

Q. Now, were you also con-
sulted with regard to major
decisions that the committee
was making? :

A. Some, but not on a con-
sistent basis. Rather than be-
ing consulted on major deci-
sions we had a close working
relationship with the commit-
tee that was implemented in
the campaign period by the
iwice weekiy meetings in Mr.
Ehrlichman’s office with the
campaign committee people
and senior White House peo-
ple. In order to maintain con-
tinuing coordination, the
campaign director, Mr. Mitch-
ell and later Mr. Macgregor,
sat in the regular morning
White House staff meetings,
so that the campaign people,
or the campaign director, at
least, would know what the
ongoing business at the White
House was, issue positions,
and that sort of thing, and
vice versa, so that he could
keep us posted at the White
House as to what was devel-
oping in the campaign.

Did you receive quite a bit
of memoranda from the com-
mittee?

A.-Yes, sir. I think you are
referring to Strachan’s polit-
ical memoranda. I did mot
receive memoranda directly
from the committee. Gordon
Strachan was my staff man
with that area of responsibil-
ity. ity, [he] received all.

Area of Responsibility

Q. Just what was his area
of responsibility? A. He was
supposed to handle the liaison
between my office and the
campaign committee, to keep
himself basically fully posted
on the campaign, to keep
me posted as I needed to be
for information for the
President, and to be available
to answer questions or fol-
low up on matters that might
be raised by the President
and from time to time others

R

Figures in Senate Inquiry

Speclal to The New York Times
WASHINGTON, July 31—Following are the names of
individuals' who figured today in hearings by the Senate
select committee on the Watergate case:

COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Sam J. Ervin Jr., North Carolina Democrat, chairman:
Herman E. Talmadge, Democrat of Georgia.

Daniel K. Inouye, Democrat of Hawaii. )

Joseph M. Montoya, Democrat of New Mexico.
Howard H. Baker Jr., Republican of Tennessee.
Edward J. Gurney, Republican of/ ‘Florida. )
Lowell P. Weicker Jr., Republican of Connecticut.

COMMITIEE COUNSEL
Samuel Dash, chief counsel and staff director.
Fred D. Thompson, chief minority counsel.
Rufus L. Edmisten, deputy counsel.
Terry F. Lenzner, assistant chief counsel.
James Hamilton, assistant chief counsel.
David M. Dorsen, assistant chief counsel.
H. William Shure, assistant minority counsel.

WITNESS and COUNSEL

H. R. Haldeman, former White House chief of staff.
John J. Wilson, counsel for Mr. Ehrlichman and Mr.

Haldeman.

PERSONS NAMED IN TESTIMONY
Alexander P. Butterfield, F.A.A. administrator and
ex-White House aide. )
John J. Caulfield, former employe of the re-election
committee. )
Charles W. Colson, former counsel to the President.
John W. Dean 3d, former counsel to the President.
John D. Ehrlichman, former White House adviser.
Dr. Daniel J. Ellsherg, key witness in Pentagon papers
case. )
Dr. Lewis Fielding, Dr. Daniel J. Ellsberg’s psychiatrist.
J. Edgar Hoover, former Director of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. )
E. Howard Hunt Jr., ex-White House aide, pleaded guilty
in the Watergate break-in. )
 Tom Charles Huston, White House aide who designed
ntelligence gathering plan. )
Bruce A. Kehrli, staff secretary to the President.
Egil Krogh Jr., former assistant to Mr. Ehrlichman.
Frederick C. LaRue, former assistant to John N. Mitchell.
G. Gordon Liddy, former White House aide convicted in
Vatergate break-in. )
Clark MacGregor, former chief of the Committee for the
te-election of the President.
Jeb Stuart Magruder, former deputy director of\the Com-
aittee for the Re-election of the President.
Robert C. Mardian, former aide of re-election committee.
John N. Mitchell, former Attorney General and former
hief of the re-election committee. )
Gordon C. Strachan, former assistant to Mr. Haldeman.
Jeb Stuart Magruder, former deputy director of re-
Jection committee. \
Anthony T. Ulasewicz, former aide to John J. Caulfield.
David Young, co-director of White House intelligence
mit. :

in the White House with re-
lation to the campaign.

Q. Now, were you con-
sulted in any way at times
on budgets, or matters in-
volving the financing of the
, committee? A. Only on a
very general basis. I reviewed
the advertising budgets pri-
marily with relation to the
question of timing, of intensity
of advertising, and to some

“degree regional concentration.
I did not get into the details
of the budgets.

Q. I would like to show
you, Mr. Haldeman, a mem-
oranduin of Feb. 3, 1972,
from Mr. Bruce Kehrli to you
concerning Committee for re-
election support which dis-
cusses general budget items.

Do you recall that this par-
ticular memorandum, which
has “administratively confi-
dential” on it, deals with the
question of the Presidential
and first family travel budget
and then it has items for pre-
convention, convention, and
post-nomination budget, and
then on the second page there
is some reference to staff and
and also there is a reference
to Mr. Colson and a state-
ment $300,000 for the Colson
office consists of $600,000 for
mailing and information re-
trieval, $150,000 to expand
his mailing list, and about
$90,000 for “black” projects,
black in quotes.

Do you recall those items
and why they were being
presented to you in a mem-
orandum?

Financial Memorandum

A. This over-all memoran-
dum is for financial support
for the White House from the
Committee for the Re-elec-
tion of the President. As I
think I indicated, the com-
mittee provided financial sup-
port for activities that were
not deemed to be govern-
mental activities but that
were conducted by the White
House, the principal of these
being, of course, the travel
of the President when he
was on a purely political
trip. This same would apply
to other activities that were
carried out by other staff
members.

The Colson office question
appears to be primarily for
mailings and Mr. Colson’s
office was the point of
contact with groups and
organizations, business or-
ganizations, veterans’ organi-
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zations, other particular inter-
est groups, and I am sure
that at his instance there
were a number of mailings
designed for these specific
groups, and that this was
to cover support for those
mailings.

