In C’;i‘bss-Exdmination, Neal Also Asserts

Ex:Attorney General Hid the Truth—

4
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WAS'»HINGTON,’ ‘Nov. 27—
The ‘chief prosecutor at the
‘Watergate cover-up trial wound
up a long and often bitter cross-
- examigation of John N. Mitch-
ell today by charging that the
former "Attorney General had
“stonewalled” and hidden the
truthy

Mr.- Mitchell heatedly denied
the chérges, as he denied many
othersearlier in the day.

3 Wh§;gf he left the witness
stand, after cross-examination
by lawyers for some of his co-
defendants, . Mr. Mitchell’s at-
t .and some of the other
rneys looked glum.
f p/rgsécutor, James
n the other hand,
ppy -and confident.
assistant special

ed

and, after a luncheon rec
ended at 4 P.M., brought; out
various discrepancies between
testimony . that Mr. Mitehell
had given at the trial and. tes-
timony that he had given glse-
where. . ,
In answer to many of Mr.|,
Neal’s questions, Mr. Mitchell
replied that he could ndﬁ*‘ “re-
call” or that he had “no.recol-
lection.” In answering others,
he got into sparring matches|

"“confessed” to them. his role
‘lthat he and Mr. Mardian did
.|interview, in

'|paign -.committee project,
‘Inanced with campaign funds.

‘lell said that the reason he had

with the prosecutor.

allegedly, ‘perjuri
he had' given ha

Mr. Mitchell based e of
his ‘defense on'semantic differ-|«
ences with ‘Mr. Neal. con-
tended, for instance, ; .some|1

i testimony| -

_ eecn “literal-

ie nded: himself against
a second perjury count by say-
. |ing that the allegedly perjurious
testimony had been given in
response to prosecution ques-
tions containing the word “con-
fess.” As he defined the word
“confess,” he said, his response

had not been perjurious.

Mr. Mitchell at one point told
Mr. Neal that he wanted to give
the jury an explanation for an
earlier answer because “I have
an urge, Mr. Neal, to get to the
truth.” Mr. Neal picked up that
phrase and, quoting it back,
elicited from the former Attor-
ney General the concession that
he had not told the grand jury
everything he knew about the
facts behind Watergate. )
He also elicited Mr. Mitchell’s,
explanation for, as the defend-
ant put it, not “volunteering”:
information. The “obvious rea-!
son,” Mr, Mitchell said, was!
that ‘the’ information might!
damage ‘Richard M. Nixon’s
1972 jrecelection campaign.
Under cross-examination, Mr.
Mitchell contenided that various’
prosecution witnesses had giveni
false testimony against him —
including John W. Dean 3d,
former counsel to,Mr. Nixon;
Jeb Stdart Magruder, Mr.
Mitchell's former deputy di-
rector! of the 1972 °Nixon re-

to the prosecution questions'

ee, andyFred-
,a former-cam-,
ficial wHo when he|
>d described hiniself “ds
a close friend of Mr. Mitchell’s.

Mr. Mitchell heatedly denied

nesses. Contradicting  testi-
mony given at the trial, he
said that he did not have the
“slightest idea” why hundreds
of thousands of dollars in cash|
had been paid to the seven
men’ who participated in the
}Kg/’%erg&be break-in on June 17,

There had been testimony
that Mr. Mitchell had been in
on the decision to make the
payments, and that he had au-.
thorized funding for the pay-!
ments’ later, '
Point Held Crucial

The point is crucial to the
case, for Mr. Mitchell and his
four co-defendants are charged
with conspiring to obstruct
the original Watergate investi-
gation through such means as

in return for their silence. :

The four co-defendants are|
H. RigHaldeman, the former
chief “of staff at the White
Houyse;, John D. Ehrlichman,
once :AMr. Nixon’s chief domes-
tice affairs advier; Robert: C.
Mardian, a former Assistant

Attorney General, and 1
Wells"Parkins s
the re-election ‘committee.
A Thostile tone was evident

* '|throughoute the day. The ex-

n
allegations made by these wit:|

payi‘.ng‘;“orﬁf the seven burglars|

testimony:

T é%%d you were
by either Mr. Mardian or Mr.!
Larue or anybody else, at the

perju count charging that
Mr.«Mitchell lied when he told
the grand jury that Mr. Larue
and Mr. Mardian did not tell
him in June, 1972 that G.
Gordon Liddy, who devised
the intelligence-gathering plan
that lead to the break-in, had

inthe break-in. .
Mr. LaRue testified at the trial

“debrief” Mr
back to Mr.

. Liddy and report
Mitchell on the
which Mr. Liddy

said among other things that

the: break-in had been a ‘carfn-

1-

. This morning, under ques-
tioning by his chief attorney,
William G. Hundley, Mr. Mitch-

given the grand - jury the
answers he did was that the
prosecutor askinghim questions:
then had asked whether he had
been told that Mr, Liddy had:
“confessed.” .

pate break-in?”

Mr. Mitchell's response to
this was, “I have no such re-
collection.”

“Where is the word ‘confes-
sion’” in that question, Mr.
Neal asked.

