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Trust Suit Inquiry
By E. W. KENWORTHY

Special to The New York Times
WASHINGTON, July 19—The
House Judiciary Committee pub-
lished today voluminous docu-
mentation on the tangled web
known as “The LT.T. affair.”
But no document substan-
tiated conclusively an allega-
tion that the Nixon Admin:istre;-

Excerpts from the committee
evidence and White House
responses on milk and
LT.T., Pages 12-16.

tion’s settlement of an antitrust
suit against the International
Telephone and Telegraph Cor-
poration was in return for the
conglomerate’s pledge of up to
$400,000 for the Republican Na-
tional Convention in 1972.

The settlement permitted the
corporation to retain the Hart-
ford Fire Insurance Company.

The allegation was at the
core of the committee’s inquiry
as it pursued evidence of im-
peachable offenses, as it was at
the core of the Senate Judiciary
Committees resumed hearings

Unit Releases’ Data
Onl.T.T. and Milk Affair
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Price Supports Studied

By WILLIAM ROBBINS
Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 19—
President Nixon disclosed his
decision to raise miik-price sup-
ports in 1971 after listening to
an exposition by John B. Con-
nally on political and economic
considerations and on dairy co-
operatives’ potential for cam-
paign funding, a new transcript
released by the House Judiciary
Committee showed today.

The President’s decision be-
came clear, according to the
document, early in a White
House discussion on the after-!
noon of March 23, 1971, after’
Mr. Connally, then Secretary of
the Treasury, had said that
Congress would probably raise
milk-price supports if the Ad-
ministration did not and told
Mr. Nixon: )

“If you do [veto the in-
crease], you've cost yourself
the: money—you've lost your
political advantage.”

A short while later, the tran-
script shows, Mr. Nixon said:

“Under the circumstances, I

in March-April, 1972, on the

Continued onPage 19, Column 1

think the best thing to do is to[
Continued on Page 19, Column 3
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b MAJOR CHARGES

29 PrOposed Articles. |

of Impeachment Are
Submitted to Unit

By JAMES M. NAUGHTON

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 19—The
House Judiciaty Committee’s
senior counsels to both the
Democrats and Republicans
urged the committee today to
recommend a Senate trial of
President Nixon on one or more
of five central impeachment
charges.

John M. Doar, the special
counsel, told the committee as
it began impeachment delibera.

Text of proposed articles of
impeachment, Pages 17, 18,

tions that he could not remain
“indifferent” if President Nixon
or any other President com-
mitfed the “terrible deed’ of
subverting the Constitution.”

The special Republican coun-
sel, Albert E. Jenner Jr., en-
dorsed Mr. Doar’s conclusions
by admonishing the committee
to live up to the standards set
by the nation’s founders.

29 Potential Articles

. Mr. Doar submitted to the
panel 29 potential articles of
impeachment—some drafted by
the committee staff and others
proposed by committee mem-
bers—that represented various
'approaches to the following five
|fundamental allegations against
Mr. Nixon:

QObstruction of justice in the
Watergate and related scandals.

GAbuse of Presidential power
in dealings with Government
agencies.

GContempt of Congress and
the courts through the defiance
of subpoenas for evidence.
QFailure to adhere to an ex-

nlinis

PP F R S,

Harsh Judgments Suggested

Along with the 29 potential
charges against Mr. Nixon, Mr.
Doar submitted a thick volume
outlining a summary of the in-
quiry’s key findings and sug-
gesting harsh judgments about
the President’s conduct both be-
fore and after the 1972 Water-
gate burglary. )

The proposed impeachment
articles drafted at Mr. Doar’s
direction contained language
accusing the President of “hav-
ing made it his policy to cover

up and. conceal responsilbility”{
for the Watergate break-in at
Democratic headquarters in
June, 1972. Mr. Nixon was said
to have furthered the alleged
conspiracy through such means
as “subornation of perjury,” the
“purchase of silence’” of the
burglars and “unlawful inter-
ference” with the Government’s
investigation. ‘

“For all this,” the first of the
staff’s proposed articles de-
clared, “Richard M. Nixon is

i personally and directly respon-

sible.”
Committee members, includ-

Continued on Page 18, Column 1




Doar Urges Panel to Vote for Nixon’s Impeachment'

