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Ehrlichman: I

pproved a

% Following are excerpts of
L testimony before the Senate
- select Watergate committee

yesterday by John D. Ehrlich-

man, formerly President Nix-
. on’s top assistant for domes-
.« tic affairs and, before that,
», counsel to the President. The
. excerpts begin with pértions
.~ 0f a statement Ehrlichman

read to the Senate committee
" and continue with question:
_ing by the committee’s staff.

Ehrlichman: Mr. Chair-
" man, and members of the
committee, at the time of
- My resignation (from the
- White House April 30, 1973)
=+ I.assured the President that
- I intended to spend such
time and personal resources
as I had in the statement of
the truth of these matters
now-bedore his committee .
~ Because I sincerely do not
“believe I am guilty of any
. wrongdoing, I have not in-
7 voked the Fifth Amend-
" «ment, nor have I attempted
.. to negotiate “immunity” fo1
myself from anyone. . .
I am here to refute every
‘charge of illegal conduct on
-~ my part which has been
. 'made during the course of
these hearings, including
material leaked to the news

. media. What I say here will.

7" not be new but it may be
different from what you
.~ :have been reading in the pa-
pers. ..
. It has been repeatedly
. said that this is not a trial;
" that the committee will re-
- commend legislation, not as-
.. 'Sess guilt or innocenece. At
.- the same time, the sound-
z.ness and integrity of  the
~ President, his staff and
~many close associates have
<+ been impugned and directly
.. put in issue here. Many im-
- portant questions about the
«, 'White House, the ~ Presi-
““dency, and its staff system
have also been asked here,
.. but not answered. I hope
- and believe I can contribute
.. a few of those answers and
+ also perhaps some measure
- of perspective.
1 Mr. Dean began his state-
ment with a somewhat su-
= perficial but gallery-pleasing
- repetition of the old story
. about fear and paranoia in
- 'the Nixon White House.
.. Why, Mr. Dean wondered,
' was there all that over-
« played concern 'about hip-
v pies coming to Washington
2 to march peacefully down
Pennsylvania Avenue? Mr.
& Dean’s explanation is simply
that we' were all suffering
b from some advanced forms

< of meurosis, and nothing else.

“ -—some strange White House
~ madness. He suggests he
£ was the only sane one in the
=-bunch . ..
=~i.-'1 submit that on this gen-
-7 eral subject there are some
~» realities of governmental
- life to be weighed in your
* deliberations.

s

o+, From its first days the
.. Nixon administration sought
.~a stable peace abroad and a
% return of our POWSs from
- Southeast Asia. To get these
: results required the Presi-
~.dent to undertake foreign
-+ policy moves and initiatives
.. which were completely in-
. terrelated and extremely
 delicate. In pursuit of this
© result we necessarily gave
o earnest attention to the

staffing of critical govern-
+ment positions with people
" loyal to the President’s ob-

jectives. And the problems

- of leaks, demonstrations,

* bombings and terrorism,
.. public opinion and congres-
sional support were under-
- standably on the President’s
. mind.
- Today the Presidency is
w-the only place in the nation
& where all the -conflicting
. considerations of domestic
i,and international polities,
economics and society
< 'merge; it is there that street
-+ violence and civil rights and
2. relations with Russia- and
+ their effect on China and
» the Cambodian military situ-
5 ation and a thousand other
- factors and events are
. ’brought together on the sur-
.. face of one desk and must
be resolved. ‘
- Some of these events in
+ 3969 and 1970 included hun-
- dreds of bombings of publie
 buildings in this country, a
highly organized attempt to
shut down the federal gov-
ernment, which you will all
remember . . .
Taken :as a part of an
dents these events were seri-
ous. Taken as a part of an
apparent campaign to force
upon the President a for-
€ign policy favorable to the
North Vietnamese and their
allies, these .demonstrations
were more than just a gar-
den variety exercise of the
First Amendment.
- . Just as, and because, they
affected the President’s abil-
ity to conduct foreign pol-
icy, they required the Presi-
dent’s attention and con-
cern. Had he and his staff
been ignorant of the signifi-
cance of such a campaign,
or merely indifferent, ‘they,
that is the President and his
staff, would have been sub-
ject to the proper criticism
of all citizens interested in
securing a stable peace in
Southeast Asia and the re-
turn of our POWs..

‘But the, President did un-
derstand these events to be
important in the overall for-
eign policy picture and they
received balanced attention
along with other events and

N

factors ... From close ‘ob-
servation I can testify that
the President is not para-
noid, weird, psychotic on the
subject of demonstrators or
hypersensitive to criticism

Why didn’t everyone know

all about Watergate?
. It has been my experience
that, in the trial of a long
lawsuit with a great number
of witnesses, it becomes
hard for the lawyers, wit-
nesses, judge and jury to re-
member that anything else
ever happened in the com-
munity back at the time of
the disputed event except
that event itself . . .

Here is what appears to
be this great big thing, a bur-
glary, a “cover-up”,
“horrors” all going on, and
witness after witness goes
over the exquisite details of
a few meetings, phone calls,
memos, and conversations,
day after day here. One be-
gins to think, surely, all of
this could not possibly have

; passed unseen by anyone of
feven average awareness.
How, then, could people on
the White House staff have
failed to know all of these
so obvious and often  re-
peated and significant de-
tails, and failed to blow the
whistle on the wrongdoers
long Dbefore the ninth
month? .

John Dean said one thing
in his testimony falser than
all the other falsehoods
there, when he said:

(The Watergate) “was
probably the major thing
that was occurring at this
point in time,” meaning, in
the context of Senator Bak-
er’s question in the White
House between June 17 and
September 15, 1972.

To demonstrate the ab-
surdity of that important
mis-statement I need only
briefly develop a few facts
which are perhaps a
broader view of the months
following June 17, 1972, than
Mr. Dean is willing to take
for his purposes. To this end
I would like briefly to de-
scribe the White House, my
experience there, and say a

few things about the presi-
dency in order to make
more understandable some
of the questions before you
including access to the Pres-
ident, Mr. Dean’s role and
who reported to whom. And

you need a clearer picture .

than you've had so far of
what was really going on at
the White House in June,
1972, and the following
months.
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TEXT, From Al4

beginning of the setting up
of this plan?

Ehrlichman: Yes, I was.

Dash: And you knew what
the unit was to do?

Ehrlichman: Yes.

Dash: What was the unit
to do?

