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Fight for
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Washington Post Staff Writers

The House Judiciary
Committee last night pre-
pared to vote—apparent-

ly 2 to 1—to recommend
that President Nixon be ;
impeached for obstruct-.

ing justice in the cover.
up ‘of the Watergate
bregk-in.

The  committee
often bitterly, all afternoon

over: whether its proposed

first article of impeachment
was specific enough to meet
a ,?onstitutional test, with
Mr. Nixon’s supporters claim-
ing he was being denied
due process of Iaw.
But even they con
as;the committeg tg
nex.break, that ﬁx
ment forces had t
approve the first p: :
tial impeachment article in"

more than a century of

American history.
The President’s

ciously that Mr. N,
entifled to a speci

offenses to back
charge that he had devel-
oped a policy of coyering up'

the break-in, a p(S
ried out by his top aides.

“A’¢ommon jaywalker .. .’

is entitled to knaw when
" and where his alleged of-
. fense occurred,” said- Rep.

Delbert Latta (R-Ohio). “Is

the President entitled to
" less?”

But the impeachment
forces, backed up .hy:legal
advice from their ceunsel,
said the obstruction ‘of jus-
tice-article was: sufficiently
specific-and, anyway, would
be followed up by a commit-

argued,.

car-
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Rep. Sarbanes, left, offers substitute article criticized by Rep. Sandman, right,

tee,zeport spelling out spe-

. cific offenses.

7" The .article in guestion
' drafted by a group of Demo-
' crats, accuses the President
of making a policy of cover-'

ing up the illegal entry and
carrying it out personally
and through his subordi-
nates. Among the offenses
involved in carrying it out
were the making of false
statements to investigators,
interfering with the FBI in-
vestigation, and approving
payment of money to silence
witnesses.

1t appeared likely that all
21 committee = Democrats
and five or six Republicans
would vote for the article.
One waverer was Rep. Ha-
rold V. Forehlich (R-Wis.),
who indicated Thursday he
would vote for an obstruc-
tiongof justice article, but
expressed concern last night
that the wording. of the
pending - -article was too

loose.

Meanwhile, it appeared

that the impeachment forces
had picked up another Re-
‘publican vote when the com-
mittee considers, possibly
today, a second impeach-
ment article that accuses

Mr. Nixon of abusing his ¥ jmit‘;ee worked to the last

powers as President. -
Rep. Robert McClory (R-
) said he < would

“probably” vote igr one or,

two other impeadiginent arti-
cles. That would be Article
11, charging abuse of pow-
ers, and a third one:he will
introduce accusing the Pres-
ident of defying-the commit-
tee by refusing to surrender
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tape ngs G
ments it subpoenaed.
However, McClory said he
could not vote for the ob-
struction-of-justice article
last night because he said it
implied a conspiracy that he
said had not been proved.

Debate on the proposed *

first article of impeachment,

charging President A Nixon
with 'involvement -in the
Watergate cover-up,: began-
shortly before .1- pm. A
Democratic drafting ;com-

minute refining language in
thedraft article that was
placed befor ¢ the committee

~\ednesday night at thebe-

' Watergate
. rather than being limited to
. interference as in the origi-

ginning of general debate.
The new language, offered

as a substitute Article I by -~

Rep. Paul Sarbanes (D-Md.),
made = little  substantive .
change from the original. It
broadened the scope some-
what and - made some
phrases'more specific.
The revision, for instance,
included the President’s at-
tempting tq interfere with
the Justice Deparfment’s
investigation,

nal, o
Article I as proposed by



Sarbanes ‘states, , that after .

the June 17, 1972, Watergate

“made it his policy, and.in

furtherance of such policy
did act directly and person-

ally’ and through his close

subordinates and agents,\ te
delay, impede, and obstruct
the investiga,tion of such il-
legal entry; to cover up, con-
seal = and. protect those
responsible; and to cohceal
the existence and scope ;6f
other unlawful covert activi-
'ties.”

The article then lists eight
counts to - support- the
charge. They include mak-
ing yfalse statements  to
“lawfully ‘authorized” inves-
tigators, withholding . rele-
vant o evidence, encouraging
others to give false state-
ments, interfering with the
Justice Department, FBI
and’special prosecutor’s in-
vestigations, approving pay-

nt of hush money to de-
fendants; endeavoring - to
misuse the CIA, giving to
suspeets information on the
investigation Mr., Nixon re-
ceived from the Justice De-
partment, - making false
statements to the Ameriean
people, and endeavoring to

cause defendants to expect,

favored treatment for their
silerice.

Republican opponents. of
impeachment attacked the
proposed . substitute article
for not listing the_ specific
acts and dates which the
President was alleged .to
have committed. :

Said Rep. Edward Hutch-
inson of Michigan, senior
committee Republican: “To

write in such general lan-

guage, you, leave. the Presi-
dent trying to find out what
he has to answer to. It is fa-
tal on that account.”

