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Mitchell Says He

uiet to Save

Kept

By Lawrence Meyer and Peter Osnos
Washington Post Staff Writers

Former Attorney General John N.
Mitchell testified yesterday that -he
knew about the Watergate cover-up
during 1972 but did not tell President
Nixon about it “so he could go on
through the campaign without being
involved.” ,

Mitchell, once the nation’s top law
enforcement officer and now facing
criminal charges himself, denied
in testimony before the Senate select
Watergate committee that he actually
participated in the cover-up or in the
planning and execution of the bugging

of the Democratic National Commit- ,

tee's Watergate headquarters.

s Meralt

Sen. Herman Talmadge (D-Ga.) con-
fronted Mitchell with his failure to
take advantage of repeated opportuni-
ties to inform President Nixon about
the Watergate coverup. “You placed
the expediency of the next election
above your responsibilities as an inti-
mate to advise the President of the
peril that surrounded him?” Talmadge
asked.

“In my mind,”. Mitchell replied, “the
re-election of Richard Nixon, compared
to what was on the other side, was so
important that I put it in exactly that
context.”

Appearing as a reluctant witness un-
der subpoena because of a pending
federal indictment against him in New
York and the possibility that the fed-

eral Watergate grand jury here also
will indict him, Mitchell gave no open-
ing statement descrlblng his versjon of
the events leading up to the Watergate
bugging and the subsequent cover-up.
Mitchell, once President Nixon’s law
partner, confidant and close friend, is
the first Attorney General since the
1920s to be charged with a crime.
Along with former Commerce Secre-
tary Maurice H. Stans, Mitchell was
indicted in New York on charges of
perjury and obstruction of justice in
connection with a Securities and Ex-
change Commission investigation of in-
ternational financier Robert L. Vesco.
President Warren Harding’s Attor-
ney General, Harry M. Daugherty, was
tried twicein 1926 on criminal charges.
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Both trials ended with hung juries and
Daugherty was freed.

Mitchell, 59, looking pale and thin-
ner than he was in his days as Attor-
ney General, appeared without his out-
spoken wife, Martha. He turned aside
reporters’ inquiries as to her where-
abouts with light-hearted repartee be-
fore his testimony begamn in the morn-
ing. The wives of most of the other
keys witnesses have sat behind them
in the hearing room durlng their testi-
mony.

Mitchell kept one hand on top of the
other in front of the microphone on
the witness tale during most of his tes-
timony. He occasionally puffed on his
familiar pipe,

Although Mitchell had gained a rep- -

utation in some circles as a master
politician and President Nixon’s chief
political strategist, his testimony yes-
terday gave no clear indication of
what role he performed as director
of the 1972 campaign until he resigned
that job in July 1972, then continuing
as a consultant to the re-election com-
mittee.

For the most part, Mitchell's testi-
mony consisted of denials of involve-
ment in illegal activities and in laying
the responsibility for major decisions
on his subordinates or on unnamed
persons in the White House.

Under questioning by the committee
and its staff, Mitchell strongly contra-
dicted the testimony of previous wit-
nesses who had said that Mitchell ap-

proved the bugging and actively partlc-
ipated in the cover-up.

Throughout much of the day Mit- -
chell appeared cool and self-confident, .
and in control of his own examination.
He occasionally corrected questions
that he believed misrepresented the
facts and displayed flashes of his dry
and sometimes sarcastic wit.

During Talmadge’s questioning, how-
ever, Mitchell became more deliberate
in his responses when the senator con-
fronted him with a statement Mitchell
gave under oath before the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee on March 15, 1972,
that appeared to conflict with h1s testl-
mony yesterday.

Mitchell testified that so far as he
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“The re-election of President Nixon . . .
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Mitchell Continues Theme of Loyalty
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ferent—he prefers “at that
particular time” to the Wa-
tergate staple of “at this
point in time” — the theme
was pretty much the same:

He did what he did out of
loyalty, for the sake of the
President, and therefore—
through that tunnel-vision
viewpoint common to all
the involved Nixon adminis-
tration and re-election cam-
paign officials—for the good
of the country.