' } previously critizized Mr. Jen-|of a similar pattern of conduct|to his office today to “say a
.Continued From Page 1, Col. 8ner’s conduct in the inquiry. |“at the direction of Richard M. prayer for us.”
e According to several mem-|Nixon and on his behalf, acting| Outside the Capitol, some 600
“'s6me Republicans who had been|bers, Mr. Jenner declared. that/both personally and directly |supporters of Mr. Nixon held a
sharply critical of the inquiry|the panel had an_obligation toland through his personal agents|service at which they prayed,
staff during impeachment hear-|live up to the ideals of the|at the seat of government.” instead, for exoneration of the
fngs said today that the sum- nation’s fOHndGEr’S and ‘th") au- .D.emo(;rats WhO' have be'en President. ) :
mation by Mr. Doar and M |tROTS Of the Constitution and|critical of Mr. Nixon readily| The committee recessed the
: il - ‘|to determine “whether that|agreed with the thrust of the hearing early this afternoon to
Jenner had been impressive. |country and that Constitution|proposals, Representative John |spend the rest of today examin-
But most of the committee|are to” be preserved. 4+ |F- Sieberling, Democrat of Ohio, |ing the staff documents. A dis-
members said they would re-| He stated, the commtiee|saiq that Mr, Nixon was im. cussion of the materia] will be
frain from drawing conclusions|rembers l’ePOd’f _ted, that in a peachable for misconduct of|resumed tomorrow.
from the material until they|conspiracy case"'.vhere cogaea_lt- subordinates because, “if Cae- As the members emerged
formally debate’ the impeach- menf vsgxs to%:‘e .exptec Ldr ‘l,v sar’s wife should be above SUs-Ifrom the hearing room, a num-
ment issue next week. would be necessary to dra picion, so should the President’s per of them were implored by

1 i enre  from  Mr. 3 ‘ )
Mr. Doar told reporters fol- Iaqcil;gxrls’g ,cgggi.‘;?r andr%ge evi staff. the supporters of Mr, Nixon to

ke o g S AL dence, Becamse o cattt fnd| e of Voo Cos Againat upeachment,
that he had told the committee| = " |hattan, told reporters thatling a badge identifying her as

. he believed the evidence “war- Decisive Phase “John Doar and the staffla member of “Citizens Congress
rants impeachment on one or| The introduction today of|reached the same conclusxpns for Fairness to the President”
more articles.” the proposed articles of im-|based on the facts that I did.”|perated reporters and said:

" Various panel members said|peachment was merely the be- He added that, for the first| “We elected _him: President
that both Mr. Doar and Mr.|ginning of the deliberative —|time, “a little of the tiger final-|and he has a right to use his
Jenner, who had refrained de-|and decisive — stage of the|ly got out of the tank” of Mr. judgment on what he should
liberately from offering con-|committee’s inquiry.. From the|Doar. ) 2 break into.”

"clusions during 10 weeks of|five sets of possible articles| Republicans who have| ———
hearingg, nad become advocates|the panel will decide how to|stanchly defenqed Mr. Nixon,
of impzachment today. frame a formal accusation however, took issue with both

In a style that Representative|against Mr. Nixon and then,|the substance.and_the form of
William S. Cohn, Republican of |perhaps late next week, wheth- [the staf presentation.

Maine, described as “dramatic,” [ to regomgn%nd that the full] calls Him ‘Argumentative’

r. Doar reportedly told the|House adopt it. - . i
1cvtl;mmittee tht the ‘efense of| In both fhe duplicate drafts in?oerll)rg?el\l}tiigi‘;zgd?hagdrgr?ﬁg?g
the President presented yes-|of impeachment articles and Republican, called Mr. Doar's
terday by Mr. Nixon’s lawyers|in the staff outline of the evi- hemarks “érgumentaﬁ{re -
was “irreconciliable” with the|dence, the meticulously bal- Representative Charles W
evidence anced tone that had charac- Sandman Jr. of New Jersey, an-

