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WASHINGTON June 11 —;
Attorney General John N.:
Mitchell said today that “never;
in our history has this country;
been confronted with so -many
revolubxonary elements deter-!
mined “to-destroy by force' the!
Government and: the soc1ety it
stands “for.”

In a ‘speech - in support ‘of
the Nixon Administration’s
contention that it can wiretap
“dangerous” radicals without
court approval, Mr. Mitchell
declared rthat “the threat to
our society from so-called “do-
mestic’ subversion is as- serious
|as.any threat from abroad.”
He made the statements as
_the gave his most. detailed legal
argument thus far in support
of the Administration’s asser-

tion that the threat from for-
eign and domestic elements

Mr. Mxtcnens . statements
were made in a. 15-page speech
prepared ' for - delivery” tomght
before the Virginia Bar Associ-
ation in:Roanoke. It was re-
leased this afternoon by ‘the
Justice Department’s press of-
fice, together with g, three-page
press release that ‘quoted Mr.
Mitchell as specifically disput-
ing the Appeals Court ruling.

The press release character-
ized, Mr. Mitchell’s speech as
assérting that such wiretapping
“meets the constitutional test
of reasonable search and seiz-
ure’ and that such surveillance
is necessary to permit the Pres-
ident -to fulflll the obligations
of his office.”

Presidéent’s Duty

Inhis speech, Mr. Mitchell
based his case on the Presi-
dent’s constitutional duty to
protect the country.

“Were the President to per-
mit' the overthrow of  [the]
Government by unconstitution-
al means, he would be violat-

was indivisible, and that the
President had the autherity to
-|wiretap both without court au-
thority.

Lawyers inside the Govern-:'
mént and out ‘expresséd sur-
prise that Mr. Mitchell: would
take this legal issue 1o the peo-
ple ds he did today in a.speech
and a press release, because
the question is now before the
Supreme Court in the form of
an appeal by the Justice De-4
partment.

"Rejected by Appeals. Court

The United States Court of
Appeals for the Sixth: Circuit
rejected  the Adnnmstra:tlons
argument last April, ruling that
when the Government' wished
to wiretap domestic groups, it
must obtain judicial approval.
Assenting that that decision was
wrong, the Justice Department
has asked the Supreme Court
to review it.

In the past, when matters
have been pending before the
Supreme Court, Justice Depart-
ment officials have ‘avoided
making statements .that might
be regarded as exerting pres-
sure upon the justices.

ing hisconstitutional oath,” he
‘said.

“The Constitution of the
United -States cannot possibly
be construed as containing pro-
visions inconsistent with its
own survival. It is the charter
for a viable government sys-
tem, not a suicide pact.” !

He asserted that there was
no dividing line ‘between hostile
foreign = forces
tic elements seeking to over-
throw the Government. Domes-
tic subversives are “ideologi-
cally and in many instances di-
rectly” connected with foreign
.interests, he said. If it were
| possible to separate the two, he
iadded, “history has ~shown
greater danger from the domes-
tic variety.”

Mr. Mitchell said that sur-

veillance .ofwsuch groups was
not affected by+a 1967 Supreme
Court -decision, Katz v. United
States, that held that w1retap-
ping was . covered by the
Fourth Amendment’s prohibi-
tion against
searches and seizures, and that
the police must obtain wiretap
warrants. before using eaves-
dropping devices.

' He argued that it was not un-
reasonable to wiretap subver-
sives ~or .suspected bombers.
Thevdisgincti’on to be drawn, he
said, is not whether the sub-
jects are foreign or domestic,
but whether the wiretaps are
used. for “intelligence” or pro-
secution ‘purposes.

When they are used to gather
intelligence, and the informa-
tion is'not to be used in court,
he said the President and his
officidls were in a far better
position to know if a device
should be installed than the
federal judges across the coun-
ry. )
“You cannot separate foreign
from domestic threats to the
Government and say that we
should meet one less decisively
than the other,” Mr. Mitchell
said. “Either we have a consti-

and domes-|

tutional Government that can

unreasonable|

defend itself against illegal at-
‘tack, or in the last aanlysis
‘we have anarchy.”
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