Q. Do you know what the
reference to “black projects
means? A. I am not sure.

Q. We have had testimony
before on black advance
projects, do you know what
that means? A. I have heard
that testimony. I would not
think that this would relate
to black advance projects as
such because Mr. Colson was
not concerned with advance
work or campaign travel at
all that I am aware of.

Campaign Support

Q. Well, then there is. one
item, that says “This budget
doies not include Whiu}e1 Iggua;
polling expense whi
undergtand will be handled
in another way.” Is that a
reference to what later did
happen, the transmittal of
$350,000 from the committee

to the White House for poll-

ing purposes? A. I think that
probably is, yes.

Q. Well, at least to this ex-
tent, would this cover this
area of general budget?

A. No, not at all. This is
what I would call campaign
support  for - White House
budget. I also saw from time
to time or at all times the
over-all campaign budget, the
big spread sheets that spread
out' the planned expenditures
on a month by month basis
for the various campaign
activities.

Q. Now, what was your re-
lationship with Mr. Mitchell

in the Committee for the re-
election of the President?

A. It was one of very close
communication and coopera-
tion, not on a very frequent
basis but he kept me posted
on what was going on and
what problems he had, if
any, in the campaign, and
he had problems from time
to. time with the White
House in cooperation and he
was seeking for information
that he would raise with me,
and I passed on to him com-
plaints and information and
suggestions from the White
House, other people in the
White House, and from the
President.

Q. In the summer of the
fall of 1970, were you not
concerned about the existing
progrem of intelligence gath-
ering with regard to either
domestic dissent or security.

A. 1970 was the time of
the concern on domestic se-
curity. The problem was the
wave of violence, bombings,
arson, trashing and other
sorts of activities of damag-
ing property, some of them
killing people, that were
sweeping across the country
at that time.

Q. And this led to what we
have now been referring to
as the Huston plan;, did it
not? A. Yes, it did.

Q. And I take it you were
aware of all of the facets of
the Huston plan, what the
recommendations were that
were being made and as it
finally went up to the Presi-
dent.

The Huston Plan

A. Not in any detail. The
inception of the so-called
Huston plan was a meeting
that the President called.
First, Mr. Huston, as a staff
man, had done some prelim-
inary work on analysis of the
problem, and of the short-
comings that appeared to be
in existence at that time with
relation to the problem and
the efforts to deal with it, as
a result of which, the Presi-

dent called a meeting of the '

heads of the various security
agencies, the F.B.I, the
N.S.A, the C.IA., and the
D.LA.

I sat in that meeting, as
did Mr. Huston. The President
discussed with these agency
heads the nature of the prob-
lem, the shortcomings of
domestic intelligence, the
concern that some of these
activities that were under
way or being threatened dur-
ing that period of time were
possibly at least, and I think
demonstrably, connected with
foreign activities.

Some of the organizations
that were declaring them-
selves out to destroy institu-
tions and in some cases the

Government, were doing their
training in foreign countries
and were studying under
foreign dissident organiza-
tions, and there was a feel-
ing that there was a cross-
over here that needed to be
dealt with in terms of better
intelligence, that we didn’t
know who was causing these
things, who was directing
them, who was financing
them nor did we know what
they were going to be di-
rected to.

Q. How did you receive
specific evidence of these
events. You didn’t know, you
say, who was doing, but ob-
viously you were concerned
that the events occurred,
what evidence occurred as to
who might be involved?.

Sources are Cited

A. There wag evidence in
terms of the people who were
carrying some of them out.
There was some intelligence,
there was some F.B.I intelli-
gence, in this area, there was
some Secret Service intelli-
gence in this area as it re-
lated to Presidential threats
and security. And there was
some investigative reporting
by the press going on as to

-background of some of these

activities, and all of these I
think would add together to
be the sources at that time
of what we did have.

Q. But is it your statement
that you were not fully aware
of the specifics of the Huston
plan? )

A. T was not—let me get
into how that was set up. In
the meeting with the Presi-
dent and the heads of the
security agencies, the Presi-
dent made it very clear that
he expected some cooperation
—which did not exist at that
time between these agencies
—in getting better informa-
tion, evaluating the informa-
tion more effectively, and
disseminating it so that ac-
tion could be taken if there
was action indicated.

e group assembled in his
office at that time was desig-
nated by the President as a
task force to prepare recom-
mendations for him as to
what ought to be done, what
steps should be taken to
meet the problem and carry
out the request that the Pres-
ident made of this group.

It is my understanding that
such a task force under the
chairmanship of Director
Hoover which prepared an’
extensive set of recommen-
dations. Mr. Huston worked
with them, and those recom-
mendations were submitted
to the President. They were
submitted, through Mr. Hus-
ton, to me and through me to
the President.

Q. Mr. Huston actually re-
ported to you. A. He report-
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ed through me in this par-
ticular area.

Q. You saw ali of the
papers that were being re-
viewed, did you not? A. Not
all the working papers of the
committee. I saw the Trec-
ommendations that went to
the President.

Intelligence Activity

Q. Did you read the rec-
ommendations that went to
the President? A. I am not
sure I did or not. If I did it
was not in any detail. I had
an idea it was a proposal for
an expanded intelligence ac-
tivity.

Q. Were you aware in that
proposal there was a rec-
ommendation for both na-
tional and internal- security,
that there be an increased
“use of wiretapping and sur-
reptitious entry or break-in?
A. I am not sure whether I
was or not. I may very well
have been.

Q. Were you aware that
Mr. Hoover, director of the
F.B.I, opposed, at least en-
tered his opposition to most
of the recommendations in
that plan? N

A. He had indicated in the
various recommendations his
disagreement with some of
them in spite of the fact that

they were the committee
recommendations. [As chair-
man] he was transmitting
them as the committee rec-
ommendation with his dis-
sent. y

Q. Well, now, did Mr.
Huston seek to get your
assistance in overriding Mr.
Hoover’s objections? A. I think
he did.

Q. And did he send a series
of memorandums to you with
regard to that? A. T have seen
the memoranda that have
been put into exhibit and
reprinted in the papers and
they would indicate that he
did, yes.