. Mr. Doar told the committee|terized the Shal' Saden pis other senior Republican ag’reed
ihat, “as an_individual, I have|sentation of material was drop- that Mr. Doar had “taken on|
not the slightest bias against|ped altogether. the Tols of Prosseutor, M.
President Nixon. I would hope| In its place were suggasted, Sandman ‘added ' that he. for|
that T would not do him thejand damning, declarations that| . would not support srtiles
' . g - ” 5 13 r
smallest, slightest injury. Mr. Nixon had made f§lse and| ¢ impeachment based on a

.+ Can’t Be Indifferent misleading statements” to in- “conglomeration” of evidence

vestigators and the public|ipat Fell hort of cl "
B oot on to say thatiabout his role in the various Eo?l%uit ’ “c;;n?argoizrtprggf oa

he coulljd not t{;h‘e “indiffe{)ent” to|scandals and that he had com- crims.”
any abuse of power by any|mitted “various abuses of Pres-  reacti ¥
Chif Executive. He added: |idential powers.» bare e the o
_“If in fact President Nixon,| One suggested article stated, |decided about ~impeachment
or. any President, has had alfor example, that the burglary|generally was praise of the
central part in planning and ex-|in 1971 at the office of a PSy-|staff summation but reluctance
ecuting this terrible deed of|chiatrist who had treated Dr.(to adopt it.
subverting the Constitution,|Danie] Ellsberg was “solely” to Representative Walter Flow-
then I shall do my part as best|obtain information for “public|ers, Democrat of Alabama, said
I can to bring him to answer|defamation” of Dr. Ellsberg and|that Mr. Jenner had made “a
before the Congress of the|was “part of a pattern of mas-|good jury speech.” Representa-
United States for this enorm-|sive and persistent abuse of|tive Wiley Mayne, Republican
ous crime.” - power for political purposes.” |of Towa, described Mr. Doar’s
Mr. Jenner’s brief statemant| The proposed. article added|remarks as a “strong state-
m.. support of Mr. Doar was|that efforts to influence the|ment” on behalf of impeach-
called “emotional” by one De-|outcome of the trial of Dr.|ment.
mocrat member and “an ex-|Ellsberg on charges of illegal| And Mr. Hogan emphasizing
cellent job” by Represenlative |possession of the Defense De-|the burden. of deciding whether
Lgwrence J. Hogan of Mary-|partment’s massive secret study |to adopt the staff’s suggested
land, a Republican who had'of the Vietnam war were part conclusions, asked one visitor
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-1omination of Richaid G. Klein-
lienst to be Attorney General.
In the 980 pages of the House
‘ommittee’s  volume . No. J
wvidence, there is plenty of
locumentation, most of it pre-
riously disclosed, that in the
rears 1969-71 there were map
neetings of high Administra.
ien and LT.T. officials as the
:ompany, headed by Harold S.

-

zeneen, sought to persuade the

~-ontinyed From age

\dministration to drop.the anti-

Tust suits or settle them favor-
tbly to the comipany. - .~
LT.T. Memos Cited

There was no lack of docu-
nentation, most.of it also dis-
losed earlier by the House
~ommerce Subcommittee on In-
restigations  and the Senate
Natergate hearings, that the
sdministration went to great
engths to keep from Congres-
sional committees and the pub-
ic set of LT.T. memos ahout
hose meetings. The memos
aised sharp questions ahout
he truthfulness of some of the
estimony by Mr. Kleindienst
ind former Attorney General
lohn N. Mitchell at the Kleind-
enst hearings. i )

But there was no ‘Govern-
nent document. that supported
‘he statement in*the memo of
dita D. Beard, LT.T. lobbyist,
0 her boss, William R. Mer.
iam, an‘ I'T.T. vice president,
m June 25, 1971, that “our
10ble commitment” of $400,000
‘has gone a long way ‘toward
ur negotiationson the - mer-
rers (with Canteen Corpora-
ion, Grinnell Corporation and
Jartford) ‘coming out as Hal
Geneen) wants them.”

It was the Dita. Beard memo
hat prompted Mr. Kleindienst
0 ask for.a reopening of his
onfirmation hearings because;
1 said, he did not wish to be
‘onfirmed with “a cloud over
ny head.”