What he did not do, Mitch-
ell said wunder tenacious
questioning by Dash, was
give “any authorization—as
prior witnesses Jeb S. Ma-
gruder and John W. Dean
IIT said he did— for the 1972
campaign intelligence - gath-
ering plan that had its cli-
max, and its downfall, in
the Watergate break-in.

Nor did he select the
Democratic National Com-
.mittee headquarters or any-
where else as a target, he in-
sisted, or know anything
about the Watergate break-
in before it occurred.

And he certainly never
chewed 'out the Watergate
break-in chief, convicted
conspirator G. Gordon
Liddy, for the quality of
data obtained on the first
break-in and wire-tap of
DNC phones, Mitchell said.
Magruder had testified that
such a scolding had per-
suaded. Liddy to make the
.second, disastrous:. break-in
attempt. . s 3

What he did do, Mitchell
said, his hands shaking just
perceptibly whenever he
lifted them from the brown
felt-covered witness table.

was “keep the lid on” the

extent of White House in- |

volvement as best he could.
Others like Magruder and
Dean have unhesitatingly

called it a cover-up. Mitchell ,

preferred - his own phrase,
perhaps as indicating a
more temporary condition,
for he--made clear that his
purpose was to let nothing
interfere with the re-elec-
tion of Mr. Nixon.

“We sure as hell weren’t
volunteering anything,” the
former chief law-enforce-
ment officer in the govern-
ment said.

To the illegal burglarizing
of the office of Daniel Ells-
berg’s psychiatrist and other
White House-directed ca-
pers. Mitchell attached a la-
bel of his own—“the White
House horrors”—and he sug-
gested that in his own judg-
ment. disclosure of them in

the 1972 campaign would
have been far more damag-
ing than the Watergate

break-in.

“I think we all had an in-
nate fear that during the
campaign they might be re-
vealed,” Mitchell said in the
same poker-faced delivery
that had made him the
scourge of the Justice De-
partment in his political
salad days.”

He took the position, he
said, that ‘it wouldn’t he
fair to the President to have
these stories come out dur-
ing the campaign.”

Why, Dash - asked him,
hadn’t he told the President
about these “White House
horrors” whose political
ramifications he so feared?

“Because I didn’t believe

it was appropriate for him
to have that kind of knowl-
edge, because I knew the ac-
fions he would take, and
they could be most detri-

‘mental to his campaign.” ,
What, in his view, Mr.

Nixon would have done, he
did not say. But the infer-
ence was that the action
would have been noble if de-
structive to the President’s

self-interest, and hence to -

the country’s. As Mitchell
spoke, you could almost
hear an informed Richard
Nixon saying: “I could take
the easy course ...”

But Mr. Nixon did. not
know, not about the Water-
gate break-in or other White
House involvement, Mitchell
said. He was sure, Mitchell
said, not from anything Mr.
Nixon ever told him, but be-
cause “I do have faith in the
President, I do have knowl-
edge of the man.”

And he knew Mr. Nixon
didn’t know, because- Mitch-

ell among others declined to
tell him what was going on.

Even as late as last ‘April
14, when he came to. the
White House to see presi-

dential aide John' D. Ehr-:

lichman to discuss the Wa-
tergate case and the serious
development of Magruder
talking to the Watergate

prosecutors, he passed up a -

chance.

After talking to Ehrlich::-
man, Mitchell testified, the -
White House aide asked him .

whether he would like to

'see the President But:-
Mitchell said he declined,:
telling Ehrlichman that ‘“in:

light of what has been un-
folding here, I  think it
would be inappropriate.”

Near the end of yester-
day’s ordeal for Mitchell,
Sen. Herman E. Talmadge
(D-Ga.)——with all the incre-
dulity ‘he could muster—fi-
nally asked the witness:

“Why on earth didn’t you
walk into the President’s of-
fice and tell him the truth?”

“It wasn’t a question of
the truth,” Mitchell an-
swered, “It was a question
of not involving him at
all . 850 he could go
through the campaign with-
.out being involved . .. I'm
referring to the White House
horrors particularly. He
would have lowered the
boom and it would have
come back in the election to
haunt him.”

Talmadge, still incredu-
lous. asked: “You placed the
expedience of the next elec-
- tion over the interest of the
President . .. the danger all
around him?” . )

That, Mitchell replied,
was “exactly correct. In my
mind the election of Richard

. Nixon, compared to what
was on the other side, was
soimportant that I put it in
exactly that context.”