Q. Well, did you just see

them as they were reprinted

in the papers or do you
actually recall receiving those
memoranda and reading
them?

A. I have a general recol-
lection. I do know that there
was a definite concern on
Mr. Huston’s part and on the
President’s part that there
was a problem. One of the
reasons for bringing this
group together was the fact

that communication between

the F.B.I. and other intelli-
gence agencies was at best
minimal.

Associated Press

awaiting admission to Watergdte' hearing

Opposition of Hoover

Q. Do you know why Mr.
Hoover opposed the plan?
A. I am not sure.

Q. Now, are you aware
that this plan was in fact
approved by the President?
A. Yes.

Q. After that approval,
was the plan implemented?
A. No, it was not. As I un-
derstand it, the approval was
rescinded, I believe it was
five days later.

Q. Why was it rescinded?
A. Again, as I understand it,
because of Director Hoover’s
objection to a number of
parts of the plan.

Q. Did you knew that Mr.
Mitchell opposed his plan,
the Attorney General? A. I
am not sure that I knew that
he did or that he did not.

Q. Well, he has testified
here before this committee
that he was not in on the
original planning of the plan
but when he first learned
about it, he went to see you
and the President and strong-
ly opposed it and then the
plan was not implemented
and he assumed that is was
partly on the basis of his ob-
jection. Do you recall that?

A. 1 do not, but I certainly
would not deny that, if Mr.



Mitchell does feel that 1s the
case.

Q. Did you become aware
of an in-house White House
effort for that special inves-
tigative unit?

Dean’s Liaison Role

After the Huston plan was
recinded? [this was the intelli-
gence evaluation committee.]

A. It was not an in-house
White House group, although
there was a White House rep-
resentative. Its purpose was
coordination between the var-
ious intelligences agencies
and an attempt to share and
evaluate intelligence.

Q. And who was super-
vising this? A. I am not sure.
I believe John Dean was the

White House representative

on it and I am not sure how"

it was structured.

Q. Would it be true that it
was Mr. John Dean’s role to
be liaison for the White House
on intelligence programs like
this? A. Yes. It would be.

Q. Now, did there come a
time when there was an in-
house White House special in-
vestigative unit? A. The ques-
tion relates, I assume, to this
special investigations unit
that was set up in 1971.

Q. Yes. A. I was aware that
such a unit was set up at the
President’s request.

Q. And did you know who
was put in charge of that?
A. T think that David Young
of the National Security Coun-
cil staff -and Bud Krogh of
the Domestic Council staff
were the principal men as-
signed to that work.

Q. Did you know that Mr.
Hunt and Liddy took a part
in the role of the so-calle_d
plumbers? A. I guess so. It is
hard now knowing it so thor-
oughly through testimony
here to know whether I spe-
cifically knew they were at
that time or not.

Q. Well, is it your testi-
mony, Mr. Haldeman, that
with your role as chief of
staff, that an operation of
this kind, a special investiga-
tive unit would not, one,
come to your attention, so
you would know who was in-

volved, who the staff people

would be, who would _be
working, who would be on its
ayroll? . g
? Xr No. I would know that
such a unit existed but this
unit was set up as an internal
unit using as the two princi-
pal staff people, people that
were already on staff. This
wasn’t an addition to staff.
This was a reassignment of
people, one on Dr. Kissinger’s
staff and one on Mr. Ehrlich-
man’s staff, to a special proj-

ect. That was done very 1re-
quently and probably most of
the time without my knowl-
edge because these were as-
signments that would come
and go.

Q. Well, if new people were
brought on staff like Mr. Hunt
or Mr. Liddy, wouldn’t you
have to know about that as
the staff director? A. Not nec-
essarily by name.

Q. You know the reason
why this separate investi -
gating unit was set up, do
you not? A. Yes, I knew the
approximate cause was the
Pentagon papers leak and
that it was set up for the
purpose of looking into that
and other national security
leaks at that time.

Q. You were concerned
about such leaks, were you
not? A. I was personally con-
cerned about, them, yes.

Q. Did you discuss with
Mr. Ebrlichman at any time,
the work of the special in-
vestigating unit? A. No, I do
not'think so, other than the
fact there was such a unit
and they were working on
this.

Q. Did this come up in the
senior staff meetings? A. It
may have. I do not recall any
specific reference to it. The
subject of leaks came up
often, of course.

Q. As a matter of fact, I
think in your own statement,
at one point the President
dubbed you the Lord High
Executioner— A, Yes, sir.

A Broad Basis

Q. — for leaks. A. That,
however, was on a broad
basis but specifically related
to any individual leak, or to
the area of national security
or domestic security.

Q. Now, did’ you learn in
discussion with Mr. Ehrlich-
man or at your senior staff
meetings about the focusing
in on Mr. Ellsberg not only
as a suspect but as an effort
to get more information
about him? A. I do not think
so; not through those means.

Q. Did you know there was
an effort to get a psychiatric
profile on Mr. Ellsberg? A. No.

Q. Did you know that a
group had been sent out to
California to seek through
covert activity access to Dr.
Fielding’s records? A. No.

Q. Mr. Ehrlichman at no
time would be discussing this
with you? A. He did not dis-
cuss it with me. '

Q. Now, I take it you were
also aware of the Sandwedge

Cont’d on Following Page
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plan which Mr. Caulfield pre-
sented?'A. Yes.

Q. And that also was a pro-
posed intelligence plan, was
it not? A, Yes.

Q. At7 vou aware of what
occurres cn that? A. It was
dropped.

Q. Did you have any role
in seeing to it that it was
‘dropped? A. I do not believe
I did. I think that it sort of
dropped of its own weight.

Q. Did you know Mr. Tony
Ulasewicz? A. No.

Q. Never met him?

A. No.

Q. Did you know that he

was working for certain
White House projects? A. I

knew there was a man em- .

ployed outside om certain
White House projects. I at
some point knew his name
but at that point did not
know how to pronounce it.