But the hearings did produce
t cloud over his head, 'as the

" locumentation today — which
:Vas also not new——shox;ved that

eleas

Mr. Kleindienst did not tell the
truth when he said that, as
Deputy Attorney. General in
charge of the litigation, he had
left the LT.T. negotiations en:
tirely up to Assistant Attorney
General Richard W. McLaren;
who as-head of the Antitrust
‘Division had brought the suits.
Nor did Mr. Kleindienst tell

had not discussed the suits

ouse or with Attorriey ‘Gen-
eral and

John -N. "Mitcheil.
when he said that he had not
been ‘“pressured” at any time
by the President.

Pleaded to Misdemeanor

It was those statements that
led Mr. Kleindienst last May
10 to plead to a misdemeanor
for failing to answer “accu-
rately and fully” the questions
put to him. i

For the truth was that on
April 19, 1971, Mr. Nixon
called Mr. Kleindienst ‘and or-
dered him not to appeal one of
the suits to the Supreme Court.

And Mr. Nixon’s knowledge
that Mr. Kleindienst had not
told -the truth raised the ques-
tion of his'not disclosing a pos-
sible felony-—a question that
the Judiciary Committee im-
peachment staff seemed to
raise today when it printed
without comment Mr. Nixon’s
press statement of March 24,
1972—after Mr. Kleindienst had
testified.

In that statement, Mr. Nixon
said that his confidence in Mr.
Kleindienst as “an honest man”.
had not been shaken. .

Indeed, the only high drama
in today’s report on I.T.T. was
a tape recording—hitherto un-
disclosed—of a meeting of Mr.
Nixon on that April 19 with
John D. Ehrlichman, then the
President’s chief domestic ad-

e “" o gy Z P . e Y E
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viser, and George P. Shultz,
then head of the Office of Man.
agement and Budget, in- the
midst of which the President
telephoned Mr. Kleindienst.
The New York Times had
disclosed the Presidgnt’s order

es Data on I.T.T. Affair

the truth when He said that he
with anybody at . the White

to Mr. Kleindieﬁst"‘bwt the tap
gives the full flavgr of his. ange

T
at Mr. McLaren' “for“initiating
the* suits and pursuing them.
“I don’t know whether LT.T.
is bad, good ot indifferent,”
the President said-to Mr: Ehr-|
lichman, “but there.is not going
to be any more “antitrust ac-
tions as long as T am in this
chair. God damn'it, we're going
to stop it [the appeal].’% .-

Unless Mr. McLaren agreed|
to halt the appeal,. Mr Nixon
said, “McLaren’s ass is' to" be
out within an hoyr.”"

“The I.T.&T. thing—stay the
hell out of it,” he said. Is that
clear? That’s an order.”

The Phone Conversation

When he got Mr. Kleindienst
on the phone, the President
said: )

“The order is to leave the

God damned thing ‘alone. . .,
I do not want McLaren to run
around  prosecuting people,
raising hell about conglomer-
ates, stirring things up at this
point. Now you keep him the
hell out of that. . . . or either
he resigns. I'd rather have him
out, anyway. I don't like' the
son of a bitch.”

The historical ‘account pre-
pared by the Judiciary Commit-
tee staff begins with the deci-
sion in 1969 to bring the anti-
trust suits and comcludes with
Mr. Kleidienst’s guilty plea.

In between, ther are docu-
ments of the meetings of LT.T.
and Administration officials,
the Pre_sider‘it’_s_,_».order to Mr.
Kleindienst, the negotiations on
a settlement, the Dita Beard
memo and the consequent up-
roar, the delivery of 13 “po-
litically sensitive” IT.T. docu-
ments detaiing the meetings in
1969-71, first to the White
House and then to the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commissiong
and the efforts of the Admini.
stration to prevent their dis-
closure and. the disclosyre of
Six .other White House docu-
ments that were published to-

day for the first time.
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Milk Price Support Action
Traced in New Trahscript

Continuéd From Page 1, Col. 7

just uh, relax and enjoy it.”

