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IV REPORTED
T04IAVE ORDERED
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Kleindienst Said to. Have

Told €ox He Was Directed
Not to Press Trust Action -

Calls ‘Report - ‘Inexcusable’
Bryg_c’h of Confidence by
{Ex-Prosecutor’s Staff

o 3y NICHOLAS GAGE
{7 Sbecial to The New York Times

SHINGTON, ~ Oct.

29—
‘ormer Attorney General Rich-
ard G. Kleindienst has told the
Watergate prosecution  that

of antitrust actions against the
In{ernatlonval Telephone and

mg:to sources close to the. case.
The sources said that the

dienst in 1971, when he was
Deputy Attorney General and
the top man in the Justice De-

rected him not to appeal an
LT.T. ruling to the Supreme
Court. _

~The appeal in the case was
held up and. the Government
agreed to an out-of-court set-
tlement generally considered
favorable to the corporation.
Theysettlement followed LT.T.’s
agreement to help finance the
1972' Republican National Con-
vention with a gift from one of
its: corporatlons reportedly var-
Iously at $100,000 to $400,000.
“’ White House Reply

»h.e White House issued ‘the
following statement toRight in
response to The New York
Times -article:

r “This .is an 1nexcusable
{breach -of - confidence on the
part of ithe staff of the former

special proseciitor.: This infor-:

mation comes from a highly
confidential’ conversation be-
tween Archibald Cox and for!
mers Attorney General Klein-
dienst and from documents
furmshed voluntarily and also
olute confidence by the
ause to Mr. Cox, .

rmation furnished
hite ‘House and Mr.

, SETTLEMENT

WHITE? HOUSE ANGERED

President Nixon personally or-
dered him not to press a series;

Te]egraph Corporation, accord-

President telephoned Mr. Klein- |

pdrfment on the case, and di-’

. that the appeal be halted,, ac-

Klemdxenst put the matter mto

However the information pm-
vided to The New York Times
by Mr. Cox’s staff is distorted
and unfair in its implication
insofar as both the President
and Mr. Kleindienst are con-

M-

cerned. 1

President’s Belief :
“The President’s direction to
Mr. Kleindienst was based on
his‘Pelief that the Canteen case.
[one of three cases involving
LT.T.] represented a policy of
the Justice Department with
which he strongly disagreed,”
namely, that bigness per se-was
unlawful. When the - specific
facts of the appeal were sub-
sequently explamed in greater
detail, the President withdrew
his objection and the appeal
was prosecuted in exactly the
form originally proposed.” . .
* Mr. Kleindienst refused to
comment.

‘The Times has, not dlsclosed
the sources of its information
about the President’s call te
Mr. Kleindienst. y

Mr. Kleindienst's

statements ta, the prosecutxon,,
made before Archibald Cox wa§
|dismissed as special prosecuto‘r,n
represent the first time that ax%
Government official mvoftﬁed 1

Coutmued on Page 33, Col

of the corporation.

Court decisions on the Ef.
cases up to that time had g
against the Ga@vernmer
Kleindienst h%
whether to .app ecause At-
torrey«General; ; \
had dlsquahﬁe i hxmselﬂtﬂrbe'
cause’herhad represented LT.T.
as a private-lawyer.

Sources who know f1rsthandl

about Mr.  Kleindienst’s - dis-'
cussions with the special pros-
ecutor’s office gave the follow-
ing account of his testimony:

In 1971 he received a call
from John D. Ehrlichman,
the President’s domestic.
viser, who ‘asked tha
Justice Department sto; %
appeal on LT.T. ;

Mr. Kleindienst told him that
he could not do it because the
appeal had been recommended
by Richard W. McLaren, then
head of the department’s Anti-
trust Division, and ‘approved by
Soliciter ~General Erwun = N.
Griswold.

Mr. Ehrlichman hung up’and
a short time later President
Nixon called, and, after cang:
him a vulgar name, said: “Don’t!
you understand the English
language"" He then ordered

cording to Mr. Kleindienst’s
account to the prosecution,
«Spealﬂmg about the unsuc-

cessful  appeal, . Griswold
said iff a statement l st Aug. 1:
“There was«a delay. Mr. Klein+

dienst directed me to ask the

reportéd :

nl

court for ; extenm of tiume

[for.fili ,a “appeat]; M order!
to consul W1ﬂh other Govern-,

mentwagencies. I knew some-,
body jwanted a -delay but® i
never-figured out who.” % |

After ordering Mr. Griswold|
to delay the appeal;, Mr. Klem-
dxenst according to the sources,!

an meeting on the case with'
FeTx Rohatyn, an LT.T. direc-
tor, and Peter M. Flanigan, a
special agsistant to the«Presi-
dént.