“The heart of this article,”

said Rep. Charles Wiggins
(R-Calif.), a ‘ leading ~ de-
fender of the-President, “is
that the Presidept .made it
his policy to obstrytet and in-
terfere with the investiga-
tion..-The President should
be given fair notice of what

the charge is he must de-.

fend against. How did he de-
clare this policy? And spe-
cifically when?”

Sarbanes replied there
was some evidence that his
involvement began immedi-
ately after the break-in, ‘and
other evidence that it may

have begun in March, 1973. :

“The »v_vording‘ encompasses
the entire period.” )

Sarbanes and other Derho- v

cra\'g_s argued that an article
of  impeachment need: mot
meet all the tests of aerimi-
nal indictment. Rep. George
E. Danielson (D-Calif.) said
the reason for placing spe-
cific Jates. in criminal in-
dittinents was'to aissure that
they meet- requireftaents of
statutes of limitations.

. need not

Reép. Charles S8
N.J)) asked if the
wasn’t’ entitled: ,
the same-duesprocess rights’
accorded “a common crim-
inal” .
Danielson’ retorted.. that
“due process not -only’
been observed here,
been exalted;” He noted”
the President’s counsel,"
James . $t. Clair, had been
present: diiring 11 weeks of
examining evidence, * had
been permitted; to call,and

" cross-examine witnesses'and
had received a copy of’ﬁé‘very .
document seen' by the com- .
mittee. N i

The

argument . .over
icle ] uld in-
clude all specific incident;
alleged continued through
out the afternoon. Thgéc%n
mittee took a luncheon
break during which, the:

Democrats compiled ailist of .

incidents which they
into the record during.
afternoon session—mt i
of the 'President ng
aides from June 20, 192,

tapes ,of which contain an ‘

18%-minute gap, toy
John W. Dean III, told Mr.
Nixon about the payment of
hush money" and the need
for more. ; %
Democrats said the details

March -
21, 1973, when his counsel, |

could be placed in the com- .

mittee report accompanying
the impeachment articles;
and that the Presidentcould
obtain abill of particulars if
'the case went to the Senate
for trail. )

But Rep. Joseph Maraziti
(R-N.J.) insisted that it is
pasic 4o the U.S. system of
law that a person be pre-
sented with the Qbargés
against him and that‘should
be done now. “To whom did
the ;President make - false
statements, when andywhat
was said? Who was' paid
money, how much, when?”

Counsel John Doar. and
associate counsel Albert
Jenuer said it was their le-
gal. opinion that the \article
be “totallyl spe-
‘cifie; and that: the artiele as
worded met any reasgnable
test. Minority couasel .Sam-

uel Garrison said law might

not require that every detail
be speecified, but that it has
been the practice in past im-
peachments to. list spegifics,
such as dates, . places and
amounts of money.

‘Jenner, who headed a Ju-
diciary Cg férence commit-
tee which ~drafted federal

X

rules of ey‘deﬁce, said crimi-
nal riiles :

longer  require
icity: required in

 Rep. Don 'Edwards

said the principal need for
the Watergate cov'er?fp was
to hide the activities of con-

L 1Be -
'Calf.), continuing to tick off
\the detailed events charged,

“tuti

victed™ Watergate conspira-
tor E. Howard Hunt, Jr. and
paricularly his supervision
of the break-in of the office

of Daniel Ellsberg’s psychia- *

trist’s office in 1971.
Danielson argued against
more specificity on ‘grounds

that this 'might limit the
.trial in the Senate to prov--

ing .each
charged. /

“Of course,” retorted Rep.
David W. Dennis (R-Ind.)

single incident

“That’s the whole purpose. .

You just want to list a few
chérges and then bring in

That’s not constitutional. It’s

Vot fair. Just because you're

a congressional committee,

“you can’t tear up the Consti-

¥

tgy.j(ﬁand throw it away.”

filliam L. H,u/ng‘,at.e
! v er

s 'lawyers) den’t® know

‘Watergate conversations
which the committee had
§ub-poenaed. These were

arong the tapes of 64 con-
versations which the Su-
prethe Court- ruled Wednes-
day the President must give
the Watergate specfal iprose-
JeUtorTy i ;

'The motion was made by

_Rep. Robert McClory (B-IIL)

‘who had tried last winter to
impose an April 30 deadline
on the impeachmenf: in- .
quiry. McClory said, the
‘committee should make one
final effort to obtain evi--
dence that might prove the
President’s guilt or inno-
cence. McClory admitted he
would have pressed his mo-
‘tion more vigorously had: he
been able to obtain'in ad--
vance any assurances from

* ‘the President’s lawyers that

Mr. Nixon would comply .
with such a request. :

what ‘we're talking “gbout § - The motion was rejected,

hawk from an handsaw.” v . 1
-And to the argument thats|

the _committee ‘should’ not- ! after
it called it' an “idle, futile ges-
“ture” to delay the proceed-
. :ings further. Rodino “noted

draw inferences to fill gaps

in its evidence, Hungate had

this to i

brought

say: someone

an

that’s 'an elephant, someone
would say: ‘That’s an infer-
engggi;,;[t could be a mouse
with'a glandular condition.”

