WATERGATE JRY
(LOSE LEDGERS’

Neal- Winds Up Arguments,
Declaring ‘People Must
Be'Called to Account’

SUMMATIONS ARE ENDED

Sirica Will Give. Case to the
Jurors on Monday After
Instructions in Law

By LESLEY OELSNER

Specla.l to The New ¥cfk 'I‘Imes
WASHINGTON, . Dec, D s
The prosecution wound up the
final arguments at the Water-
gate cover-up trial today by
telling the jurors that it was
now up to'them to “balance the

on Watergate, S0 pEC
The jurors are to begin their
deliberations on Monday/ after
instructions in the law by Fed-
eral Judge John J, Sirica.

“It’s no fun casting stones,”
the chief prosecutor, James ¥
Neal, told the jury this after-
noon, “This Government that's
represented here does not cast
stones-with: joy o happiness.
“But to keep: society going,
stones must be cast; People

Calling to Account .
If Government officials com-
mit crimes, Mr, Neal .said, if '

or “strike foul blows,”.or “as-
sault «the temples of justice,”
then, “when these things occur,
society must call thosé respon-
sible to account.™
“No=one at -this tabie 7 he
said, gesturing toward the one
where .six assistant prosecutors
were sitting, would" suggest a
verdict,
“But- as representatives of
the people in a free society,
you are the ones who must now
balance the accounts and close
the ledger plates of Watergate.”
Thesprosecutor said later that
he had meant “ledgery” not
“ledger. plwtes LA ;
Mr, ‘Neal's -appeal, m 'de in
| the final moments of his closing
statement to the jury, concluded
all but the final stage of the
‘|trial —the ]udges instructions
and the jurors’ deliberations.
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accounts” and close the ledgers '

must be called to account STy

they “cover up” their mistakes, :

1t also capped & full nd.often
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1ch
one, of the 'd vers,
summing up the'Case; *’E)efore his
client, wept openly’ and one of
the prosecutors, summmg up
part of the Government’s case,
'ltold of his pride that the coun-
try was. “confident” and strong.
'enough to have such a triak.,
The defense lawyer, Jagob A,
Stein, told the jury that his
client, Kenneth Wells Parkin-
son, had been “deceived’?,and
“ahused” by an assortment of
White House and campaign ofs
ficials, " including two of his
co-defendants, former Attorney
General” John N, Mitchell and
former Assistant Attorney Gens
eral Robert C. Mardian, ‘
This occurred, Mr, Stein said,
when Mr. Parkinson, a“Wash-
ington lawyer, was retained by,
the campaign committee for
the re-election of former ‘Presi-
dent Nixon in the summer of
1972 to handle the legal prob~
lems stemming from the break-
in at Democratic national
headquar’rers in-the*Watergate

@ontmued me .age 1 Col 8
Bbes added
eomplex fon June 17, ‘19{,72

“Stein began to weep:

when he told the jury, toward
the end of his argument, of Mr.,
‘Parkinson’s good reputation,

builf up over more than 20,,

years as a lawyer.
“What is good
worth?” he asked.
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h@ﬁ i ;also heard, from|
each %

three lawyers, dif- ||
fering: analyses of the.testimony
and evxdence that' had “been
pmserlted at the triakiic
Basically, Mr. Stein argued
that the evidence did not sup-
port he two charges against
Mr. Parkinson, conspiragy to
obstrdct justice and obstruction
of 1ui1ce Mr. Ben-Veniste as-
sertedsthat the evidence proved
the charges against Mr. Halde-

£

man, &nd Mr. Neal argued that||

the evidence proved the charges||
againgt the four other defend-!
ants——Nh Mitchell, Mr. Mar-

dian, . Mr. Parkinson an%%

D; Ehrlichman, one Mi
domestic affairs adviser. , =’

All  five defendants are,
charged with the basic. con-’
splracy count; all but Mr.-Mar-
dian are charged with obstruc-
tion of justice as well. Mr.,
Mitchell and Mr, Haldeman
each face three additional per-
jury charges; Mr. Ehrlxohman
twosperjury counts.