And so, in the end, John
-Mitchell—like all those oth-

“:ersin the loyalist ranks-of

Richard Nixon—“kept the

lid on” to save the country
irom:the worst of all fates—

Sen. George McGovern.

Mujibur to Visit Japan
- Reuter

. TOKYO, July 10 — Prime

Minister Sheikh. Mujibur Rah-
‘man of Bangladesh has ac-
“icepted: ‘an invitation to wvisit

Japan, ‘the  Foreign Minister
said today.
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knew Mr, Nixon had no knowledge of
_ either the bugging or the cover-up.
Although former White House coun-
- sel John W. Dean III testified two
. ‘'weeks - ago that former top White
House aides H. R. (Bob) Haldeman and
- John D. Ehrlichman tried to make
Mitchell the “scapegoat” for the
Watergate affair, Mitchell also re-
frained from deliberately pointing an
accusing finger at either Haldeman or
- Ehrlichman, He did admit in response
..to questions that he assumed that
,.Dean regularly reported to the two
. Nixon aides, but these references in-
" .cluded no particulars.
. Mitchell reserved his strongest
~ words for Dean and Jeb Stuart Magru-
. der, Mitchell’s deputy when he was di-
_ rector of the Committee for the Re-
* election of the President,
Magruder testified earlier that Mit-
. chell had approved the-W atergate oper-
'_ ation on March 30, 1972, during a meet-
; ing in Key Biscayne Fla., and that
" Mitchell later received a copy of the
" Gemstone papers—logs of wiretapped
" telephone converstations from . the
Democratic Party headquarters.

Mitchell said Magruder’s testimony
that a copy of the Gemstone papers
‘had been given to Mitchell was a

_“palpable, damnable lie.” When ask
"by chief committee counsel Samuel
Dash how Magruder could have or-
“dered the Watergate bugging to pro-

H," ceed if Mitchell had rejected it, Mite-
- hel] repljed, “it is.a problem of misun-
derstanding or a contravention of my
orders.”

Although his treatment of Dean was
somewhat gentler, Mitchell rejected
Dean’s assertions that Mitchell was in-
‘volved in the cover-up. At cne point,
Mitchell flatly denied that he had at-
_ tended a June 28, 1972, meeting de-
scribed by Dean as part of the cover-
_up. Mitchell stopped short, however, of
. ‘accusing either Dean or Magruder of

. perjury.

~ Mitchell also testified that he knew
nothing about a series of clandestine
White House operations dating back to
1969 until he was told about them after
- the Watergate arrests on June 17, 1972,
"~ Mitchell included in these opera-
. tions—which he referred to as “White
..-House horrors” and “White House hor-

v .ror storles”-——the September, 1971,
. break-n at the office of Daniel Ells-
berg’s psychiatrist; “extra curricular
« wiretapping” of newspaper reporters
and others; the forging of State De-

.r»partment cables in an attempt to impli-

. cate President Kennedy in the assassi-
nation of South Vietnamese President
Ngo Dinh Diem, and a secret investiga-
tion of Sen. Edward M. Kennedy’s in-
volvement in the drowning of Mary Jo
Kopechne at Chappaquiddick in 1969.

Prior to Magruder’s testimony be-
fore the grand jury, Mitchell told the

= eommittee, “I had a pretty strong feel- |

ing that his testimony was not going to

be entirely accurate.”

" According to Mitchell’s testimony
"'yesterday, he stood by while Magruder
. offered perjured testimony and the
_other aspects of the cover-up were car-

tied out in order to avoid jeopardizing
. President Nixon’s chances of re-elec-

tion.

Mitchell testified that he never dis-
cussed his post-June 17, 1972, knowl-
edge of the Watergate operatlon or the
cover-up with Mr. Nixon, and that he
believes that Mr. Nixon had no knowl-
edge of either the bugging or the
cover-up.

©*“What I am saying,” Mitchell told
* the committee, “is that I think I know

‘the individual, I know his reaction to
“things, and I have a very strong feel-
“ing that during the period of time in

which I was in- association with him
~.and did talk to him on the telephone,
~.that I just do not believe that he had

that information or had that knowl-

“edge. Otherwise, I think the type of

conversations we had would have
brought it out.”

