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=~ The Pardon for
President Nixon

The whole history of religion is one of conflict between
idealism and realism. As Paul put is so succinctly, “between
what 1T want to do and what I do, between what I profess
and the way in which I really act.” Religion is valid not so
much because it has created a good society but because it
holds up the ideal of a good society. It is good not only for
the good people; it's good because it holds out hope for
those who are not good and know they aren’t. No matter
how good we become, religion will still be valid because it
will be casting further ideals toward which to aspire.

«__  Abraham was early in the history of the Jewish people,
1500 B.C. at least. Remember the story of how Abraham .
taught God about forgiveness? For centuries after that the
Jewish people were ruthless in wiping out their enemies,
destroying children and old people and cattle, throwing salt
in the fields of their defeated enemies . . . not much for-
giveness. But I wonder what it would have been like without
the ideals. So Abraham took God apart and God was going
to destroy Sodom and Gormorrah, Abraham said, “Now,
God, if there were fifty good people there, would you still
destroy it?” And God said, “No, for the sake of fifty per-
haps I wouldn’t.” And Abraham worked Him down until
there were only ten there, and God growing in his wisdom
and graciousness finally decided that for the sake of ten peo-
ple He wouldn’t destroy the city. Also recall how Jonah,
many centuries later, was sent on a mission by God to
destroy the city of Ninevah and he was relishing the destruc-
tion. They were a wicked, bad people and he could taste it
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in iz mouth, his joy and his pleasure at secing God destroy
these wicked, evil people. God caused a gourd to grow up to
shade Jonah, lamenting and wailing in the heat of the desert,
and then He had the gourd cut down and Jonah was very
angry over the gourd’s failing him, and in the end God said
to Jonah, “You're angry over a little gourd. Do you not
think 1 would be much more concerned for the people of
Ninevah? Jonah, doest thou well to be angry.”

I am going to read to you a few verses from the 20th
Chapter of the Gospel according to St. Matthew, which puts
something in story form for you to work on and for me to
work on. It is one of those scandalous, foolish statements.
Jesus is trying to describe the kingdom of heaven and hope-
fully the kingdom would be a little better than the society we

have. Listen to the strange counsel and advice and consider -

what it night mean. “The kingdom of heaven is like this.
There was once a landowner who went out early one morn-
ing to hire laborers for his vineyards, and after agreeing to
them the usual day’s wage, he sent them off to work. Going
out three hours later he saw some more men standing idle
in the market place. ‘Go and join the others in the vineyard,’
he said, ‘and 1 will pay you a fair wage. So off they went.
At midday he went out again and at three in the afternoon
and made the arrangements the same as before. And then
an hour before sunset he went out and found another group
standing there. So he said to them, ‘Why are you standing
about like this with nothing to do? ‘Because no one has
hired us,” they replied. So he told them to go and join the
others in the vineyard. When evening fell, the owner of
the vineyard said to his steward, *“ Call the laborers and give
them their pay beginning with those that came last and
ending with the first.” Those who had started work an hour
before sunset came forward and were paid the full day’s
wage. When it was the turn of the men who had come first,
they expected something extra but were paid the same amount
as the others. As they took it, they grumbled at their em-
plover, “These late comers have done only one hour’s work
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and yet you have put them on a level with us who have
sweated the whole day long in the blazing sun.”” The owner
turned to one of them and said, ‘My friend, I am not being
unfair to you. You agreed on the usual wage for the day, did
you not? Take your pay and go home. I choose to pay the last
man the same as you. Surely I am free to do what I like
with my own money. Why be jealous because I am kind " ”

E O S S T

Let it be our prayer that we will learn more the ways of
justice, that we will learn better how to apply the rules we
know and that we may enhance and redeem the quality and
character of those who are bitter and hurt and inadequate.
Let it be our prayer that we will continue to grow in our
ability to handle the misdeeds of our children, our spouses,
our friends, our neighbors, and all people. Let it be our
prayer that we will grow, not only in our capacity for justice,
but in our understanding and appreciation of our great needs,
that we may learn not only to do justly but to love mercy
and to walk humbly with our God and with our principles.