Ehrlichman: The unit as
originally conceived was to
stimulate the various depart-
ments and agencies to do a
better job of controlling
leaks and the theft or other
exposure of national secur-
ity secrets from within
their departments. It was a’
group which was to bring to
account, so to speak, the
various security offices of
the Departments of Defense
and State and Justice and
CIA, to get them to do a bet-
ter job.

Dash: . . . was it ever
called or was it ever referred
to as an investigative unit?

Ehrlichman: Subsequently

. it became an investiga-
tive unit. . .

Dash: Now, Mr. (David)
Young (former White House
appointments Secretary to
Dr. Henry Kissinger) also
worked in this unit, did he
not?

Ehrlichman: Yes.

Dash: And he worked un-
der Mr. Krogh?

Ehrlichman: He worked as
a kind of a co-chairman.

Dash: What was the re-
porting relationship  be
tween Mr. Young, Mr. Krogh
to you?

Ehrlichman: Well, Mr.
Krogh, of course, was on my
staff, and maintained the
same reporting: relationship

to me that he had always

maintained. Mr. Young be-
gan reporting to me at the
time that he joined that spe-
cial unit. .. We didn’t have
a system of weekly reports
or monthly reports or any-
thing of that kind but just
when something came up
that required my attention
they would iet me know.

Dash:"And if it was impor-
tant;"they would, would they
not?

Ehrlichman: I would hope
that most of my people
would handle things them-
selves. Usually it got to me
~—I mean I am talking now
about routine domestic
things, they got to me as the
last step before they went to
the President.

Dash: Did you ever initi-
ate  any instructions to
them

Ehrlichman: I was asked
to ratify a number of their
decisions from time to time,
and their practice, Young
and Krogh we are now talk-
ing about ... Their practice
would be to send me peri-
odic information reports or
status reports or progress
reports and sometimes those
would contain requests for
either approval of a decision
that they had made or pro-
posals that they had or
something of that kind.

Dash: Is this the special
investigations unit that later
became, began to be known

_ popularly as the plumbers?
- Ehrlichman: Yes..

Dash: Now, you said that
the major responsibility of
this unit developed because
of the need for the unit to
8o ahead on an investigation
of the so-called Pentagon
leaks. Were there any other
responsibilities or . assign-
ments given to this unit?

Ehrlichman: Yes ... I can
state some of them; I cannot
state all of them . . .

The Strategic Arms Limi-
tations negotiations were
under way in the summer of
1971 and a newspaper ob-
tained the U.S. negotiating
position, in effect, the secret
script for the U.S. negotia-
tors in that négotiation.
That came close on the
heels of the Pentagon pa-
pers episode and was’'a ma-
jor cause of concern for the
President and for those
dealing in this area of for-
eign policy. This special unit
was asked to see if they
could determine the source
of that leak.

Dash: Do you know what
actions the special unit took
in seeking to carry out that'
responsibility? :
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Ehrlichman: in general
terms, I do. I know that they
worked through the security
people at the State Depat-
ment and the Defense De-
patment. They narrowed
down the probable source of
that leak, and I believe
there were some personnel
actions taken as a result of
that.

Dash: Did you become
aware of any wiretapping
that took place at the re-
quest of the President and
approved by the Attorney
General in regard to that?

Ehrlichman: In regard to
the: SALT leak?

Dash: Yes.

Ebrlichman: No.

Dash: Did you become
aware of any wiretapping
that was authorized by the
President and also the At-
torney General with regard
to any particular leaks in-
volving national security at
this time? -

Ehrlichman: The answer
to your question, Mr. Dash,
is yes. It was in relation to
an investigation in 1971. Be-
yond that I cannot go.

Dash: Did you know any-
thing, about the so-called
Kissinger taps?

Ehrlichman: Yes. I knew



—I did not know at the time
the details of those taps;
that is, who was being tap-
ped, the purpose, the extent,
and so on. I knew generally
that such a thing was going
on. .. I think Mr. Haldeman
told me obliquely and not
directly and not with any
degree of specific fact that
such a thing was going on.

Dash: . . . Well, did you
ever receive the logs of
those taps?

Ehrlichman: Yes, I evi-
dently did without serutiniz-
ing them, but I did receive
them . . . from Mr. Mardian
at the Justice Department

He gave them to me be-
cause he felt that they
should be in the custody of
the White House and pro-
posed ‘that they be moved
out .of the Justice Depart-
ment because he could not
assure their safe-keeping
there. .

Dash: Well, did you know
that actually, he was giving
them to you at the direction
of the President?

Ehrlichman: I did not
know that until I heard him
testify to that here. In point
of fact, I referred the ques-
tion to the President, per-
haps’ unnecessarily, after
Mr. Mardian originally
talked to me about it. The
President asked me then to
take custody of them, which
Idid. .. -

Dash: . . . And these were
the logs and taps that were
put on certain newspaper
persons and certain staff
members of Mr. Kissinger?

Ehrlichman: That is what
I understand . . .

Dash: Did you have any
role in authorizing other

wiretaps?

Ehrlichman: From time to
time, I did.

Dash: What area, would
you tell us? ... I am not

asking for any specific taps.

Ehrlichman: National se-
curity, generally national se-
curity objectives. I am un-
der a stricture which really
doesn’t permit me to be
very responsive to your
question. . . .

Dash: Were you aware of
the electronic surveillance
on Joseph Kraft’s house?

Ehrlichman: That was the
one-that I was talking about
in 1969 that, so far as I
know, never happened.

Dash: Do you know who
was involved in attempting
to comimit that wiretap? . . .

Ehrlichman: . Mr. Jack
Caulfield was.

Dash: Did you ever dis-
cuss that tap with the
President?

Ehrlichman: I am sure I
did. ;
Dash: Do you know what
the purpose of the placing
of that tap was?

Ehrlichman: It was a na-
tional security purpose.

Dash: . .. Now, you did be-
come aware at some point in
time—at this point, I den’t
want to go into this specifi-
cally—of the activites of
staff members of the special
investigations  unit  (the
“plumbers”), Mr. (E.
Howard) Hunt and Mr. (G.

Gordon) Liddy, with regard
to the office of Mr. Ells-
berg’s psychiatrist?
Ehrlichman: Yes, I did.
Dash: And that took place
when, the so-called break-in
of (Daniel) Ellsberg
psychiatrist’s?

Ehrlichman: I haye heard |

two dates, but it was around
Labor Day of 1971. '

Dash: And I take it that
was a fact-gathering
project?