- Dash asked Mitchell why, after he
-became aware of the facts according to
‘his account, he did not tell President
Nixon what he knew.

. “Because,” Mitchell replied, “I did
not believe that it was appropriate for
him to have that type of knowledge,
because I knew the actions that he
would take and it would be most detri-
mental to his political campaign.”

“Could it have been actually helpful
or healthy do you think?” Dash asked.

“That was not my opinion at the par-
ticular time,” Mitchell replied. “He
was not 1nvolved It wasn’t a question
or deceiving the public as far as Rich-
ard Nixon was concerned, and it was
the other people that were involved
with these activities, both in the White
"House horrors and the Watergate. I be-

~leved at that particular time, and

‘mavhe in ratraenent | was wrono, but
1. uvLuLlicu W Ine Jla ule best tlnng to
do was just to keep the lid on through
the election.”

“You were interested in the gland
jury not getting the full story. Isnt
that true?” Dash asked.

“Maybe we can get the record
straight so you won’t have to ask me
after each of these questions,” Mitchell
replied. “Yes, we wanted to keep the
lid on. We were not volunteermlg any-
thing.”

Later, Dash asked Mitchell: “Did
you think it your duty to tell the Presi-
dent . .. that the man who was playing .
such a key role in his campaign, Ma-
gruder, had such a problem that he
might be indicted for the break-in of
the Democratic National Committee
headquarters?”

Mitchell repeated -that-because of
the threat.posed by possible disclosure
of the “White House horror stories,” it
was no longer a “question of lifting of
the tent slightly in order to get with
respect to one individual or another. It
was a keeping the 'lid on and no in-
formation volunteered.”

It was during Talmadge’s examina-
tion of Mitchell, however, that the
point was made most forcefully that in
trying to serve President Nixon, Mitch-
ell had perhaps done him and the
country a disservice. )

“One thing I can’t understand, Mr, .
Mitchell,” Talmadge said. “As I under-
stand it, you have been probably closer
associated with the President than
probably any man. You were his law
partner, probably his most trusted con-
fidant and adviser. You had immediate
access to the White House at any time,
to the President’s office, including a
direct line. Is that a fair statement"”

Mitehell: It is extremely complimen-
tary.

Talmadge: It is meant to be compli-
mentaay

" Mitchell: I think it is made a little
higher than it might be.

Talmadge: Now, you have been in
public office, in posmons of high re-
sponsibility in government . . . To my
mind, the first requirement of a subor-
dinate and adviser and confidant in
any capaeity is absolute and implicit
trust. If they see anything going wrong
involving their superior that needs im- :
mediate corrective action, they report
it 1nstantly When you found out all
these crimes and conspiracies and cov-
erup were being committed, why on
earth didn’t you walk into the Presi-
dent’s office and.tell him the truth?

Mitchell: It wasn’t a question of tell-
ing him the truth. It was a question of
not involving him at all so that he

.could gp on through his campaign

without being involved in this type of.
activity, and I am talking about the
White House horrors particularly.

As I have testified this morning, I
was sure that, knowmg Richard Nixon,
the Promdnnt as I do, he would just
lower the boom on all of this matter
and it would come back to hurt him
and it would affect him in his re-elec-
tion. And that is the basis upon which



John Mitchell: « . . it was a complete horror story, that involved a mish-mash

1 made the decision . . . it may very
well be that I was wrong, that it was a
bad matter of judgment. )

Talmadge: Am I to understand from
your response that you placed the ex-
pediency of the next election above
your responsibilities as an intimate to
advise the President of the peril that
surrounded him? Here was the dep
uty campaign director involved, here
were his two closest associates in his
office involved, all around him were
people involved in crime, perjury, ac-
cessory after the fact, and you deliber-
ately refused to tell him that? Would
you state that the expediency of the
election was more important than
that? '

Mitchell: Senator, I think you hefwe
put it exactly correct. In my mind, the
reelection of Richard Nixon, com-
pared with what was available on the
other side, was so much more impor-
tant that I put it in just that context.