Magtlider Conversation

Q. Did. ‘ot Mr. Magruder
talk to..you directly or by
memoranda concerning the
need for the committee to
have itc ~wn in-house capa-
bilities . : intelligence with
regard - - the campaign? A.
He may .:ave. -

Q. Did you become aware
that Mr. Gordon Liddy was
employed by the Committee
for the Re-election of the
President? A. At some point
I did.

Q. Were you aware prior
to the June 17 break-in? A.
That Mr, Liddy was at the
committee, yes.

Q. Did his name come by
your desk for approval? A.
His name came by my desk
at some point in connection
with his salary.

Q. Did you learn at a point
in time of a meeting in Mr.
Mitchell’s office, one on Jan.
27, 1972, and then another
meeting. on Feb. 4, 1972,
attended, not only by Mr.
Mitchell but by Mr. Dean,
Mr. Liddy and Mr. Magruder.

A. Yes, I learned of it in
recent ° -~ nths and probably
also in - summer of 1972
by way ' Mr. Dean recount-
ing to ni.. that there had been
these two meetings. That
there had been presented an
intelligence plan that was
totally inconceivable and ab-
surd. That Mitchell had con-
curred with him in turning
this plan off, that he felt
that there should be no fur-
ther discussions of this kind
of an intelligence program,
and he intended to partici-
pate in no such discussions,
and that he recommended the
White House not participate,
if there were any such fur-
ther discussions, and that
there should not be any and
that I agreed with him.

Mrs. H. R. Haldeman and a daughter,

Q. Now, this discussion you
had with Mr. Dean, is that
after the June 17 break-in
that this took place? A. Yes,

Q: Now, you say ‘in that
discussicn you had with Mr.
Dean, M ‘. Dean told you that
right aji- r the Feb. 4 meeting
in 1972 “Te came to you and
said the White House should
not be involved and you
agreed. Do you recall his do-
ing that? g

No Clear Recollection

A. T do not recall it with
any clear recollection but I
was willing to accept Mr.
Dean’s very specific and
very positive recounting to
me of what had happened.

Q. Well, then, leaving aside
any report that Mr. Dean
made to you of these meet-
ings, were you not informed

The New York Times
Susan, in audience at Senate hearing yesterday-

by Mr. Strachan through a
Political Matters Memoran-
dum of a sophisticated intel-
ligence system that the Com-
mittee for the Re-election of
the President had developed
for the approval of Mr,
Ig/gtchell shortly after March

. A T co’t recall Dean so
informe:’ Tme] but I don’t re-
call any ¢f the other 30 or
29 decision items that were
apparently also covered in
that memorandum and it is
not surprising that I'wouldn’t.

Q. Would a Political Mat-
ters  Memorandum dealing
with a sophistacated intel.
ligence plan for the commit-
tee at a budget of $300,000
strike your attention?

A. As Mr. Strachan has
described it, a three-line item
in a rather thick political
matters memorandum would



not strike my attention, no.

Q. Well, do you recail hav-
ing Mr. Strachan prepare a
talking paper [for a meeting
with Mr. Mitchell on April
14] that covered a numl_)er
of these items and including
the intelligence plan? A. No.

Q. [Mr. Strachan’s] testi-
mony is that this particular
Political Matters Memoran-
dum was numbered No. 18
and if you wanted to find out
what was included in political
matters memorandum No. 18
to refresh your recollection
right now, where would you
go? A. I would go to Mr.
Strachan.

Q. Mr. Strachan doesn’t
have the document, T take it.
Would the document be at
the White House? 4. Well, I
understand from Mr. Stra-
chan’s testimony that he de-
stroved the document, so I
presume it wouldn’t be.

Q. It is not at the White
House. A. I don’t know
whether it is or not, Mr. Dash.

Q. Have you gone to the
White House in preparation
for your testimony. A. Yes.

O. Have you looked at any
2f the Political Matters Mem-
orandum? A. No. ,

Q. You heard Mr. Strachan s
testimony prior to your testi-
mony.here. Did you go to the
White:House to see if there
was a Political Matters Mem-
orandum No. 18 at the White
House? A. No. -~ =

Now, Mr. Strachan has

testified that he did present
to you shortly after the break-
in when you returned to Wash-
ington this particular Political
Matters Memorandum No. 18
which included the reference
to the sophisticated intelli-
gence plan at $300,000 and
the talking paper and I think
some other matters, and that
you said, and this 4s his testi-
mony, you said that the file
should be clean after he had
indicated that this particular
file might link you by some
way to the break-in or the
activity of the break-in. Do
you recall that conversation
with Mr, Strachan?

Strachan Statement

A.'I don’t recall the conver-
sation. I don’t recall my giv-
ing Mr. Strachan such an
instruction.

Q. You didn’t use that ex-
pression. A. I don’t remember
using it.

Q. Do you have any ex-
planation as to why after
that meeting Mr. Strachan
would go out and shred that
Political Matters Memoran-
dum No. 18?

A. Well, by Mr. Strachan’s
statement indicates that he
destroyed what he consideg"ed
to be politically embarrassing
material and as I recall under

direct questioning he quite
specifically said that he did
not think he was destroying
anything that contained any
evidence of illegal activities.

Q. Do you recal] telling
Mr. Strachan in April, some-
time shortly after the meet-
ing with Mr. Mitchell, that he
should contact Mr. Liddy and
tell Mr. Liddy to transfer his
capabilities from Mr. Muskie

to Mr. McGovern with special -

emphasis on the relationship
to Senator Kennedy? A. No,
I don’t.

Q. Do you have any idea
why Mr. Strachan would
testify under oath here that
he received that instruction
from you?

A. Mr. Dash, I think that
my attempt to determine
why someone else does
something s something that
I should not get into.