Ehrlichman: That was the '

fact-gathering project that I
mentioned before in relation
to the theft of the secrets
and the turnover to the Rus-
sians and the dilemma we
had of the (FBI) not moving
on this,

Dash: Would it also be a,

even more of a serious cam-
paign issues (than the
Watergate) if it developed
or was revealed that Mr.
~Hunt and Mr. Liddy had
broken into the office of Mr.
Ellsberg’s psychiatrist, the
same two people? :

Ehrlichman: No, I would
not think so. They were cer-
tainly identified as former
White House people in the
media, and that was, that
connection was, known . . .

Dash: Are you telling the
committee that additional
information, that these for-
mer White House staffers
working under your direc-
tion had brcken into Mr.
Ellsherg’s psychiatrist’s of-
fice, would not have created
an even more serious embar-
rassing situation for the
campaign?

Ehrlichman: I would not
think so, Mr. Dash, for se-
veral reasons. No, 1, that ep-
isode was a part of a very
intensive national security

investigation which had

been impressed with a very
high security classification.
The likelihood of that being
disclosed was very slight.
No. 2, those people were
operating, at least I believe
they were operating, under

~express authorization—

Dash: Express authoriza-
tion to break in? .

Ehrlichman: Yes, sir. Un-
der a national security situa-
tion, under a situation of
considerable moment to the
nation i.. the theft of top se-
cret derymients, and their
apparent delivery to the So-
viet Embassy. It never was
my view that Hunt and
Liddy, as individuals, had
doné something that was
completely irrational in that
break-in. In other words,
they were operating in a na-
tional security setting and
bursuant to either instrue-
tions or authorization and,
that being the case, that had
never been-a subject which
I considered to be seriously
embarrassing. )

Dash: . . . I'am not try-
ing to .probe into any other
secrets, but certainly at the
time in June, 1972, right af-
ter the break-in you were
aware of, and I take it, he
(President Nixon) was aware
of the break-in?

Ehrlichman: . . . T cannot
speak for the President on
that. T can only say that T
was aware of it.

Dash: Well, did not the
President in a statement in-
dicate that certain acts were
taken by properly movitated
people, that he would not

authorize but that he had in-
structed Mr. Haldeman and
Mr. Ehrlichman to see to it
that none of this, which he
thought were taken in the
guise of national security,
should be investigated into
by the FBI?

Ehrlichman: Well, I took
that instruction from the
President to relate to a
number of investigations
which the special unit either
supervised or engaged in in
one way or another over a
period of months, spanning
six, eight, nine months
- I included the
whole Pentagon papers epi-
sode in that.

Dash: . .. Mr. Ehrlich-
man, prior to the luncheon
recess you stated that in
your opinion, the enfry into
the Ellsherg psychiatrist’s
office was legal because of
national security reasons. I
think that was your testi-
mony.

Ehrlichman: Yes.

Dash: Have you always
maintained that position?

Ehrlichman. Well, I do not
know—

Dash: When I say always,
I am not going back into
eons of time.

Ehrlichman: I do not
know that I have ever been
asked to maintain it one
way or the other. I have had
a—I had an awareness of
the President’s constitu-
tional powers and capacity.

Dash: Well, do you recall
when we had our first inter-
view in my office, and we
discussed this issue you ex-
pressed shock that such a
thing had occurred, and in-
dicated that you had in-
formed Mr. Young or Mr.
Krogh to see that this thing
should not happen again but
you did not take any action
such as ordering the firing
of these people because of
the general sensitive issues
that were involved. Do you
recall that? -

Ehrlichman: Well, that is
not on the ground of illegal-
ity, Mr. Dash. I 'do not think
you asked me at that time
whether—what my legal
opinion was, for whatever it
is worth. What you were
asking me was what I did,
and that is' what I did.

Dash: Well, if it was legal
you would ordinarily have
approved it, would you not?

Ehrlichman: Well, no, the

thing that troubled me
about it was that it was to-
tally unanticipated. . . .

Dash: Who was it author-
ized by?

Erlichman: Well, I am
under the impression that. it
was authorized by Mr. Krogh.
I say under the impression,
that-has been my consistent
impression, but it is not
based on any personal
knowledge. ;

Dash: Well, now, as a mat- .
ter of fact, Mr. Ehrlichman,
did you not personally ap-
prove in- advance a covert
entry into the Ellsberg psy-
chiatrist office for the pur-
pose of gaining access to the
psychoanalyst’s reports?

Ehrlichman: . , | 1 ap-
proved a covert investiga-
tion. Now, if a covert entry
means a breaking and enter-
ing the answer to your ques-
tion is, no.

Dash: Well, let me read to
you a memorandum ... The
memorandum is dated Aug.
11, 1971, and it is a memo-



randum to you from Bud
Krogh and David Young,
“Subject: Pentagon Papers
Project—status report as of
August 11, 1971.”

I think the relevant in-
formation is in paragraph
(2) rather than the progress
report of (1). Let' me just
read paragraph 2.

“We have received the
CIA preliminary psychologi-
cal study (copy attached at
Tab A) which I must say I
am disappointed in and con-
sider very superficial. We
will meet tomorrow with the
head psychiatrist, Mr. Ber-
nard Malloy, to impress
upon him the detail and
depth that we expect. We
will also make available to
him here some of the other
information we have re-
ceived from the FBI on
Ellsberg.”

Now, more significant, “In
this connection we would
recommend that a covert op-
eration be undertaken to ex-
amine all the medical files
still held by Ellsberg’s psy-
choanalyst covering the two-
year period in which he was
undergoing analysis.”

And there is a provision
here for approve, disap-
prove. There is an “E”,
which I take it you would
recognize as your “B” . ..
and the handwriting is “If
done under your assurance
that it is not traceable.”

Ehrlichman: That is cor-
rect.

Dash: Now, how would
you interpret in this connec-
tion your assistance recom-
mending to you in this con-
nection, “We would recom-
mend that a covert opera-
tion be undertaken to exam-
ine all medical files still
held by Ellsberg’s psychoan-
alyst covering the two-year
period in which he was un-
dergoing analysis”, and
their recommendation tak-
ing place sometime prior to
the entry and approved by
.you? <

Ehrlichman: Well, no in-
-terpretation necessary, Mr.
Dash. This was in the set-
ting of a previous conversa-
tion in which it was contem-
plated that these two men
would go to the coast to do
this investigation. as the

Iresident’s statement of
Iay 2Z says.

The effort here was to
find out everything that

could be found out about
the people and the circum-
stances surrounding Ells-
berg in all respects. . .