“Talmadge also accused Mitchell of
having made conflicting statements
under oath before two separate Senate
committees. )

During his testimony yesterday,
Mitchell conceded that he had played
an active campaign role while still At-
torney General and well in advance of
his officially becoming campaign direc-
tor in April, 1972.

Talmadge referred to Mitchell’s tes-
timony before the Senate Judiciary
Committee on March 15, 1972, and
asked if Mitchell then had not testified
to the contrary.

“Senator, I am glad you asked me
that. I was waiting for somebody to.
May I read the dialogue . . . This is a
question by Sen. (Edward M)
Kennedy: ‘Do’ you remember what
party responsibilities you had prior to
March 1 (1972)?’ '

“Mitchell: ‘Party responsibilities?’

“Kennedy: ‘Yes. Republican Party.

“Mitchell: ‘I do not have and did not
have any responsibilities. T have no
party responsibilities now, Senator.”

Mitchell then put aside the portion
of the transcript from which he read
and commented, “Now it seems to me
that this committee has spent about
six weeks trying to make a distinction
between the different parties and the
Committee for the Re-election of the
President, and I look upon it the same
way.” )

“Let’s read a little further, Mr.
Mitchell,” Talmadge replied, taking
up the transcript. “Next question. Sen.
Kennedy: ‘No re-election campaign
responsibilities?’

“Mr. Mitchell: ‘Not as yet. I hope to.
[ am going to make the application to
the chairman of the committee if I
ever get through with. these
hearings.’ »

Putting aside the transcript, Tal-
madge said, “You testified a moment
ago in response to another question
that I asked you that you did have
campaign responsibilities prior to the

By James K. W. Atherton—The Washington Post

of .code names ... the call girl bit.”

time you. resigned as Attorney Gen-
eral. .

“And yet ... before the Judiciary
Committee, I quote again: “Sen.
Kennedy: ‘No re-election campaign re-
sponsibilities?”” That is a question,”
Talmadge said, quoting further, “Mr.
Mitchell:- ‘Not = as yet.” . Isn't that
negative?” Talmadge asked.

“That is negative,” Mitchell replied.
“It relates back to the Republican Par-
ty, Senator, in the way I read the con-
text and this one. was so intended.”

“No re-election campaign responsi-
bilities?” Talmadge replied. “I ask you
who was running? Mr. Nixon? And is
he a Republican?” ,

“I think the answeri to both those
questions is yes,” Mitchell replied.

Talmadge then also showed Mitchell
copies of documents that Talmadge

-said corroborated the assertion that

Mitehell was actively involved in the
campaign while still Attorney General.
“You testified under oath in re-
sponse to a question of mine a moment
ago that at the request of the White
House you were activly involved in the
campaign,” Talmadge told Mitchell.
“If -1 can read the English language
correctly, on March (15) of last year,
you testified to the opposite before
the Judiciary Committee. One of the
other of your statements is in error.
I am inserting them in the record only
so the public can draw their own con-
clusions as to which was in error.”

The version of Watergate affair
events that Mitchell gave the Senate
commrittee yesterday differed substan-
tively from that offered earlier in the
hearings by other major witnesses—
principally Dean and Magruder. Mitch-
ell’s story differed in another respect
as well: it was considerably less de-
tailed both as to Mitchell’s own activi-
ties and those of others.



For the most part, what Mitchell did
yesterday was to react to questions
based on testimony that has come be-
fore and give his own sketchy version
of key events.

Mitchell agreed with the description
offered by other witnesses of an atmos-
phere of deep concern at the White
House in the fall of 1971 dbout the pos-
sibility of demonstrations and violence
during the 1972 election campaign and
the need for some kind of 1ntell1gence
dathermg apparatus.

Mitchell said, however, that he op-
posed the inte.lli;gence plan known as
Sandwedge put forward by White
House aide John J. Caulfield and said
he was not aware that plan called for
the use of electronic surveillance.

On Nov. 24, Dean brought G. Gordon
Liddy to see Mitchell at the Justice
Department to talk about Liddy going
to work at the Nixon re-election com-
mittee as general counsel. Mitchell
said he does not remember any discus-
sion that day about intelligence gather-
ing.