* K ok X Xk

I want first of all to state the prejudicial position from
which I speak to you this morning. I have been a citizen of
this country now for almost forty years, and because I
adopted the country and came with eager anticipation, I
have a very deep and abiding faith and satisfaction in the
traditions and the glory of our history. I am so deeply ap-
preciative of what kind of place this is and the freedom that
it offers and the hope that it offers to the world. I am as
idealistic about that now as I was as a child and as a youth.
In all those forty years I have had three persons that I
thought violated the ideals and the traditions and the hopes
and the quality of this country as I understood them. That's

my personal judgment and I have stated it a number of times.

I hold no opinions that T sooner or later do not discuss
publicly. So many of you have been aware for many, many
years that I have considered Richard Nixon as a deep, basic
enemy of the ideals and the hopes of America. I put him
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along with Senator McCarthy and J. Edgar Hoover. 1 know
this opinion was not shared with very many. Not until
McCarthy had run his course, did the evil and wickedness
of his approach and destructiveness become apparent. So
I express my prejudice against the man Richard Nixon. It
is longstanding. I didn’t have to wait for Watergate . . . .
it was nothing that I really found difficult to believe. Perhaps
that is why 1 am not quite as angry as some of you are,

Secondly, I want to say that I have been here in Grand
Rapids all the years of Gerald Ford’s public life. I have
seldom ever agreed with any of his positions or votes. That
too was clear to you. I am not prejudically disposed in his
favor. I have had to fight him over and over again. However,
I do want to say that I am shocked and outraged by the
terrible allegations and suspicions of motivations that have
been raised in our own community this past week in ascription
to his act in pardoning President Nixon. You may agree or
disagree with his decision but I am horrified that we would,
ministers and other good people, in the name of our
worry over idealism and over qualitative living, attribute
to him the very worst of motives, scandalously outrageous
motives without any single bit of evidence. Now that may
be all right, although it isn’t, for persons in the country
around to do. As decent, religious people we ought to at
least accept 2 man’s public declaration of why he is doing
something. Until you find out better, isn’t that the decent
thing to do? Certainly it is the religious thing to do, but
I have read preachers this week denouncing him for in-
culcating immorality while they spread doubt and lack of
faith and ugliness with sheer, unadulterated gossip. When
those people speak on behalf of morality and high idealism
for a better nation — that kind of .conversation and talk is
destructive.

Gerald Ford lived in this community. We should know
better. In all those years of my opposition to him I never
once have had occasion to call into question his motivations,
his integrity, his honor or his honesty. He moves in and out
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of our homes. He is no stranger to us. We have had him
under a microscope for thirty years. We ought to know that
man. However bad his judgment, we ought to know he is a
decent, honorable, honest person, as deeply devoted to the
ideals of America and to the qualities of democracy as any
one you will ever have met. This is not just hearsay; it's
there on the record. There is no valid reason for impugning
to President Ford a dishonest or dishonorable motivation.
His whole life speaks against it. And we, we know. We
ought to know.

One. 1 want to say that it is absurd to say that a pardon
for President Nixon undermines our legal system or destroys
our principle of equal treatment under the law. It is absurd
to make such a claim. President Ford did not invent the
pardon. The privilege and responsibility of clemency and
pardon is built into the system of our law, on every level
from the merest local district up to the federal. It is an
important part of our law. It is a responsibility more often
than it is a privilege. It is equivalent in effect to the veto
which we attribute to the President. Congress writes laws
but the President may veto them. Congress passes laws
many, many times knowing that the President will veto
them. Good men and women have voted for causes and
issties and programs that they didn’t want to support but
did for the public effect, knowing that the President would
veto them and they would not go through. Juries have con-
victed persons knowing that there would be clemency and
pardon for them and that the penalty to be exacted was too
great, but they knew there would be a pardon forthcoming.
Juries have refused to convict persons obviously or seemingly
most guilty because they knew that the penalties for such
crimes were too harsh in the particular instance. They took
justice into their own hands.

Pardons are a responsibility. They are a necessary part
of our whole system of justice. Without them our justice
would be much less. Criticize President Ford's judgment but
his act is not a violation of the law. He was assuming his
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responsibility and he felt in his own conscience that he bad
to do it and he had to do it in the way he did.