Dash: Now, would your
understanding of covert op-
eration be that by a, not a
breaking and entering, but
being let in by impersonat-
ing themselves to be some-
body else into the building.
Isn’t that a covert
operation? )

Ehrlichman: I suppose
that phrase could . include
that. It could include a lot
of things . . . :

Dash: Did Mr. Young and
Mr. Krogh call you while
you were in Cape Cod after
Mr. Hunt and Mr. Liday
came back, and tell you that
they had established that it
was feasible that they could
get access and that you said,
“OK, go ahead and let them
do it.”

Do you recall that call.

that Mr. Krogh and Mr.
Young made to you in Cape
Cod?

Ehrlichman: No. . .

Dash: Would you be sur-
prised if I told you that Mr.,
Young would so testify?

Ehrlichman: Yes, T would.

Dash: That Mr. Liddy and
Mr. Hunt did in fact g0 out
to carry out the feasibility
study, did engage in what
they considered to be a co-
vert activity, not a break-in,
and through a cleaning lady
gained access to the build-
ing and saw they could gain
access in similar way to the
office, did return and that
on the basis of that Mr,
Young and Mr. Krogh got
on the phone with you while

you were in Cape Cod and.

told you that they .were
able, therefore, to prove
that was feasible and said,
“OK” when you were as.
sured that Mr. Hunt and Mr.

Liddy would not themselves

be involved. Do you recall
that? ) i
Ehrlichman: Well, now,
that is about how many
questions all in one?

Dash: I am just giving you

a set of facts.

Ehrlichman: Yes, and I
don’t recall any such set of
facts.

Dash: ... I think you
have already indicated that
you had a discussion with
them before the memo was
sent, and before it was ap-
proved in which they dis-
cussed the possibility of get-
ting access to the files of
the psychoanalyst.

Ehrlichman: No, no, you
misunderstood me. The dis-
cussion that I had with them
related to the necessity of
putting investigators out on
the coast to investigate Ells-
berg over and beyond the
FBI effort.

Dash: You do not recall
that some time in July or
August, that you had a dis-
cussion with Mr, Krogh and
Mrs. Young in which this
specific question came up?

Ehrlichman: Which spe-
cific question?

Dash: ... As to getting
the . . . psychoanalyst’s files
on Ellsberg? :

Ehrlichman: In July or
August?

Dash: Yes, prior to the
date of the memo of August
11? This was a discussion.
that you had with My,
Young and Mr. Krogh.

Ehrlichman: I do not re-
call it. I cannot rule it out

Later in the session, Ehr-
lichman was™ questioned by
Sen. Sam Ervin (D-N.C. ),
chairman of the select com.
mittee, about the money
raised for the Watergate de-

.fendants by Herbert W. Kalm-

bach, President Nizow’s per-
sonal lawyer:

Ervin: ... Mr, Ehrlichman,
do I understand that you are
testifying that the Commit-
tee to Re-Elect the Presi-
dent and those associated
with them constituted an
eleemosynary institution
that gave $450,000 to some
burglars and their lawyers
merely because they felt
sorry for them?

(Applause and laughter.)

Ehrlichman: I am afraid I
am not your best witness on -
that, Mr. Chairman. I do not
know what their motives
were. I think those will ap-
pear in the course of the
proceeding.

Ervin: You stated this was
a defense fund just like that
given to Angela Davis and
to Daniel Ellsberg, did you
not?

Ehrlichman: I stated that
was my understanding of it.

Ervin: Yes. Well, Daniel
Ellsberg and the Angela Da-
vis defense funds were
raised in public meetings
and the newspapers carried
news items about it, did
they not?

Ehrlichman: T am not sure
that we know who the do-
nors to those funds were. I
dare say there are many
people in this country who
contributed to those funds
who would not want it
known.

Ervin: Yes. But do you not
think most of the people
contributed their funds be-
cause they believed in the

.causes they stood for?

Ehrlichman: - I  assume’
that.

Ervin: Well, certainly, the
Committee to Re-Elect the
President and the White
House aides like yourself
did, not believe in the cause
of burglars or wiretappers,
did you?

Ehrlichman: No.

Ervin: Can you—

Ehrlichman: I didn’t con-
tribute a nickel. Mr. Chair-
man.

Ervin: Yes.

(Laughter.)

Ervin:  You authorized
somebody else to contribute?

Ehrlichman: No, I would
like to set that straight, if I
might, Mr. Chairman.

The only reason that any-
body ever came to me about
Mr. Kalmbach raising
money was because of this
arrangement that we had
entered into that we would
protect ' Mr. Kalmbach if he
wished to be protected from
requests to raise money.
Now that is—it was a situa-
tion where obviously he
didn’t wish to be protected.
He made the judgment, he
made it independent of me,
and whether I conceded to
it or not obviously didn’t
make any difference.

Ervin: Did he ever talk to
you about that? ‘

Ehrlichman: Not until af-
ter the fact.

Ervin: I will ask you if he
didn’t come to you and not
only talk about having
known you a long time and
you having known his fam-
ily but didn’t he ask you
whether it was a proper or
legal operation?

Ebrlickman: Mr. Chair-
man, the testimony is that
that meeting, according to
Mr. Kalmbach, was the 26th
of July when he was long
into this, and as I have al.
ready testified.

Ervin: He testified he had
become dubious about the
propriety of it and he went
toyou for reassurance? . ..
And he also testified when
he got to you you told him it
was all right and to see that
the money was delivered in
secret because if he didn’t
deliver it in secret their
heads would be in their
laps. Didn’t that oceur?

Ebrlichman: No. As a mat-
ter of fact, Mr. Chairman, as
I have just told Mr. (Fred)



Thompson (mino.rity
counsel) I would be terribly
slow to reassure Herb Kalm-
bach, whom I consider a
good and close friend, of the
propriety of any such under-
taking, of any such under-
taking without checking it
first, if he had asked me,
and I armh testifying to you,
Mr. Chairman, that he did
not ask me.

Ervin: Well, you recall his
testimony was to the effect
that I have given you?

Ehrlichman: You mean
about the head in the lap
business?

Ervin: Yes, that the heads
would roll.

?hrlichman: I suspect that
what was said there was
that certainly Mr. Kalm-
bach’s involvement—

Ervin: I am not asking
about that. My question is
didn’t he have a conversa-
tion in which you told him
to do it in secret because
otherwise “if it get’s out,
our heads will be in their
laps.”

Ehrlichman: . .. I had a
conversation with Mr. Kalm-
bach, Mr. Chairman, and I
have no doubt that we, if he
says so, that we discussed
the question of seerecy be-
cause I do recall his saying
tihat Mr. (Anthony Ulasewicz

was carrying money back
and forth.