“1 don’t believe I focused on it at the
time,” Mitchell testified, “but later on
1 came to understand that Mr. Liddy
was expending his time or portions of
his time: in gathering information of
this sort.”

Mitchell said he again saw Lnld\ on
Dec. 9, but the meeting was to discuss
drug abus‘e law enforcement. That
meeting was four days before Liddy
began work at the campaign commit-
tee.

It was on Jan. 27, 1972, that Mitchell
said he learned of Liddy’s $1,000,000 in-
telligence gathering plan, which he de-
scribed as a ‘“complete horror story
that involved a mishmash of code
names and lines of authority, elec-
tronic surveillance, the ability to inter-
cept aircraft communications, the call-
girl bit and all the rest of it.” .

Mitechell said his response was to tell
Liddy, “Go burn the charts. . . this is
not what we were interested in.” He
said he didn’t fire Liddy because he
believed that “in turning the matter
over we would get back to the purpose
that was originally intended . . .”—
keeping track of demonstrators.

Contrary to what Magruder may
have testified and Liddy may have be-
lieved, Mitchell said, he did not en-
courage them to come bhack with a
scaled down plan along the same lines
as Liddy’s first effort. Mitchell did ac-
knowledge that on Feb. 4, again in his
office, Liddy put forward another pro-
posal to include electronic surveillance
and break-ins. But Mitchell said he

“violently disagrees” with Magruder’s -

testimony that the budgmg of the
Democratic Party headquarters or any
other specific tar get was discussed at
that session. Mitchell said he again re-
jected the plan and concurred with tes-
timony by Dean that Liddy was told
“these things could not be discussed in
the attorney general’s office.”

Mitchell said that he did not report
to anyone what had happened at the
Jan. 27 and Feb. 4 meetings and did
not censure Liddy in any way, al-
though he said, “Liddy did not exer-
cise any responsiveness to my desires.”

The next time the Liddy plan was
discussed was at Key Biscayne on
March 30. Magruder has testified that
Mitchell “signed off” on a $250,000 in-
telligence plan that day, indicating his
approval, and that the Watergate bug-
ging was included.

Mitchell said yesterday, however,
that he once again rejected the plan
outright. “We don’t need this,” he re-
called himself as saying. “I am tired of
hearing it, out. Let’s not discuss it any
further. This sort of concept.”

“It was as clear as that?” Dash
asked.

“In my opinion,” Mitchell replied, “it
was as clear as that. I believe I recall,
Mr. Dash, that this was part of a long
agenda that for some unknown reason
they kept this to the last, or the next
tb last. Whether they thought some-
body was going to sneak it through or

whether there would be less resistance

or what, I don’t know.

The third person at that March 30
meeting was Frederick LaRue. Magru-
der testified that LaRue walked in and
out of the room durmg the discussion
about the bugging plan. Mitchell testi-
fied yesterday that LaRue was there
throughout and as far as he knew,
Mitchell said, LaRue would support
his story.

With his rejection of the plan so
clear, Mitchell said he was at a loss to
explain why Magruder told ¢ther com-
mittee aides-that the payment of $250,-
000 to Liddy was approved.

“Do you have any idea who above
yvou could have given him authority to
do this,” Dash asked?

“Well Mr. Dash,” Mitchell replied, “I
don’t know whether it would be above
me, but there could very well have
been pressures that came from collat-
eral areas in which they decided this
was the thing to do.” The only name
Mitchell mentioned as possibly initiat-

. ing those pressures was then White

House Special Counsel Charles W. Col-
son.

Magruder has testified that he re-
ceived a telephone call from Colson
urging that the Liddy plan be ap-
proved, but Magruder said it was un-
clear whether Colson.was referring to
the bugging.

Mitchell also disputed testimony of-
fered previously to the committee by
chief campaign fund-raiser Maurice IH.
Stans, a, former secretary of com-
merce, who said that shortly after
March 30 Mitchell told him it was all
right to disburse a “substantial amount
of money” to Liddy. .

“I would respectfully disagree with
Mr. Stans,” Mitchell said, “on the fact
of substantial amounts. . .”