Q. Well, you say that Mr.
Strachan worked~ for you
from 1970 on. A. That is
correct.

Q. Did you during that
period of time develop an
opinion concerning his loyal-
ty, concerning his character
for veracity? A. Yes. T had a
very high opinion of both
his loyalty and his thorough-
ness and his veracity.

Dean Testimony Recalled

Q. Now, were you aware,
that during this period after
the break-in, during the lat-
ter part of June through July
and in August, there ac-
tually were daily meetings
between Mr. Dean, M.
Mitchell, Mr. Mardian, Mr.
LaRue, and frequently Mr.
Magruder, and at such meet:
ings the discussion of Mr.
Magruder’s involvement came
up and a plan developed for
Mr. Magruder to tell a false
story before the grand jury.
Did that ever come to your
attention?

Q. Mr. Dean has testified
he was serving merely as a
liaison. The reason he was
over at these meetings over
at the committee was that he
was there to report back to
you and Mr. Ehrlichman
what was going on, and that
in fact did report back and
inform you explicitly about
Mr. Magruder’s problem, that

Mr. Magruder was involved '

and that it would be a seri-
ous question as to whether
he could get through the
grand jury. Do you recall Mr.
Dean making reports to you?

A. He did not so inform
me.

Q. Did you ever have any
information that led you to
* concerned about Mr. Ma-
- -«C’s involvement in the
break-in of the Democratic

National Committee head-
quarters at the Watergate?

A. At that time? I do not
believe so.

Q. Mr. Mitchell has testi-
fied before this committee
that he learned for the first
time on June 2, 4fter being
debriefed by Mr. Mardian
and Mr. Larue when they
spoke to Mr. Liddy, that he
learned for the First time
about Liddy’s operation, which
not only included the break-
in at the Democratic National
Committee headquarters but
his plumbers operation, which
included the Ellsberg break-in.
the forged Diem cables and
some other things and Mr.
Mitchell characterized these
things as White House hor-
rors and he testified that
shortly after learning of these
things, lie reported them to
you and to Mr. Ehrlichman
for the uprpose of discussing
the need to keep the lid on
these things, that they should
not get revealed to the public.

Do vou recall Mr. Mitchell
reporting what he learned
from Mr. Mardian and Mr.
Larue in these areas?

Knew of No Items

A. No. The reason I say
that is that I do not knoyw
of any of the items that I
can recall reading of in the
newspaper or hearing Mr.
Mitchell testify to under
the category of, White House
horrors, "at this time last
vear. I learned of some of
them in March and April of
this year and others of them
in the course of these hear-
ings, but I did not know of
the items -which he cata-
logued as white house hor-
rors.

Q. I will give you some
examples. He spoke of the
Ellsberg break-in. A. I did
not know of that.

Q. The Diem cable. A. I
did not know of that.

Q. The spiriting out of
Miss Dita Beard from town.

A. I did not know of that.

Q. And certain wiretaps
that had been taking place
for certain security pur-
poses. A. I did not know of
security wiretaps.

Q. Now, when did it come
to your attention, Mr.
Haldeman, that certain funds
were being raised to pay
for the legal fees of the
defendants? :



A. Sometime in the period
shortly after the Watergate
break-in and I am not sure
again of any specific date or
occasion on which I became
aware of that, but I was told
at some time- in that period
and I was told at other times
subsequently—I am sure by
John Dean and I think pos-
sibly also by John Mitchell—
that there was an effort by
the committee to raise funds
to pay for the legal fees and
for family support of the
_defendants who had been ar-
rested in the Watergate
burglary.

No Question Raised

Q. Now, when you re-
ceived that information from
Mr. Dean and/or Mr. Mitch-
ell, did you raise any ques-
tion? Did you ask why Mr.
Mitchell, who was heading
up the campaign, and Mr.
Dean, who was counsel to
the President, would be in-
volved in raising funds to pay
for legal fees and families
of burglars and wiretappers?

A. No, I did not. This was
incidental information that I
received and dismissed. I did
not pursue it in any way.

Q. Well, did you consider
that if that became public
that it might be a matter
of embarrassment to the
campaign?

A. No, I did not consider
that. .

Q. Why not? A. I am not
sure that one is able to ex-
plain why he did not think
something, but J(gid not.

Q. Is it your view that pe.-

sons who had high position
in administering the Presi-
dent’s re-election campaign
and certainly the President’s
counsel had any business
participating in raising funds
for the paying of legal fees
for burglars, wiretappers or
conspirators?

A. This is not a question
that occurred to me, Mr.
Dash, and I did' not ask it of
myself or any of them.

Q. You formed no moral
judgment on it at all? A. No.

Q. Is it your recollection
that you condoned it? A.
Well, I do not think I was
called upon to condone or
condemn. I think I received
information and that was
that.

Q. Now, there came a time,
and I think we referred to
this briefly when you looked
at that memorandum, that
you learned that a large sum
of money, $350,000, had
come from the Committee to

Re-elect the President to the °

White House.
A. Well, T did not learn
that it had come from them.

I caused it to come.
Q. You asked for it? A. Yes.
Q. And I think your state-

ment indicates that you -

wanted it for polling pur-
poses. A. Yes.

Fund Was Requested

Q. As a matter of fact, it
was not used for polling pur-
poses, was it? A. That is cor-
rect, it was not.

Q. Then you learned [that
the money] went back to the
committee, A. That is correct.

Q. And is it your statement
that you saw or knew of no
connection between that
money going back:and the
need for more funds to ‘pay
legal defense fees and family
support fees of these Water-
gate defendants?

A. 1 was asked by Mr.
Strachan after the election
what should be done with the
cash fund that he had been
custodian of. I told him that
it should be turned over to
the Committee to Re-elect
and that he should work out
the means of doing that with
John Dean.

Subsequently, I was told
that there was a problem in
doing that. Subsequently to
that I was told by John Dean
again as I had been told
earlier, that there was a con-
tinuing need for legal fund,
legal fees, for the Watergate
defendants. And at that time,
following this sequence of
events, I then said we have
a desire to deliver funds to
the committee. The commit-
tee apparently has a desire
for funds, and I suggested
that Dean try to carry out
both of those two objectives,
which he subsequently did.