Now, I had in my mind at
that time the realization
that this, what I considered
to be a legitimate undertak-
ing, could be terribly mis-
construed if someone were
to impute the -efforts of the
President’s lawyer to this
defense fund for Watergate
burglars. I mean there is
room for misunderstanding,
Ithink you have stated the
misunderstanding very elo-
quently in your opening
question . . .

Ervin: Well, let us go on.

to something else. You said
something about the bur-
glarizing of the office of the
psychiatrist of Ellsberg was

justified by the President’s

inherent  power under the
Constitution, did you not?

Ehrlichman: Yes, sir.

Ervin: And you referred
to a certain statute.

Ehrlichman: I referred to
a statute in which the Con-
gress in 1968 made a recog-
nition of that inherent

' power.

Ervin: Is that 18 U.C. Code
25112

Ehrlichman: Yes, sir. ,

Ervin: Will you please-tell
rae—now, this statute has
nothing to do with burg-
lary ... Thi$ has to do with
the interception or disclos-
ure of wire or -oral com-
raunications prohibited.

Ehrlichman: No, sir, it also
has to do with the Congress’
recognition of what the Con-
stitution provides with rela-
tion to the powers of the
President.

Ervin: Is there a single
thing in there that says
that the President can au-
thorize burglaries?

Ehrlichman: Well, Iet us
read it, Mr. Chairman.

Ervin: . . . 1t says ‘here
that this statute, which
makes it unlawful to inter-
cept and disclose wire or
other communications, says
that this shall not interfere
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with the constitutional
power of the President to —

Ehrlichman: To do any-
thing.

Ervin: — to do anything
nhecessary to protect the
country against five things . . .
The first says actual or po-
tential attacks or other hos-

.tile acts of a foreign power.

You do not claim that burg-
larizing Dr. Ellsberg’s psy
chiatrist’s office to get his
opinion, his recorded opin-
ion, of intellectual or psycho-
logical state of his patient is
an attack by a foreign
power, do you?

Ehrlichman: Well, we
could have a lot of fun with
all four of these until we get
to the operative one, Mr.
Chairman.

Ervin: Well, Mr. Ehrlich-
man, the Constitution speci-

" fies the President’s powers

to me in the Fourth Amend-
ment. It says: “The right of
the people to be secure in
their persons, houses, pa-
bers, and effects, against un-
reasonable searches and
seizures, shall not be vio-
lated, and no warrant shall
issue, but wupon probable
cause, supported by oath or
affirmation, and particularly
describing the place to be
searched, and the person or
things to be seized.”

Nowhere in this does it
say the President has the
right to suspend the Fourth
Amendment.

Ehrlichman: No, I think
the Supreme Court has said
the search or seizure or
whatever it is has to be rea-
sonable and they have said
that a national security un-
dertaking can be reasonable
and can very nicely comply
with the Fourth Amend-
ment.

But, Mr. Chairman, the
Congress in 1968 has said
this: “Nothing contained in
this Chapter or in Section
605 of the Communications
Act,” and so forth, “shall
limit the constitutional pow-
er of the President to take

Cllsberg’s psychiatrist’s office
was “well within ‘the President’s imherent constitu-
tional powers,” Jehn Ehrlichman tells the committee.

. such measures as he deems
necessary to protect the na-
tion against”, and then it
goes on, “to protect national
security information against
foreign intelligence activi-
ties.”

Now, that is precisely
what the President was un-
dertaking. He was not under-
taking it under this statute.
He was undertaking it under

that constitutional power
which you gentlemen and
other members of the.Con-
gress recognized in thig sec-
tion. ’
Ervin: Yes, I have studied X

that statute . . . And there
is not a syllable in there that
says the President can sus-
pend the Fourth Amendment
or authorize burglary. It
has no reference to burglary.
It has reference only for in-
terception and disclosure of
—interception of wire or
oral communications . . .

Ervin: Mr. Ehrlichman,
you are a lawyer and you
know that a psychiatrist is
forbidden to divulge the in-
formation about his patient,
don’t you, without his pa-
tient’s consent?

Ebrlichman: Well, I think
We are going to split hairs,
it would be in ecircum.
stances.

Ervin: That is not splitting
hairs. That is a Hippocratic
oath which started back in
aneient Greece and has bheen
going ever since.

Ehrlichman: I am not sure
psychiatrists in every case
are M.D.s, but let’s assume
that for the sake of argu-
ment,

The fact is that as I have
stated earlier, my - assump-
tion is that it is possible
to get specific medical and
other kinds of confidential
information through a train-
ed investigator if he knows
what he is looking for with-
out a violation of law.

Ervin: Mr. Ehrlichman,
you are a lawyer and you
know that a psychiatrist is
forbidden by law to divulge
the confidential information
he gets from hig client, his
patient, on examination of
the patient to make g diag.
nosis without his client’s
consent. Now, don’t you know
that? ‘

Ehrlichman: I didn’t know
that was a matter of law.

I know there is a privilege

that exists ag a matter of
law, but I dont know that
it’s a criminal violation. It
may well be. I just didn’t
know.

Ervin: Don’t you know
there’s a statute to. that ef-
fect in every state in this
union” and the only statutes
that make an exception to
that is a judge in a court
can require the physician or
the psychiatrist to testify
about his patient if he finds



it’s in the interest of justice?
Ehrlichman: No, T didn%
know that, Mr. Chairman . . .
Ervin: Well, if you had
known the law, I would $ub-
mit that in all probability,
you would also have known
that the only way you could
get the opinion of the psy-
chiatrist, Ellsberg’s psychia-
trist, was by some surrepti-
tious manner in some sur-
reptitious fashion.
Ehrlichman: I don’t know
what you mean by surrepti-
tious, Mr, Chairman. I do
know this from experience,
that information 6f this
kind is obtainable. Insur-
ance adjusters obtain it, in-
vestigators obtain it, attor-
neys obtain it, and they ob-
tain it through nurses,

through’  nurses’ aides,
through all kinds of sources.
And we would be kidding,
ourselves if we didn’t admit
that.

Ervin: You dont know
what the word “surrepti-
tious” means?

Ehrlichman: Well, I don’t
know what you meant by it
in that question, Mr. Chair-
man.

Ervin: Well, can’t you an-
swer? Don’t you know,
really?

Ebrlichman: I did know
the word. You were using it
in a pejorative sense, ‘ Mr.
Chairman, and I wasg not
sure just how. ‘

Ervin: Some people do
things in illegal tashion, ob-
tain information in illegal
fashion. But I would assert
as a lawyer that when you
go to getting the record of
a patient, of a doctor’s opin-
ion of his patient, his re-
corded opinion, that you
cannot get it legally with-
out consent of the patient
or without an order of a
judge. The only other way
you can get it is in an il-
legal or unethical way.