Mr. Nixon, Mr. Connally and
other aides then discussed a|
delay in making a public an-
nouncement to ‘allow time to
turn the -decision to political
advantage. :

The new transcript is the
central piece of evidence in
two volumes prepared by the
staff of the House Judiciary
Committee for members’ delib-
erations as to whethér the
milk-price decision - was made
inroturn for political contri-
butions and whether, if it is a
case of bribery, that is an.
impeachable offense by -the
President.: . :

The commnittee’s evidence
was accompanied by a 217-page
volume of rebuttal presented
on behalf of Mr. Nixon: by his
lawyer, James D. St. Clair.

The rebuttal makes essen-
tially the same argument that
Mr. Nixon made .in a White
House statement issued last
Jan. 8—that “economic and
traditional political considera-
tions ‘were the- only basis of
the decision' to increase th

price-support- levels . - -~ - |-

The two volumes of com-
mittee evidence present little
that is new, besides the White
iHouse transcript, but it draws
jcopious statements, documents
and testimony together in an
torderly, chronological presen-
itation. Most of the material
had been - provided by the
.Senate Select Committee on
Presidential Campaign Activi-
ties.

Like other reports on evi-

lon activities ‘of Presidential

dence published recently by
the committee, the milk vol-
umes draw no conclusions or
inferences.

Most of the report focuses

aides and associates with
reference to campaign coitri-
butions by three largey milk
cooperatives before and after a
controversial  decision, an-
nounced March 25, 1971, to
increase the milk-price support
from $4.66 a hundredweight
to $4.93.

The decision came only 13
days after the then Secretary
of Agriculture, Clifford M.
Hardin, had ruled - that an
increase could not be justified
on economic grounds, the only
consideration. allowed under
relevant statutes.

The two volumes trace the
relations between the Nixon
Administration and the milk
co-ops from 1969, when dairy
leaders were seeking friends
in the new Administration,
through contacts shortly before
the election of 1971, when a
Nixon associate was still seek-
ing financial support ,from
dairymen. for the President’s
re-election. . .

- -Highlights Are Given .-

Following are hightlights of
activities by the cooperatives
and Nixon aides and associates,
as presented in the committee’s
report: %

QIn August, 1969, Herbert W.
Kalmbach, Mr. Nix son’personal
attorney, accepted. a secret
contribution of $100,000 from

Associated Milk Producers, Inc.

corporate funds.

yer for ‘the co-op, Patrick J.
Hillings, «in a letter addressed

to Prtsident Nixon on “a mat-|
ter of some delicacy,” cited!

plans ‘for $2-million in cam-
paign .contributions and inthe
next paragraph begam present-
ing a case .for reduced dairy
imports. There'is no evidence
that Mr, Nixon ever saw the
letter.

GAlso in 1970, Cahrles W.
Colson; then a Presidential as-
sistant, ‘noted "in a memoran-
dum ‘to Mr. Nixon that milk
producers had “pledged  $2-
milljion to the 1972 campaign.”

§Seécretary Connally, in March
1961, was alleged to have as-
sumed a milk-cooperative aide,
thdat.an increase in the milk-
Tpicé support was “in the bag.”

gMr. . Kalmbach, on the day
after Mr. Nixcen made his de-
cision, was assigned by John
D. Ehrlichman, one of the Presi-
dent’s two top assistants, to re-
ceive a reaffirmation of the
dairymen’s $2-million pledge at
a meeting at the Madison Hotel
here.

The' money allegedly came from:

gIn December, 1970, a law-

* Focus of Inquiry

The Judiciary Committee in
its study of the milk issue is
considered likely to focus most
of its attention on personal ac-
tions of the President, and prin-
tlzgi;tllly on’ those of March 23,

Early that day, Mr. Nixon ha
a telephone conversation with
Mr. Connally. A tanscript, giv-
ing only Mr{ Nixon’s end of the
conversation, throws little light
on the issue.

That afternoon,” however,
after a meeting with dairy lead
ers to hear their arguments, it
was clear that Mr. Nixon had
already heard a presentation of
the case from Mr. Connally. Th
President, in a discussion with
his aides, called on the Secre-
tary to repeat his reasoning.

Mr. Connally asserted that|s
the price-support action could|
be justified on economic ground
but stressed the dairymen’s pal-|
itican. Power and outlined their|:
methods of raising campaign|;
funds. . ¢

“They’re raising an enormousit
ameunt of money that they're
going to put into political ac-|«

(tivities, very frankly,” he said.|l
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