‘Rep. Joshua Eilberg (D-
Pa)ssaid the article should
notibe so “frozen” in detail
thaf evidence
later could not be consid-

‘Rép. Charles Wiggins

' (R<Calif.) argued that specif-:
icityswill be needed if the

case goes to trial in the Sen-

ate; #All we ask is, get about .,

itu;w,

E hlich repeated his °

statement that he -was

developed -

, elephant
" through that door and I said

' now, they wouldn’t kpo ?‘ﬁﬁ 27 to 11, with only Democrat

James Mann of Southj€Caro-
lina joining 10 Republicans, .
hairman  Rodino

that the committee has been
trying since Feb. 25 to ob-
tain tapes and that the Pres-
ident had told the commit-

- tee in May that he would.

turn over no more Water-

. gate material.

“ready. to‘vote for an arti-

“cle :if it is ‘put in proper

shape,” but said he could
not-vote for Article I as it

“stood without specifics.

Froehlich also asked. who
would write the committee
report that Democrats. said

would contain the specifics. .

Wanld it be the staff?
Chairman Peter - W, Ro-
dino {(D-N.J.) replied that the
staff would, as is customary,
help draft it, but that the re-
port would be circulated .to

" thembers for approvalrand

that the result would be a
committee report. Members

wha' disapprove the report-

o

or parts of it are entitled to
submit minority views.

At the start of yesterday’s
session, delayed nearly an~
hour:for a final redraft of |
i Article I, Republicans made

a half-hearted effort te de-
lay ‘the proceedings for 10
‘ %s if  President/Nixon
awould promise~by noon to-
day to turn over “forthwith”
63 tape recordings of his

“The President has no in-
tention of complying,” said
_Rodino. “We know full well
we have the President’s full

“response.” The second draft

artiele ‘includes the. Presi-
(jent’s"de'fiance' of committee
subpacnas as iome grpund -
for impeaubiﬁle?‘-* by

Rep. Charles Sandman (R-

N.J), an oppongnt , of im-
opposed

peachment, also

' any delay, but on the diifer-

ent ground that since the

. copimittee had refused to

call econvicted Watergate con-
spirator E. Howard Hunt Jr..
as a live witness there was

' no point looking for taped

conversations about paying
him hush money. '

. “You have the votes,” said
Sandman. “Move the resolu-
tion and let’s go home.”

This brief flurry was in-
terrupted twice by voices
from the audience. “Why
isn’'t the President being im- -
péached for war crimes?”
asked a young man.

‘A few minutes later ‘he.
repeated: “Mr, ‘Chairman, ,I
demand an answer,” and a
young womgan said: “We
must speak for the people of
Cambodia. ...” They and
another person were es-
corted from the room. | ‘

~gscorted by plainclothes |-
guards to an elevator, two of |-
them identified themselves

as Nancy Dorst, 19, and Sal

Scafidi, both of Baltimore.

_While the committee for-




mally debated the ingredi-
ents of "the flI‘St artxcle of
impeachment, ‘a'series of
closed meetings was beie®
held to redraft the second
article which accuses the
President of abusing his
powers.

It charges; among, other
things, that he used his ex-
ecutive power to authorize
illegal surveillance and mis-
used the Internal Revenue
Service to obtain confiden-
tial information.

A group headed by Mann

- was working to tone down
- some of the language to
make it more moderate. He
told reporters it ~would
stress. that -Mr. Nixon had
failed to takejcare to faith-
fully execute laws—as the

'

. Constitution requires— in-

stead of abusing his powers.

“We want .a moderate,
provable type of artzcle »
Mann said.

'He was seeking to 1nc1ude
in his redrafted article IT
the “ideas of McClory, -sec-
ond ranking Republican on
the commlttee McClory said
there . are too many
“inflarhmatory expressions”

/1in the original’' draft and
said that he wanted to re-
turn to constitutional lan-
guage concerning the Presi-
dent’s failure to falthfully
execute the laws. -

McClory, whose vote has
been in doubt throughout .
the proceedings, indicated
he would support such an
article if 1t is redrafted to
meet his Specifications,

McClory also said he will
propose a third article to
consist of one charge—that
the Président be impeached
because he defied the com-
mittee and refused to turn
over taped conversations
and documents. This count®
is presently .included in Ar-
ticle II, but,McClory wants
111: made into’ a separate arti-
cle.