The second aspect of the fact that it is not a violation of
the law for the president to do this, that it is not anti-system,
that it is not anti-legal — the second aspect is the fact that
while equal treament in our system is one of the most
tmportant functions we have, the same offense does not
always warrant the same treatment. Surely no principle is
more basic than this to our justice. Equal treatment of all
offenders, given a moment’s consideration, must surely come
through as a travesty of justice or of a legal system. There
has always been unequal treatment and always the pro-
vision for unequal treatment, for equal treatment would be
a horror and a nightmare.

Let me make some suggestions for consideration. We do
not object to plea bargaining although the latest officially
sanctioned commission to investigate criminal justice is
suggesting that plea bargaining be dispensed with. Plea
bargaining has always been a part of our system. We have
used it from the lowest local prosecuting attorney up to and
including the special attorncys appointed by the presidents.
Under plea bargaining, if a person will plead guilty to a
small offense, we will forgive him for the major offenses
so that we can use him in the prosecution of further justice.
This is not equal treatment, but it is a part of our system.

" We have traditionally and continually given freedom and
clemency and forgiveness and pardon to informers, those
who will help us reach further to get more grievous law-
breakers.

Justice has always been based upon the principle of
motivation. We give three different formulas for punishment
for murder based cn the nature of motivation. There is a first
degree and a third degree. We always want to inquire into
what caused the person to do what he did. You wouldn’t
take the offense without investigating his frame of mind
or his attitude.
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Would you treat a first oftender in the same way you
would treat an habitual offender? Is that equal treatment —
to take a person who has done something for the first time

nd give him the same punishment as someone else who has I
“—been doing the same thing over and over again?

Do we not always consider when we consider justice the !
capacity for rehabilitation of the offender? Do we not at it
least take into consideration his age, his social status, his
history and tradition up to that time, his social record, his
standing in the community, his honor, and would we not
assume that a person who had lived for thirty or forty years
in a community with honor and status should be treated j
somewhat differently from some one who has paid no at-
tention to the community and used it only to ravage it?
Surely there is a value for our previous life and our
previous standards and for our relationships in the com-
munity.

I ask vou also to raise in your mind the fact that in any ?
kind of justice we must always consider the value of any
swunishment. Punishment is not the purpose of justice and

“~punishment may not always serve justice. We are obviously
aware of that on every possible level. If it is true for poor
people, as one friend of mine said, wouldn’t the same prin-
ciple apply to the rich? If it is true and valid for the un-
powerful, wouldn’t it apply equally well to the powerful?
Shoudn’t we stop and consider whether or not punishment
would really be of any value? There is a committee working
in this County to secure special privilege for the good citizens
here who fall into trouble and to help them avoid the bad
record of a prison confinement or even a day in court. The
basis is that these people who on investigation turn out to !
be good people are capable of rehabilitation and we don’t
want to punish them unnecessarily for punishment may only
push them further down, degrade and hurt both them and f
our society. There are hundreds of illustrations that any 5
one of you can pull up to your minds. Consider the neighbor
vou have known who has had trouble. Your understanding
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and knowledge and conviction is that punishing that person
would do no good, and you have worked, haven't you — I
have, over and over again to get such people off. This was
done not so they could avoid the justice system but so that
Justice could be served, so that they could grow in their
qualities, so that they could be strengthened in their weak-
ness to go on making a contribution to society. One little
illustration. Congressman McCormick, Speaker of the House,
left the House in disgrace, an old man, everyone knew.
Would it have served justice and decency and honor and the
welfare of Congress, Massachusetts, or America to have put
McCormick in jail, at his age?

Two. I have already said it is absurd to say that the
law is mocked or that equal treatment has been violated. The
second point I make is that the due process of law for
Presiden*s is not, I repeat not, the same as for an ordinary
citizen. Our Constitution set it up that way. President Ford
was not initiating some new procedure. He was following the
Constitution. We had been following the Constitutional
process. The President could not be tried in an ordinary
court. That is why the impeachment procedure was set up.
He was tried according to the law, according to our standards,
to our precedents and traditions. He had to be duly charged
in the House and then tried in the Senate. It was perfectly
clear — the record is there in print, and there will be more
of it — that he stood guilty and that is the reason for his
resignation. He did not escape our law. He was not above
the law. His resignation expressed that guilt. The penalty
under the law for a President’s wrongdoing was exacted.
The President did not escape.