Mr. Stein, speaking:; first and’
picKing up where he left off.
yesterday portrayed Mr. Park-|
inson as an ‘“innocent” lawyer

S

withy no experience in polmcs ;

‘who had been madé into a “sit

ting duck” by various people

on the campaign committee.
Mardian Is Quoted®

He said that when Mr. Park- l
insort.was hired by the: com- |

. mittee a few days after the

break-in, he was told by Mr.
Mardian, the committee offi-
cial who had retained him,. that
there was no connection 'be-
tween the break-in and the
committee.
Mr. Stein said that commxt-

s it to be “thrown away,” he, (g4’ «officials continued. to give

asketl, “and cynically tossed
out m favor of the testimony of
confessed perjurers? ... Doesn’t
a hfetlme where you bullt it upk
graine by grain weigh agam
that®’

]ectern by Richard Ben-Veniste,
who * presented the Govern-

mentds rebuttal to the closing .

argument that had been made
on behalf of H. R. Haldeman,
once,’the White House chief of

staff«to Richard M. Nixon and
nogv another of the five defend-
ants

MQ‘Ben Veniste, who is 31
years, old and who was an
Assistant United States At-
torney in the Southern District
of New York before joining“the
Watefgate prosecution, told the,
jury that he had always felt it
an “honor”’ to represent -the
Government

Buf, he said, he felt the honor
“particularly in this trial,
whicli, we all understand, could :
not h&ve been cenductediin any |
but’ & small" handful of. cpun-|
tries’y — countries with’ “con-
fidenge” “in their legal s.ystém<
and citizens.

And, he went on he felt
“‘esp ral)y proud" because he
x.as e the “youngest
tlcapants and young peo-
e have a stake in 'the suc-

MY, Stein was followed to the :

Mr. };’arkmson thrs account ven
after ~'Jeb Stuart Magruider,
then the deputy director, told

him,.on: Tuly 13, 21972, that the
committee "had in “fac’ been- m«l
volved.
| After this, Mr. Stein said)‘r it
was decided that Mr. Parkinson
had “to be put back on the
tracks, to be useful as a tool”
and to be given “another dip-
in the dye.” e
So, he said, Mr. Mitchell
'himself told Mr. Parkinson that
‘the Magruder acco‘unt was
\favlse
| Mr. Stein said Mr. Parkmson
had had no reason to suspect
Mr. Mitchell or the others—
they were at that time: 1m&
portant people,” “the kind of|
people you'd want to meet,
you’d like to drop their names.”
So Mr. Parkinson proceg€ded,
trusting in them and acting:
simply as a lawyer, “giving|
his all” to his client.

|
Avoiding Emotion ll

Mr. Stein gave most of his:
summation in a quiet voice,
voice, ‘occasionally taking on a
tone of wonder or indignation
to”stress a point, but generally
avoeiding the emotion that some
.other }awyers m the case hava
‘showm.

About noon though the ’GmEl
he had told Judge Sirica he

| |the Democrats brought against

rwould finish; Mr. Stein’s man-h

iner changed. |
i He told the jurors that he\
‘had until‘then “completely left: -
out” oné: subject. It was he|
said, ,ai subject that movedK
him ‘very much,” though he;
‘lcould understand that it might’
Inot move him. The subject was
lthe testimony of Mr. Parkin-
son’s character wrtnesses

Cltes Democrats’ Lawyer

Mr. Stein began to recite the
list of judges and lawyers who
\had taken the stand tof testify
that Mr. Parkinson had an out-
Istanding reputation in the' com-
'munity for “truth and veracity”
—the standard phrase used in
questlonmo character witnesses.

Mr. Stein’s voice cracked.
‘His eyes appeared to fill ‘with
‘tears. He paused midway:
‘through the list and wiped his
face with a white handker-
chief.

Then he went on, reaching,
finally, the name of Maurlce R::
Dunie, the lawyer who repre-
sented the Democratic National
Committee in the lawsuit that

l

the Nixon re-election committee
immediately after the Water-
gate break in—the lawsult that

arkinson deﬁended for the I
Nixon' committee. y

“Now if you want toi know}‘

r someone—if you want to know

if they’re dealing with you hon-

estly, lawfully get in a law-

suit with them,” Mr. Stein said.|

“That gives us an insight into|
Mr. Parkinson in hxs most un-'
guarded moments,” he went!
on, -his voice quivering as he
spoke Then, louder, he said,
“If Mr. Parkinson were con-
verting this lawsuit into some-
thing illegal or unethical, who
would know it more than Mr.
Dunie?”

Mr. Stein turned to the sig-
nificance of the judges, who had
testified for Mr. Parkinson. ,

“They know what a ,lawyer
is,” he said. “He gives hls all
to the client.”

He paused, then shakrly he:
added, “Perhaps that is why,;
in spite of what happened they
came forward in such nurm-
bers.” ¥

Over 20 Years

He told the jurors that the,
judge would tell them on Mon-
day,~in his instructions about!
the faw relating to the case,’
about the importance of testi-
mony by character witnesses.|
Sometimes, he said, “there is

- +no other defense than what
you've built up rock by rock
over:20 years.