Mitchell heatedly denied Magruder’s
testimony that after the first break-in
at the Democratic Party headquarters
Mitchell was shown results of the wire-
tap and berated Liddy because they
were inadequate. Mitchell said that be-

tween the meeting of Feb. 4 and a
meeting on June 15, he did not see
Liddy at all. He said that the June 15
session was to discuss a letter Liddy
had written to The Washington Post
concerning campaign financing.

Mitchell said that when he heard
about the arrests at the Watergate on
June 17 (he was in California on a po-
litical trip at the time) it “crossed my
mind” that the Liddy plan he had dis-
approved had been put in operation.

“But,” he added, “the players were
different and of course there was a lot
of discussion about the CIA and be-
cause of the Cuban-Americans who
were involved in it. It wasn’t until ac-
tually later on that it struck home to
me that this could have been the same
operation that had a genesis back in
the earlier conversation.” |

Mitchell flew back to Washington on
June 19 and convened a meeting at his
apartment with Magruder, Dean, La-
Rue and former Justice Department
official Robert Mardian in attendance.
“We had quite a general discussion of
the subject matter,” Mitchell said. but
he denied that plans for the coyver-up
originated there.

On June 21 or 22, Mitchell recalled,
he first learned in ai briefing from
Mardian and LaRue the full dimen-
sions of what he termed the “White

House Horror stories” and Liddy’s ac- -

tivities.

On June 20, Mitchell called Mr
Nixon and “apologized to him for not
knowing what the hell had happened
and 1 should have kept a stronger
hand on what the people in the com-
mittee were doing ete.”

Not on that day, or in a lunch on
June 30, the day before Mitchell re-
signed from the campaign committee,

" or in any meeting thereafter did Mitch-

ell tell the President of what was tak-
ing place in the Watergate cover-up.

“In hindsight,” Mitchell said, ‘it
probably would have been better if I
had’”

Over the summer, it became clear
that Magruder was preparing to give
false testimony to the grand jury con-
sidering the Watergate case and Mitch-
ell said he was aware that it was false
and that there were “a lot of meet
ings” on the subject.

But at no point, in this period
does he recall meeting with Haldeman
or Ehrlichman to discuss the cover-up
then emerging. His dealings were with
Dean, to whom Mitchell said he passed
‘word along that the White House
“horror stories” might be revealed dur-
ing the campaign. )

“I would have to believe,” Mitchell
added, “that Mr. Dean was reporting
to those gentlemen over there,” mean-
ing Haldeman and Ehrlichman.

By September, Mitchell said he. had
learned that payments were being
made to the seven Watergate defend.
ants. (He denied attending a meeling
on June 28 where it was decided to en-
list Herbert W. Kalmbach, the Presi-
dent’s personal lawyer, to raise the
cash).

He learned of the arrangement, he
said, when Kalmbach decided to be in-
volved no longer and LaRue took over.
He said he was also aware of a conver-
sation between Colson and Watergate
conspirator E. Howard Hunt on the
subject of hush money and was aware
in January that Caulfield had ap
proached Watergate conspirator James
W. McCord. In all these things, Mitch-
ell claimed only vague knowledge
and would not acknowledge being
‘aware that an effort was under way ta
pay the seven Watergate defendants
specifically to maintain their silence.

LaRue, he said, told him the money
was going for legal fees.

Mitchell next recalied a series o
meetings in March, 1973—as the cover
up began to unravel—but again, he of
fered nothing to implicate himself o1
the President in any direct wrongdoing

Mitchell also challenged ihe presi-
dential assertion in M. Nixon’s state-
ment of May 22 that Mitchell selected
targets for the wiretaps of newsmen
and staff aides on the National Secur-
ity Council dating back to 1969, when
the White House became concerned

with leaks of SALT talks information.

“I have seen a lot of statements
that come out,” he said, “I am not
referring to the President but in which
people who dig out the information
frequently get their facts wrong.”

Mitchell said that his relations w1Lh
the President remained close after he
left the re-election committee on July
1, 1972 and that was indication that
Mr. Nixon did not consider Mitchell’s
departure to be as a vesult of the Wa-
tergate affair. His resignation, Mitchell
asserted was purely a personal mat-
ter. “If I didn’t get out of politics,” he
said, “I'd lose my marriage.”

Mitchell’s testimony will resume at
10 a.m. today.