“I took it in the total con-|:
text of the series of questions

asked“to me,” Mr. Mitchell re-|'

plied;

“Is. the 'word ‘confession”

contaiped in the question?” the|’

pro

wordfconfession’ had been in
the earlier questions in the’ se-
ries, & g
Then* he. added another ‘gx-
planation for his testimony: Mr.
Liddy had been “involved in the
planning of the break-in,” not
"“involyed in the break-in.” .
Mr./Neal was not satisfied;
Just.what is a “confession,”

Mr. Neal asked, if it is not an|

admission of involvement in a
crime?s

Confession Defined

“There was, of course, no'
confession,” he said. o

Mr. Neal, in cross-examining
Mr. Mitchell, returned to the|

et

Te stimony Is Read

The ‘prosegutor read to Mr.
Mitchell thejfirst sequence of
the allegedly perjurous testi-
mony, in.which Mr. Mitchell
was asked whether Mr. LaRue
had told him if Mr. Liddy “had
confessed to him.” r. Mitchell’s
response before the grand jlry
was, “No, I don’t recall that,

2y

“As a former Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, a

he’s committed a
ot a confession?”

No, Mr. Mitchell said.

“When somebody admits to
you complicity in a crime,!
that’s not a confession?” Mr.
Neal pressed on, seemingly in-
‘credulous. ,

‘No, not a confession to the
crime,” Mr. Mitchell replied.
| “T see,” Mr. Neal“said, his’
voice heavy with sarcasm.

The prosecutor turned to the
next section of the allegedly
lperjurious grand jury testi-
mony, the sequence in which
Mr. Mitchell was asked wheth-
er Mr. Mardian had told him
%hnalt_Mr. Li%dy had ‘‘confessed
0 him,¥ and|M " Mitehell had,
first ?ﬁqwé‘re@ ;,o?:;gtxig then,.
I“I have no “récelléction of|
| that.” !

|
I
|

i
1 asked whether Mr.|
explanation of this
¢ was the same as his
lation of the preceding
sequence, involving Mr. Larue.
Yes, Mr. Mitchell replied, it
was._It;was because of the word
“Confession.” . !
Mr. Neal nodded, saying, “I'
understand.” ‘ i
Then he turned to the final|
question of ‘the grand jury

you told|

“A cpnfession is when some-
body .goes to the appropriate
authorities and so confesses to
a stated charge against him,”
Mr. Mitchell replied.

Mr. :Neal's face took on an,
expression of disbelief. He
glanced toward the prosecution
table;s-where Richard Ben-
‘Veuiste, an assistant special
prosecutor, was sitting, and
then turned back to Mr. Mit-,
chell, ; . ‘

‘o mean if T go to Mr.
Ben-Veniste and say I robbed
a bank-last night, that’s not a
confession?” he asked. i

“No, it’s"not,” Mr. Mitchell
said.

Toward the end of the atter-
noon, . Mr. Neal

which Mr. Nixon told him he
wanted White -House aides to
‘stonewall” before the Senate

by Senator Sam. J. Ervin Jr.,
Dem@%;at of North Carolina.

“Tiremember that very well,”
Mr. Mitchell replied.

“And you have stonewalled,
1haven’t you 'Mr. Mitchell?” Mr.
Neal asked.

Mr. Mitchell reacted angrily.
{No, Mr,, Neal,” he said. “you
are again confusing apples and
pears. We are talking abdut the
Ervin committee.” &

Mr, Neal pressed on.

“You allowed perjury to go
on, knowing it was perjury,” he
said. “You testified falsely -be-
ifore a grand jury, you partici-
‘pated in paying money to the
defendants for their silence.
You did all of this because you
wanted the President to be re-
,elected.”

Objection Is Made
“And you were afraid the

‘White House horrors’ would
come out.” ‘ R
By the time Mr. Neal finished,

Mr. Hundley was.on his feet

lobjecting, and Judge Sirica was
pounding his desk, apparently
‘to keep Mr. Mitchell from reply-

s?u tor pressed. (
Mt.:Mitchell replied that the|'

; asked Mr..
. |Mitchell' if he recalled the con-
" |versation that he had with Mr.

[ Nixon on March 22, 1973, in

Watergate committee, headed:



ing before the objection could
be heard and raledion: .

Mr." Mitchell *replie
‘the less, retortin
your premises are
incorrect.” g

Mr. Hundley, who'thad pre-|
)viously objected to Mr. Neal’s
“haranguing”. of Mr. Mitchel],
said that Mr. Neal was fsum-
marizing testimony.” 4

Judge Sirica said that that!
was a matter for the jury to]
decide. Then he allowed Mr.,
Mitchell to answer. ..

I accept none of your: prem-
ises, the witness said.

Mr. Mitchell will testify again
brifly Friday morning, and then
Mr. Haldeman is to take. thei
stand. Tomorrow, Thanksgiv-
ing, the court will be in recess. |

. WASHINGTON, Nov.
2‘} (AP)—éLawyers for Mr.*, Nix-

Presidelft opposed as an inva.
sion of privacy the proposed
broadcdsting over radio; and
televisibn of White House tapes
use;i in the Watergate cover-up
trial. - :

In papers filed wth United

States - District Court Judge|
Gerhard A, Gesell, the ]awye‘rsf

the tapes represented “the kind
of blunt and off-hand remarks

com - in private conversa-
tions' .among ~ close assoclates
which do. not necessarily repre-|
sent sidered judgments and|

which ‘would not be made pub-|

0

e

i
. Ihe three major television|
ofks have asked for''the|
 0'a court rule that pﬁohi—l
.the playing of the tapes
utside the.courtroom of Judge

wSirica.
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