Campaign Funds

Q. All right. Now you
knew, at least that this
$350,000 represent campaign
funds did you not? A. No,
they did not in my under-
standing represent campaign
funds. The $350,000 came
from, as I indicated in my
statement the 1968 primary
surplus fund.

Q. I think your testimony
[vesterday] was that you did
review these tapes [of a
meeting with the President
and Mr. Dean on Sept. 15,
1972] and that you had ac-
cess to these tapes actually-
in this very month of July,
is that true? Could you tell
us who initiated the request
for your listening to that
tape?

A. I am not sure whether I
did or whether the President
did in a message to me, but
it was one way or the other,
on the basis that it ended up
being that I should listen to
it and give him a report as to
its content. '

Q. Do you know when you
actually received that tape,
‘hen in July? A. This was
witer T moved to California,

and I came back to Washing-
ton for a several-day period

that I believe was July 9, 10 :

and I1; and it would have .

been during that trip.

Q. Was it prior to Mr. But-

terfield’s testimony to this
committee concerning the
tapes? A. Oh, yes.

Q. In what form was the
tape? A, Tt-is a reel.

Q. And you say you lis-
tened to this in your home
here in Washington? A. That
is correct.

Q. Was it:delivered to you
or did you go and obtain it?

Tape “Was Delivered -

A. IiL was deiivered to me

at the E.O.B. in a guest office -
that I was using. The reason -

I was back here was to spend
some time reviewing notes in
the files that:-I can’t take out,
and those are 'in the E.O.B.
up in the attic and I was over
there. And they-had provided

me with an office to work in -

when I wasn’t up in the file,
and the tape was:delivered to
me at that office. .

Q. Why did you select at
this time this particular tape?

A. Well, let’s see, I am not
sure. I had already heard, as
I indicated, the March 21
tape. The President, as he
has said, had already lis-
tened to some of the other
tapes. This was a tape that
he had not listened to and a
tape that I had not listened
to, and it was obviously of
a meeting. of considerable
importance, and testimony
[of Mr. Dean] regarding
which was contradictory to
both my recollection and
the President’s. g )
"~ Q. At that point did you
ask or request to listen toany
other tapes beside the Sept.
15 one. A. I am not sure
whether I asked or whether
there was a suggestion of
listening to some other tapes
also, but I did not do it.

Q. Why? A. Because they
were [of] meetings in which
I was not present at all, and
I made the decision myself
that it would not be appropri-
ate for me to be in the posi-

tion of listening to tapes of.

meetings at this point in time

at least, of lisening to tapes .

of meetings at which I had
not been present.
. Q. But in late April you
listened to a tape of March
21 when Mr. Dean and the
President, when you were not
present at that meeting. A. I
was present at a substantial
portion of it.

Q. Substantial portion of it



but you did listefi to the full
tape? A. That is right.

Other Tapes Mentioned

Q. T take it if you had
asked for it you could have
had access to all of the rele-
vant tapes that were testified
to by Mr. Dean.

A. I don’t know that as the
wase: Had the President asked
me to review others I would
have had access to them to
review them, yes. I would
not have had access on my
own authority to any tape.

Q. Did you make notes?
A. Yes. .

Q. Did you retain those
notes? A. I retained them at
that time and then turned
them over to the President
later.

Q. And you kept no copy
of it? A. No.

. Q. Did you show those
notes to your counsel? A. No.

Q. Did you meet with the

President after listening to
that tape and make a report
to him? A. No. .

Q. Did you make any writ-
ten report to him? A. Only
by turning the notes over
to him.

Q. Now, this committee
has a subpoena which was a
continuing subpoena to you
to turn over such things as
tapes, notes or things of that
matter. Why did you not turn
your notes over or the tapes
to this committee which was
in your possession? .

A. T did not consider it to
be in my custody. It was
handed to me to listen to for
the President and report back.

Q. Subpoenas are issued to
people who have such things
although they don’t own
them and they are required
to honor them.

Question of Subpoena

MR. WILSON: Mr. Chair-
man, I would like the gentle-
man to point out where there
is any continuing subpoena.

I have the subpoena and it
is issued to produce on the
4th of May ‘‘all materials and
documents listed on the at-
tached sheet in your posses-
sion, custody, or control.”
Did we have any further
subpoena?

MR. DASH: No.

MR. WILSON: It is unfair
of Mr. Dash to give the im-
pression that there is a con-
tinuing subpoena on this.
There is not.

SENATOR ERVIN: Mr. Wil-
son, every witness who has
been subpoenaed has under-
stood his subpoena continues
until this investigation is—

MR. WILSON: That is not
the law, sir, of either the
Congress of the United States
or of the courts.

SENATOR ERVIN: Well, I
say that is the understand-
ing.

MR. WILSON: It is not the
understanding with me.

SENATOR ERVIN: Well, I
am not responsible for your
understanding.

Q. Can you give us the
specific details as to how it
came about that you listened
to [the March 217 tape?

A. The President asked me
to listen to the tape and re-
port to him on the contents.
[He] was very much involved
in trying to uncover the Wa-
tergate thing. ..

We are now to th-

where on April 14 John Ehr-
Jlichman has given him his
theory of the Watergate
sbased on the interviews that
~'he has had; and then on the

15th, the Attorney General

‘and’ Assistant Attorney Gen--

eral have given him their re-
ports based on the interviews
that the prosecuting attor:
neys had had with Mr. Dean
and Mr. Magruder. And at
that point the President had
quite a bit of information,
some of it conflicting, and
‘some of it corroborating.

April 17 Statement

Q. Was it [Mr. Haldeman’s

listening] before his state-
.ment . [the President’s] of
April 17? A. I do not believe
so but I am not sure.
~. Q. Did" you have any role
.in the preparation of that
“statement of April 17? A. No.
I do not think T did.