I do not suggest that we
were all just too busy to
have noticed. We did notice
and we kept informed
through John Dean and
other sources on the as-
sumption that he was giving
us complete and accurate in-
formation. - :

But it is important to
know that, in today’s white
House, there must be, and
there is, a heavy delegation
of responsibility and duties.

I came to the White
House as counsel to the
President from a private,
civil law practice in Seattle,
Washington. I took a sub-
stantil financial cut to come
into the government. I came
because the President asked
me to, and because I became
convinced that there was an
opportunity too really ac-
complish things for the
country by assisting him . . .

Aside from being the
President’s liaison to the de-
partments and agencies con-
cerned with legal matters,
the Counsel to the Presi-
dent is supposed to be the
“conscience of the White
House.”

It is his job to keep a
sharp eye out' for wrongdo-
ing, such as potential con-
flicts of interest, to insure
that presidential appointees
cannot put personal interest
ahead of the interest- of the
public in governmental mat-
ters. He reviews the FBI
checks of all potential ap-

pointees for such problems.
He keeps abreast of legal
and other questions which
are before the Executive
Branch, to be able to answer
questions when asked by the
President or his staff, he re-
views documents Dbefore
they go to the President for
signing. In addition, he is a
conduit for all kinds of mis-
cellaneous information relat-
ing to federal law and regu-
latory agencies, logistical
technicalities and legisla-
tion. . . . ’

The Counsel also has and
has had political duties. The
President is the nation’s
chief executive. But he is
also, by long-standing tradi-
tion, his political party’s
leader. Any President has a
political role to play,
whether he is going to run
for re-election or not. But if
he is a candidate, then he is
both an executive and a
practicing politician. Every
such politician wants in-
formation. And the Presi-
dent, in his politician role,
is no different ‘from the oth-
ers. He needs and wants in-
formation about issues, sup-
porters, opponents and ev-
ery other political subject
known to man. ’

For the year 1969, to 1970,
when I left the post of coun-
sel, I attemped to gather
some purely political in-
formation for the President,
as I was expected to do. Out
of real concern for the prop-
erties, I attempted to use
only conventional, nongov-
ernmental sources of in-
formation. As one might
hire political aides in a po-
litical campiagn, Tony Ula-
sewicz was hired to do this
chore of information gather-
ing. He was paid from exist-
ing Nixon political money,

by check, under an appropri-
ate employer’s tax number,
Among other assignments,
he scouted the potential op-
position for vulnerability,
So far as I am aware, during
my tenure as counsel, Mr.
Ulasewicz conducted his as-
signments legally and prop-
erly in all respects.

To meaningfully answer
the question, “What did the
President  know?” one
should have a clearer pic-
ture of what the President
really does. . . .

I am sure you . .. realize
the presidency has been
dramatically, changed in re-
cent years by the increasing
complexity of the. nation’s
foreign and domestic prob-
lems. A  domestic issue
which simply could be con-
sidered and resolved by one
agency head in 1935 or 1940
without involving the White
House today probably in-
volves the conflicting in-
terest of two or three ma-
Jor departments .of the fed-
eral government and fre.
quently results in disputes
which only the White House
can resolve, For example,
five or six departments to-
day are directly concerned
with important aspects of
the subject of health ...
There are fourteen hundred
categorical grant programs
administered by the Execu-
tive Branch today, compared
to a third that many twenty
years ago. Our concept of
government’s  role has
changed, and, with it, the
Presidency has changed
qualitatively and in terms of
the work load.

As this dimension and
complexity thas com-
Pounded, the demands and
claims for the President’s
bersonal time and attention
and his personal decision
has steadily escalated. Juris-
dictional conflicts between
Cabinet officers, depart-
ments, levels of gevernment
all now find their way to the
White House by some law of
gevernmental gravity . . .

For  example, there has
been some surprise ex-
pressed here that Mr. Dean,
his counsel, did not have
easy entry to the President’s
office, to drop in to discuss
the councel’s concerns. The

fact is that, with a senior
staff of about 20, and a total
staff of over 400, and given
the real demands on his
time, the President neces-
sarily must operate on the
basis that his staff come to
him when called only, and
all others did business on
pbaper. :

This last is a very inpor-

tant point, however. Men

and women, even those con--

siderably junior to Mr. Dean
on the staff, frequently

availed themselves of access
to the President’s evening -
reading via the typewritten -

page; important bapers in-
variably got a full and quick
response. Mr. Haldeman, Dr.

. Kissinger, and the rest of us

seldom, if ever, saw the
President unless” he called
for us. On the other hand,
my staff and I had quick
and easy access to the Presi-
dent’s attention whenever
there was a need, siniply by
sending in a memorandum
or a message asking for a de-
cision, or an appointment,

%

N

or calling his attention to
facts or events.

Mr. Dean admits he in-
formed the President, even
hourly, of some occurrences
in this way. It was an open
channel, and he knows it . . .

I should add also that, in
Iy experience, any member
of the White House staff
having vital or sensitive in-
formation for the President
alone could and would be
seen by the President if he
requested an opportunity. I
know of a number of in-
stances in which such a
need was met during my
time at the White House.

In early 1970 my job had
changed. I left the colnsel’s

‘office and became one of

the several assistants to the
President. My assignment
was domestic affairs and
those of us working in that
area were given the job of
bringing to the President
those domestic presidential
decisions which required his

- attention, along with as

much information, - advice
and opinion as we could
gather from all sources, to
enable him to consider an is-

sue broadly.

We were the liaison be-
tween the President and the
departments and agencies
dealing with the entire
range of domestic problems
as well.

The President has sent be-
tween 20 and 50 domestic
legislative packages to the
Congress in each year of his
term . . . As you know, the
federal budget is also an in-
strument of policy. Next
year’s .budget begins in
preparation the day after
this year’s goes to the Con-
gress . . .

And then there is the Con-
gress. The legislative pack-
ages, the budget and count-
less other decisions which
ultimately rest with the
Congress are affected by the
devotion of time and atten-
tio® which the President can.
give to their explanation
and his advocacy with indi-
vidual members and groups
of members. A President
could, I am sure, devote ev-
ery waking moment to this
work and still not satisfy ev-
ery demand or criticism.

I have not even men-
tioned the President’s neces-
sary role in the area of for-
eign and domestic economic
problems: problems of infla-
tion, balance of payments,
the relative values of cur-
rencies, import and export
restrictions, the level of fed-
eral spending and unem-
ployment. All through my
log and calendar, you will
see meeting . after meeting
devoted to the problem of
rising food prices, for in-
stance . ..