. “What we’re pufting on is
what he’s accumulated over a
lifetime,” he added. .

| Mr#Stein told the jurors that
(“the scales are already tipped”
lin favor of his client.

| He. .told them that “Mr.
iParkinson is a courageous
iman,” and that if they returned
ai guéuty verdict, Mr.. Parkmson
“canmtake it.” :

“But there are some princi-
plesjat stake,” hecontinued.
One “He ‘said, s “should an at-
torney. be penalized for what
his profession, his training,




|have taught him.” The second, |

HeSaids {59 What i "2 good,
chanacter yorth?! .

¥ 7. Last Summation 7.

Mr. Stein’s summation was
the last of those presented for
the.defendants. =~ - .

Mr. Neal gave the Govern-
ment’s summation before the
defense summation began. The
statements that Mr. Ben-Veniste
and” Mr. Neal gave ‘the jury
later were “rebuttal  -argu-
ments,” designed to-rebut the
various defense statements. The
Government is allowed to pre-
sent a rebuttal argument be-

cause'jt’carties the -burden of
proof +in .a criminal cas%‘ '

Mr. Ben-Veniste spoke briefly.
He argued that Mr. Haldeman
had the “jam” of the $429,500
that 'had been paid to the
Watergate burglars “all over his
face and his hands.” He said,
jtoo, that Mr. Haldeman’s law-
yers had raised in their summa-
tion a lot of “dust,” as in cow-
boy movies, he said, but little
subsargce.

He‘:%;ve some examples of
what he called “dust.” One of
the Haldeman lawyers said, he
recalled,  that Mr. Haldeman
had been so busy doing such
;things as preparing for Mr. Nix-
lon’s trip to China that he had
no time for Watergate.

On F.B.L Inquiry

The trip to China, Mr. Ben-,
,Veniste said, was in February,
11972, several months before
‘Watergate.

He also quoted a remark
made by John J. Wilson, Mr;
Haldeman’s chief counsel, that
‘the_\G'overnm,ent' was making a
|“mounta‘i‘n out of a molehill”
iwith its concentration' on the
iseveral weeks’ delay 'in the
F.B.IL. investigation of Water-
:gate -that resulted after Mr.
Haldeman asked an official of
the Central Intelligence Agency
to intervene in the F.B.I. in-
quiry. .

Sees Inconsistency

What would have happened
if the C.I.A. and F.B.I. officials
had succumbed totally to the
White House pressure? he
asked. “Would we have a trial?
What would we have had in
this country? Some molehill.”

Mr. Neal;" answering the
points raised in the summations

I Prosecutor Trips Up

Over a ‘"lfidger’Plate’

When James F. Neal, the
chief Watergate prosecutor,
used the term “ledged plates”
in his final argument in the
cover-up trial yesterday, he
sent amateur etymologists to
their dictionaries.

The jurors, Mr. Neal de-
clared, must “now balance
the ageounts and close the
ledger plates of Watergate.

Neither accounting nor le-
gal dictionaries contained
“ledger plates.” Did Mr. Neal
mean a wooden strip used in
carpentry, or a part, for an
agricultural implement, def-
iintions offered by general
dictionaries?

He did not, he said when
he was reached by telephone.

“I don’t know how it
‘slipped out between my
.teeth;” he said. “All I meant*
iiﬂ" Say . was, we must now
h&iance and close theledger.”

1South Dakota, then a Democra-

tic' Presidential hopeful, ¢
If Mr. Mitchell had rejected
the intelligence gathering plan
on March 30, Mr. Neal®asked,

Iwhy was he then discussing

bugging’ Mr. McGovern the fol-
lowing May?

Ag for Mr, Ehrlichman, Mr.
Neal noted that one of the
basic claims.of the Ehrlichman
defense was that the defendant .
wanted to “get the truth out” -
about Watergate.

But, he said, Mr. Ehrlichman
saw the then Attorney General,
Richard G. Kleindienst, a few
days after the break-in, and
told him nothing of what he
already knew about the matter;
he was interviewed by the F.B.1.
a moth or so later and told
the agents that all he knew
about Watergate was what he
read in the newspapers; he also
said in a tape-recorded conver-
sation in the spring of 1973,
that -the White House $hould
make ' a “limited hang-out”
about Watergate.

given on behalf of the other
four defendants, was also rela-
tively brief,

He appeared, however, to

make substantial points against
each of the four. Reagrding Mr.
Mitchell, for instance, he noted
that no witness had backed up
Mr. Mitchell’'s account that he
had rejected the plan ‘for the
Watergate break-in at’'a meet-
ing on March 30. 1972. He also
referred the jury to testimony
from a friend of Mr. Mitchell,

Frederic.C. Larue, that Mr. Mit-
chell' had discussed in May,
1972, buging the hotel room of
Senator George McGovern of
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