- SENATOR WEICKER: The
fact is' no other witness has
had access to these tapes, and
very frankly, and I don’t cite
‘any great priviledge theory
and I am not a great consti-

-tutional lawyer, but I'think

I understand the concept of
fairness in the American way,
and to me it is grossly un-
fair ‘to any witness who is
before this committee and
testifies on the basis of
something which has been
given to him and to him
alone; and I raise this as a
point of order that I intend
to raise not only as on the
March 21 meeting but also
as to the Sept. 15 meeting,
that' this committee should
not hear from this particular
witness information which

has been solely accorded to*

him and which has been
denied to anyone else in the
United States of America.
SENATOR ERVIN: Well, I
ruled yesterday that execu-
tive privilege didn’t apply.
This is, I think a little plan-
ned action in which the White
House allows Mr. Haldeman
to use the tape which the

White House denies to this
committee and lets Mr.
Haldeman make the inter-
pretation for this committee
-and then sends down through
‘the counsel a three-para-
graph letter protesting in a
feeble way the coverage of
executive privilege.
Counter to Evidence

I share the feeling about

the Senator from Connecticut
about the President of the
United States denying this
committee the tape, the orig-
inal tape, and if this was a
court of law this would never
have been admitted in evi-
dence because the ruling - is
that only the best evidence
can be received and this evi-
dence really, with all due re-
spect to it, is, since the
original tape is up in the
White Houge in the sxclusive
‘possession of the President,
and this is just some kind of
a post facsimile of it, I think
it is counter to evidence but
‘I am going to admit it be-
cause it is the best we can
get.
- SENATOR WEICKER: This
information has been denied
individuals, never mind the
committee, individuals, who
may or may not be indicfed,
who may or may not go free
depending on the information
contained in those tapes, and
yet one individual, one pri-
vate citizen; does have a
right to them and, as I say,
just on the basis of fairness
—I don’t have' any special
doctrine to put forth before
this committee buf on the
basis of faimess—it certainly
doesn’t seem to me to be the
way we do things -either in
the Congress or in our daily
lives here. i

SENATOR BAKER: Mr.
Chairman, might I say a
word in this respect. Surely
no one doubts that I feel
strongly about the availabil-
ity of the tapes. I think sure-
ly the fact that this commit-
tee has taken a position au-
thorizing litigation over the
‘availability of the tapes and
the subpoena speaks for it-
self. I too have some concern,
as I first had when I first
read Mr. Haldeman’s state-
ment, about the disclosure of
this information to this wit-
ness without access to this
committee when this com-
mittee is involved in a law-
suit or about to be involved
in a lawsuit over the same
subject. »

I entirely agree with my
chairman that it is a strange
situation.

AFTERNOON

SESSION

SENATOR ERVIN: Now,
the President consented for
you to put in—your inter-
pretation of these tapes in



your statement.

MR. HALDEMAN: The
President authorized me to
testify as to my recollection
of meetings in which I was
present.

Q. Did the President give
you consent to put your.in-
terpretation of these two
tapes in your statement?
That is my question. A. No
sir, he specifically author-
ized me to give my recollec-
tion, obviously aided by hav-
ing listened to the tapes.

Q. Wasn’t there a little bit
of collaboration between you
and attorneys for the White
House in the preparation of
this statement? A. I don’t
know what you mean, Mr.
Chairman.

Q. Collaboration. Don’t
you know what the word col-
laboration means? Didn’t the
attorneys for the Precident .
know what was in your
statement? A. No.

Q. Well, will you please
tell me why they put this
third paragraph in this letter
of July 30, 1973, that, “If

asked to testify as to facts
which he learned about meet-
ings or portions of meetings
which he did not attend, but
of which he learned solely by
listening to a tape recording
of such meeting, the Presi-
dent has requested that you
inform the committee that
Mr. Haldeman has been in-
structed by the President to
decline to testify to such
matters, and that the Presi-
dent, in so instructing. Mr.
Haldeman, is doing so pur-
suant to the constitutional
doctrine of separation of
powers. . '

MR. WILSON: Mr. Chair-
man — p

Q. Wait a minute. I am
asking you witness a ques-
tion, Mr. Wilson. This is no
question of law. I am asking
you how the attorneys for
the President, why they
wrote such a letter as this
and gave it to your lawyer
instead of this committee.

A. I don’t know how they
knew it. I represented to my
attorneys my concern that in
preparing my statement I was
obviously of necessity deal-
ing with matters that covered
events the Lknowledge of
which I had as a result of
listening to the tapes, and I
asked my attorneys to ascer-
tain for me what require-
ments I would be under in
terms of separation of powers
restrictions as to my tseti-
mony in that regard.

Q. Isn’t the inference irre-
sistible that the attorneys for
the White House knew that
you. had in your statement
references to your i{‘lterpre-

tation of these tapesr

A. At the time I raised the
question I did not have them
in my statement, Mr. Chair-
man. I was trying to deter-
mine what to put in my
statement and on the other
and what not to put in.

Q. Do you mean to tell me,

*Mr Haldeman, that you had

no communication in any
fashion with attorneys for
the White House about what
you had put in your state-
ment or contemplated putting
in your statement? A. I had
no specific discussion.

Q. I am not asking about
specific. Any kind. A. No. No.
I haven’t discussed with
them what I was putting in
my statement. I have dis-
cussed with them the knowl-
iedge on my part that this
was an area in which I would
have to testify.

Q. You have told me just
exactly what I have been ask-+
ing you. You do say that you
informed the attorneys for
the White House of the area
you were going to have to
testify and that included the
tapes. A. No, sir. I am sorry.
If T gave that impression I
didn’t mean to. I informed
via my .attornevs.

Attorneys Consulted

Q. Do you know if your at-
torneys consulted with the
White House attorneys? A. I
understand they did, yes, sir.

Q. So instead of sending
the letter to the White House
attorneys about whaat they
objected to from the commit-
tee they gave it to your law-
yer to communicate to the
committee. A. what is wrong
with that, Mr. Chairman.