‘He then set in motion a: serxes
of events that persuaded Mr.
McLaren to accept in July,
1971; a settlement more favor-i
able .to IT.T., the sources re-
ported.

Under it, the conglomerate
won its major point by keeping
the'’ $1-billion Hartford , Insur-
and¢e: Company, plus a portlon
of ““the Grinnel Conporation,
which manufactures plumbing
supplies. It agreed to sell the
Canteen Corporation, 'd* food.
vending company, plus, the fire
equipment division of ‘Grinnel,

and made other concessions.

i~ a memorandum' 'to Mr.
Grlswold dated Feb, 24; 1971,
Mri+" McLaren . had strongly.
urged. the appeal of one:of the
three I.T.T. cases—thg one
involving Grinnel—to the Su-
preme: Court.

“I" have taken the posmxon

that the Antitrust Division must.
move' : vigorously to /halt  the:

trend toward economi¢, concen-
tratlon which has resulted from
the''wave of conglomerate
mercrers that have taken place
in the last decade,” he: wrote.

‘In testimony before the Sen-:

afe’ | Judiciary Committee on
M&rjch 23, 1972, Mr. McLaren,
by ‘then a Federal judge, said
thdt he Rlought (the), Govern-
ment had a “60440” chance to
win the I.T.T. ‘case, exnd when
the settlement possibuity arose.

he felt that he had tg what
wagiingthe-public int et §
Dilring the same rings | .

Mr. Griswold called the settle-
ment “a very substantial vic-
‘tory for the Governmefit”. be-
icause the.Supreme Court would
have=guled for the company if
the case had been pressed
Conﬁrmxted switha sthtement
‘by LT.T.’s lawyer, Lawrence E.
Walsh, that there was a ‘“high
possibility” that the Govern-

ment would succeed in the high|.

,court, Mr. Griswold said he dis-
agreed with the view.

Many lawyers at the Jus’nce ‘

Department, however, -
agreed with Mr. Griswold’s
evaluation of the settlemernt.

“Even on the merits it wa.s a
iterrible settlement because ‘the
substantial divestiture we got
didn’t measure up to what we
stood:ito gain by going to; t.he
Supreme Court,” said one.

The hearings in which” both

men testified were on the con-|

firmation of Mr. Klemdlenst as
.Attorney General.

. During the hearmgs, Mr
Kleindienst acknowledged that
he had; played a role in the: set-
tlement: With: TET: ‘despite pre-
vious denials, but said that he

:did not part1c1pate in the actual

‘negoti ahe settlement|.
a@% een’ under pres-
] om. the Whlte ‘House.

At the same hearings Brit
‘Hume an investigator for- Jack|
Anderson the syndicated  col-
umnist, quoted Dita D. Beard,
a Washmgton lobbyist for
LT.T;; as having told him-that
Mr. Mitchell had told her that
iPresident leon had ordered
‘him to reach a “reasonable set-
tlement” in the I.T.T. case. .

“The Attorney General, said
the White House, even the
President, had called and said
‘Lay. off LT.T.’” Mr. Hume
quoted her as saying. Mr. Hume
said that he was taken aback
and asked, “The President said
that?” Accordmg to Mr. Hume, |
Mrs: ‘Beard replied, “No, it was
more ‘like ‘Make a reasonable
statement.’”

< Denial by Mitchell
Mr. Mitchell said that the

. staternents attributed ‘to him
. werg’ “tota]y false and wﬂ:hout

foundation.”

Last Aug. 1 the Senate Wa-
tergate committee made public
a 1972 memorandum written
by Charles W. Colson, White
House special counsel, warning|’
of the existence of documents
.that:could “d1rectly involve the
(President” in the LT.T. case.

Mr. Colson said in a state-
ment: afterward that his memo
had been written merely to-ad-
vance “a devil’s advocate”
position and to outline prob-
lems of appearance, as well as
of Yact, “in their worst con-
text.”

Both the Watergate special
prosecutors office and a Fed-
eral grand jury here have been
istudying whether perjury was
committed during Mr. Klein-
ienst’s confirmation hearings.
. The special prosecutor’s of-
fice. was known to be examin-
ing ‘carefully the hearing. testi-
mony of Mr. Kleindienst, Mr.
Mitchell and Harold S. Geneen
chairman of ITT.

Mr. Kleindienst went ;volun-
tarily to Mr. Cox’s office and
offered to cooperate fully about
the LT.T. case. after'”tdlking

|with friends and lawyers, the

sources said,