As liaison to the domestic
operating departments and
agencies I frequently car-
ried to them the President’s
expressions of criticism and
suggestions for change. To
the uninformed this undoub-
tedly would appear to create
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tensions between a Cabinet
secretary and me. But, actu-
ally, I think I maintained a
good and frequent contact
and good relations with our
domestic secretaries, includ-
ing the several Attorneys
General, over my three
years in this position. I con-
fess I did not always bring
them good news, but then
that was not my job. They
and I shared a mutual objec-
tive, I think, and that was to
do all we could to help the
President accomplish his
stated goals. d

As many here know, not
everyone in the Executive
Branch in the first term
shared - these goals. There
were a number of holdovers
in the Executive Branch
who actively opposed the
President’s policies, espe-
cially his foreign policy, but
also in the area of domestic
affairs, I can assure you.

These people conducted a
kind of internal guerrilla
" warfare against the Presi-
dent during the first term,
trying to frustrate his goals
by unauthorized leaks of
part of the facts of a story,
or of military and other se-
crets, or by just plain false-
hood. The object was to cre-
ate hostility in_the Congress
and abroad and to affect
public opinion. Henry Kis-
singer, Secretary Rogers,
and others were seriously
concerned that this kind of
internal sabotage of admin-
istration policy could actu-
ally ruin our chances to ne-
gotiate a strategic arms limi-
tation treaty and terminate
the Vietnam situation on a
stable basis, for example. A
‘similar threat to a good re-
sult in Vietham was pesed
by the combination of street
demonstrations, terrorism,
violence and their effect on
public and Congressional
support for the President’s
policy.
The President and politics.

In his 1960 campaign Mr.
Nixon was involved in every
minute detail. In 1968 when
he invited me to work in the
1968 campaign to manage
the campaign I agreed to
manage the campaign tour

ronly after securing his
promise that he would com-
pletely delegate detailed
“control of the advance work,
logistics and schedule. And
his participation in these de-
tails was minimal in 1968.

In 1972 with the foreign
situation as it was, the Pres-
ident decided - quite early
that he simply could not and
would not involve himself in
the day-to-day details of the
Presidential primaries, the
convention and the cam-
paign. He made a very delib-
erate effort to detach him-
self from the day-to-day stra-
tegic and tactical problems.
And so the regular work of
the White House relating to
government and the nation’s
problems. continued una-
bated. If anything, we on
the domestic side were bus-
ier with the President on
governmental business than
in other years.

In 1972 the President had
to delegate most of his polit-
ical role and it wentto peo-
ple not otherwise hurdened
with governmental duties.
As aresult, I personally saw
very little of the campaign
activity during the spring
and early summer of 1972

I began to spend more
time with Ron Ziegler, press
secretary at the White

House, in the late spring of
1972, helping him to under-
stand the campaign issues,
reviewing the research with
him, ete. It became more im-
portant than ever for me to
keep ahead of developments
and in this connection I

asked Mr. Dean to inform

me as early as possible of
significant changes, or new
events in the Watergate
case, so Ron Ziegler and I
could deal with new issues
which would be arising in

the press. It was for this‘

purpose that I talked to
Dean about Watergate in
most instances.

In addition, the President
formed an advisory group
which met twice a week to
look at the campaign in
overview, at long range, and
to discuss any . needed
changes. Attending these
Monday and Thursday
morning meetings were
Clark MacGregor, John
Mitchell, Bob +Haldeman,
+ Bryce Harlow, Charles Col-
son and I. Presumably, I
was the substantive issue
man in the group. Since
Watergate was a campaign
issue it was discussed in
these meetings; it was never
a major subject of discus-
sion, however, and if anyone
in the group knew more
than the others he didn’t
share his secrets there . . .

All of this was superim-
posed upon active involve-
ment in legislative, budget
and operational domestic
problems, through the sum-
mer and early fall of 1972.

During the summer and
fall of 1972 there were tough
legislative issues which took
the President’s time and
ours in great quantities,
Busing, Water Quality,
Phase II of the Economic
Program, and Welfare Re.
form are, I know, subjects
familiar to you all. They
were critical issues to the
Senate as they were to the
President.

Federal government oxer-
spending was also a hot'is-

sSue and we were engaged in |

documenting a-catalogue’ of
bad Federal spending pro-
grams to justify the Con-
gressional repeal or reduc-
tion of a great many pro-
grams that spent great sums
of federal money with little
or not benefit to the public.
During those months, along
with a great many others,
we were trying to under-
stand Senator McGovern’s
$1,000 a year welfare plan
and figure out its true cost,
and we were researching
and analyzing about 20
other major campaign issues
ranging from tax reform to
the death penalty . . .

From June to September,
1972, my staff and I put in
long days, the (GOP) Con-
vention Platform having
impesed additional burdens
on some of us. After the
convention, the speeches,
position papers and political
statements and releases
kept the pressure on us. It
was a very busy time.

John Dean, on the other
hand, never found things so
quiet and he planned the
most expensive honeymoon
in the history of the White
House staff right along this
period.”

The committee has had
the log of how I spent my
office time over the years.
As it shows, the vast per-
centage of my time was de-
voted to domestic policy is-
sues. . ..

And how much time did I
actually spend with Mr.
Dean learning about the
(Watergate) break-in or keep-
ing abreast of developments
to assist Ron Ziegler on the
issues, or with Mr. Dean on
any other subject for that
matter in the weeks follow-
ing Watergate?

We invariably met either
in my office, or more rarely
in Mr. Haldeman’s (with the
exception of just three or
four meetings) most of
which were held out of
town.

The logs for these two of-
fices, Mr. Haldeman and
mine, demonstrate clearly
the frequency of my meet-
ings with Mr. Dean.

Remember: Dean testified
that keeping Watergate cov-
ered up was a tremendous
drain of my time and told of
all the conferences and
meetings I have having with
him about it. Let’s be clear:
I did not cover up anything
to do with Watergate. Nor

- were Mr. Dean and I keep-

ing steady company durign
all these weeks.

I have compiled our meet-
ings in two week periods
from June 17 through the
election, the “critical pe-
riod,” presumably, and here
on page 27 of the statement,
Mr. Chairman, you will see
that compilation. In the first
two weeks June 17 to July 1,
which was the period when
we were trying to learn
about this new campaign is-
sue, and whether the White
House, the CIA or anyone
else were connected with it,
I had nine meetings with
Mr. Dean.