Q. I am not saying any-
thing wrong. It just shows
there has been a little what
we call in North Carolina
“canoodling together.”

Mr. WILSON: Well, let me
answer you now, sir. Mr.
Strickler and I had discus-
sions with Mr. Buzhardt on a
to what extent they would
simple principle and that was
permit us to disclose these
tapes without discussing in
what manner they would be
proposed, and so fas as I
know, not until Mr. Halde-
man took the stand yester-
day afternoon did the White
House have a copy of his
statement nor any ideas what

. the inferences were to be.

Q. Well, I practiced law a
long time, Mr. Wilson, and I
know that lawyers don’t or-
dinarily do things like this
without the consent of their
clients.

Mr. WILSON: Yes, sir, but
I will tell you again that the

White Hous edid not know
what the contents of those
statements were going to be.
Q. Well, the White House
has stated [that] the tapes
“have been under my sole
personal contro land will re-
main so0,” [that] none has
been transcribed or made
public and none will be, and
yet despite that fact, here a
witness appears and makes
them public just a few days
after that and it raises this
inference in my mind, Mr.
Haldeman—we infer that the
private word of the White
House becomes inoperative a
few days after it is given. |

Faced With Dilemma

A. No, sir. I think that it is
quite clear that, because the
President had made that
statement, I was faced with
a question as to what I was
to do with knowledge that I
had when I appear here with
the requirement and the de-
sire to transmit all of the
knowledge that I have as best
I can, and I, faced with that
dilemma, asked my attorneys
how to deal with it in the
terms of what I was per-
mitted to testify to and what
1 was restricted from testi-
fying to, and in that regard,
it would appear to me that
the White House’s response

+was that they obviously could
not restrict me from testi-
fying as to knowledge I had
as a result of my having been
in attendance at a meeting,
but they did place upon me
the restriction that I must not
testify to information which I
had gained solely . the

process of listening to the
tape. '

Q. When did the White
House lawyers learn that you
contemplated using this, your
interpretation of the tape,
these tapes?

MR. WILSON: May I an-
swer that.

Q. Yes.

MR. WILSON: Last week-
end.

SENATOR ERVIN: Now,
when the previlege of execu-
tive privilege belongs to the
White House, and it ought
to have been asserted by the
White House lawyers; why
did they have your lawyer
call the matter to the atten-
tion of this committee and
ask for a ruling?

So I would say that the
clear indication is that the
White House’s counsel want-
ed Mr. Haldeman, to reveal
his interpretation of the
tapes to the public.

MR. HALDEMAN: If I
could simply say that any-



thing that I have discussed
regarding  information I
gained solely from the tapes
I have so spoken here after
the chair overruled the ob-
jection of the White House
to my doing so.
Powder-Puff Objection

SENATOR ERVIN: Yes,
this was what I would call a
powder-puff  objection. If
they had really meant the
objection to be sustained
they would have been right
here raising Cain about it
themselves.

SENATOR BAKER: One

statement in your addendum '

seems to me to be of extra-
ordinary importance and I
want to test the accuracy of
your recollection and the
quality of your note-taking
from those tapes, and I am
reieiring to the third from
the last sentence on Page 2,
“The President said there is
no problem in raising a mil-
lion dollars [for the Water-
gate convicted]. We can do
-that but it would be wrong.”

Now if the period were to
follow after “we can do
that,” it would be - -a most
damning statement. If, in
fact, the tapes clearly show
he said “but it would be
wrong,” it is an entirely dif-
ferent context. Now, how
sure are you, Mr, Haldeman,
that those tapes, in fact say
that?

A. I am absolutely posi-
tive.

No Distortion

Q. Was there any distor-
tion in the Quality of the
tapes in that respect?

A. No, I do not believe so.

Q. Mr. Haldeman, do you
have any idea whether or not
any other witnesses who
were present at other Presi-
dential conversations that re-
late to their conversations in
order to refresh their recol-
lection? -

A. I do not know, Senator.
It is my understanding that
no one would, I do not think
anybody that has appeared
or will appear before this
committee knew of the ex-
istence of the tapes.

Q. What about John Dean?
He knows now. A. He knows
now.

Q. Do you have any idea
that Mr. Dean would be per-
mitted to go to the White
House and listen to those
tapes? A. No, sir, it is my
understanding that no one
has been nor will be.

Q. Is the rationale for your
utilization of them that it.is
ah aid to the refreshing of
your recollection for report-
ing to the President as a
former staff member? A. Yes.

Q. Would not that pre-
cisely exact situation apply
to John Dean? A. Not at this
point in time, no.

Q. Would you be agree-
able, Mr. Haldeman, if it
could be negotiated other-
wise, would you be agreeable
personally as far as you are
concerned, would you be
agreeable to bringing those
tapes up here, those two
tapes and playing them?

A. Well, Senator, you are
asking me to take a position
on legal issue—

Contrary Position

Q. No, I am not. A. —con-
tray to the position that the
White House has taken.

Q. No, you are perfectly
free to confer with your
counsel if you wish. I am not
asking, will you ask the Presi-
dent to do it. I am not asking
you if you think we violate
the doctrine of separation of
powers. I am simply saying,
would Haldeman, a witness
before this committee , be
agreeable as an individual if
we can otherwise procure the
tapes to them being brought
here and being played in
public?

A. I would welcome that
opportunity because they
would confirm what I have
told you.

Senator Talmadge: Mr.
Haldeman, following up Sen-
ator Baker’s line of interroga-
tion, why were you and you
alone, to the exclusion” o
every other witness who ha
been before this committe
permitted to listen to th
tapes? .

_ A. T was not permitted t
Jisten in my capacity as
witness before this commit
tee. I was asked to listen i
my capacity or former capac
ity as a staff assistant to th
President and as the assist
ant to the President wh
knew of the existence of th
tapes.

Q. Mr. Ehrlichman was nc
permitted to listen to them
A. Mr. Ehrlichman, I do nc
believe, was aware of th
existence of them.