In the second two weeks I
had only one meeting. In
the third two weeks, three.
In the fourth two weeks,
two. In the fifth two weeks,
one. In the sixth two weeks,
two. In the seventh two
weeks, Sept. 13 to 26, none.
In the eighth two weeks,
none. In the ninth two
weeks, again none, and fi-
nally, from Oet. 25 to elec-
;;ion day three, for a total of
2.

It should be noted that
this is the total number of
our face-to-face contacts on
all subjects, not just Water-
gate. These were all con-
tacts, including group meet-
ings.



Of the total 22 contacts,
two related to Presidential
papers and testamentary
planning, one related to con-
vention planning, one rela-
ted to grain sales, two on
general campaign planning,
one regarding the Presi-
dent’s financial statement to
be released, one regarding
settlement of the common
cause lawsuit. Of the re-
mainder not all were de-
voted to talk about aspects
of Watergate, I am certain ...

The vast percentage of my

working time was spent on
substantive issues and do-
mestic policy. About one-
half of 1 percent was spent
on polities, the campaign
and the events with which
you have been concerning
yourself as .a Committee.
That is the context in which
I hope you will receive this
testimony.
- Similarly, you must meas-
ure the President’s role in
all of this in true perspec-
tive. The 1972 campaign, the
Watergate and its investiga-
tion competed for his atten-
tion with the claims of hun-
dreds of members of Con-
gress, economists, diplomats,
educators, scientists, labor
leaders, businessmen and
countless other citizens, and
with the demands of the
problems of the nation in
their manifold and com-
pound complexities, with
the daily mail and the end-
less meetings, the speeches
and other communication
with the public, with the
need for management, lead-
ership, inspiration and the
need and desire for time to
study and think. I see re-
deeming aspects in this
process. ‘

I have faith that good can
result from this Commit-
tee’s efforts. In the future
participants in political cam-
paigns will surely be aware
of the history of this time.
And the standards which
they will wish to impose
upon themselves will be the
product of the lessons of
that history, whatever it
may turn out to be. I have
great optimism that the les-
sons of the history of this
era will bring only good for
this country.

Dash: Mr. Ehrlichman, I
think you indicated in your
statement an' extreme loy-
alty to the President in the
position you held, first as
counsel to the President,
then as Special Assistant to
the President in domestic
affairs. Would you tell the
Committee, when did you
first begin to work with
President Nixon in any po-
litical campaign?

Ehrlichman: Late in 1959

... 1 was an advance man in
the 1960 campaign. ’

Dash: How did you obtian
this assignment?

Ehrlichman: Through Bob
Haldeman, who was ' the
campaign tour manager in
that campaign.

Dash: Could you tell the
Committee how you knew
Mr. Haldeman at that time?

Ebrlichman: Yes, we had
been at the University (of
Southern California together.

Dash: I would take it,
then, you were very close
friends?

Ehrlichman: Not terribly
close friends in college. We
kept track of one another
casually over the years and
I was a guest at his home in
Connecticut during a trip
East in 1959 and he asked
me if I would be interested
in taking a leave from my
practice and working in a
political campaign. . ..

Dash: Mr. Ehrlichman,
during the time, during the
1960 campaign, when you
were working with Mr.
Ha",ldeman and also for Pres-
ident Nixon as an advance
man, is it true that you were
serving to some extent as an
undercover agent, sort of
stalking Mr. Rockefeller, as
has been once stated?

Ehrlichman: No, that was
a prior episode. During the
primaries, in the preconvern-
tion period of that 1960 cam-
paign, Mr. (Robert) Finch,
who then was on the Vice
President’s staff—President,
Nixon then being Vice Pres;i-
-dent—asked me if T would
g0 to North Dakota and ob-
serve Governor Rockefel-
ler’s efforts ta rejuvenate a
then abandoned Presidential
aspiration. . .

Dash: And what role did
you play when you went to
North Dakota?

Ehrlichman: Well, other
than being a driver in Gov-
ernor Rockefeller’s motor-
cade, I was simply an ob-
server.

‘Dash: How did you obtain
that position as a driver in
the motorcade?

Ehrlichman: Through mu-
tual friends.

Dash: I take it that you
were considered part of Mr.
Rockefeller’s entourage?

Ehrlichman: Well, T don’t
imagine that it really occur-
red to anybody to ask.

Dash: Who were you re-
porting to at that time?

- Ehrlichman: Mr. Finch.

Dash: Now, in the ’68 cam-
paign, did you play any role
in the political campaign?

Ehrlichman: I was the
tour director.

Dash: And what function
did the tour director have?

Ebrlichman: Well, that ig
largely dealing with prob-
lems of scheduling, advanc-
ing and logistics. And the
care and feeding of the
press.

(Laughter.) e

Dash: Care and feeding of
the press. . . Now, when Mr.
Nixon was  elected Presi-
dent, you joined the White
House staff first as counsel
to the President?

Ehrlichman: That is cor-
rect.

Dash: When did you move
from that position to the
position of assistant to.the
President for - domestic
affairs?

Ehrlichman: It was near
the beginning of 1970. I
can’t recall the exact date,
but in the first couple of
months of 1970, I believe . . .

Dash: . . . did you consider
Mr. (H. R.) Haldeman
(former White House Chief
of Staff) as senior to you in
the White House staff?

Ehrlichman: Well, T don’t
think anybody on the White
House ever considers any-
body else senior to him.

Dash. I take it other than .
the President?

Ehrlichman: Right.

‘(Laughter) i

Ehrlichman: Well, it is a
sort of a metaphysical con-
cept among the assistants to
the President as to who is
senior to whom. My report-
ing relationship, so to speak,
was direct to the President
at that point and only on in
a limited number of cases
did I come under Mr, Halde-
man’s area of interest, so to
speak ... ‘

Dash: . . . did there come
a time when you were asked
to develop a capability in
the White House for intelli-
gence-gathering?

Ehrlichman: Intelligence-
gathering? The answer
would be no.

Dash: . . . were you ever
asked to set up a. special
unit in the White House for
the purpose of determining
whether certain leaks had
occurred in major nationa
security areas? :

Ehrlichman: In point of
fact I was—and strictly in
terms of your question, I
was asked to set it up. Mr.
Krogh was aked to set it up.

Dash: Who is Mr. Krogh?

Ehrlichman: Bud Krogh,
Egil Krogh Jr., was a mem-
ber of the Domestic Council
staff, and he was asked by
the President to form this
special unit. I was desig-
nated as one to whom Mr.
Krogh could come with
problems in connection with
it, and the President said
also that he could come to
him with problems.

Dash: Were you in at the
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