Three. The President of the United States is not just
another person. There is some remarkable political wisdom
involved in this. We do like to remember that President Ford
is just Jerry, that we know him, that we have drunk with
him, eaten with him, played with him, that he is just another
guy. But not when he is President. He could say, “I hope
my friends will not call me Mr. Vice President, that I’ll still be
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Jerry,” but when he assumed the rank of Vice President, he
was something more, and that is a minor office compared
to the presidency. The presidency carries with it so much
dignity, so much power, so much history, so much tradition
that the man who occupies it is not just another citizen. He
is king as well as ordinary citizen. This President carries
the burden of acting like royalty even while he must remem-
ber, as we must remember, that he is just another ordinary
citizen . . . . but he is both. He is the President, and you
address him “Mr. President.” The simplest person and the
sophisticated person as well stands in awe before that figure.
The President is not to be treated as just an ordinary citizen.
He is the office as well as the executive. He is the nation
as well as a political and party leader. He is a symbol of
our nation, our tradition, our history.

Do you think we have not been humiliated enough? Do
you think there would be any real value in humiliating the
presidency any more? I know the horror and I share it.
Do you want more? Back in the early days of Watergate
I remember particularly a cultured academic witness and
lecturer being called in by the net works from Australia to
discuss the case. He said, “Why is it that the Americans
like to flagellate themselves? Why do they like to bring out
all this and hang it in front of the world?” I have moved
around enough to know that that’s the way Canadians feel,
too. And I have read, the British, the French, the Scandi-
navians and almost all of West Europe want to-know why
we do this. “Why do you do this to yourselves? Couldn’t
you meet the problem and handle it and get on about your
business. Do you have to lay it out for the world to see
and beat your breast in shame and degradation?’ Well, we
did bring it out. That is part of our nobility. It will be
forever a stirring part of our tradition, that we were strong
enough and courageous enough and honest enough to bring
it all out. It isn’t just Richard Nixon — it’s the presidency
that has been shamed, and I think we all know it. If that
presidency is going to be something, there is no need to
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drag it any further, it seems to me. We have taken our
punishment. We are not escaping our guilt. We are not
escaping a wrongdoing. :

Do you really want more? Do you think that more shame
would help us as a nation? Do you think that more shame
would make the presidency more august and more significant
and more important ? Do you really think that more punish-
ment would make us better ?

I entitled this “The pardon for President Nixon.” I used
the term Presdent advisedly, not Richard Nixon. Remember
the pardon was for the President. It was for the office.

Four. The pardon was a symbolic act of mercy. It should
be seen as an expression of our desire to be forgiving. I
advocated that we forgive them all. But if we cannot forgive
everyone because we are not yet that good, and I wish
we could and I wish we were, surely we can forgive some
one if for no other reason than to hold up the ideal of
forgiveness. ‘

The Jews didn’t rise to the level of Abraham and God
didn’t rise to that level for centuries and centuries. The ideal
is there. It must never be forgotten. The time to hold up
the ideal is when you need it most, when you are most bitter,
resentful, hateful. Hold up forgiveness. That’s when you
need it most. If you can’t forgive all your friends, forgive
some. If you can’t forgive all the way, forgive part of the
way. Help where you can if you can’t help everywhere. Show
mercy where you can, wherever you can, even if you can’t
show it all the way to everyone. Remember the story of the
owner who paid all his employees equally, expressing an
act of kindness. The others got what they bargained for.
Was he unjust or is kindness the point of the story?

Five. Whatever the “world” may say, and I put world
in quotes as I referred to those outside of our own com-
munity earlier, whatever the law may do, and whatever your
critical judgment of guilt and innocence may be, a religious
person should not be found in vain against forgiveness.
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Fow many million times today will Christians say, “Forgive
us our trespasses.” Is it words only ? Does it really express
our desire? Is it really our belief? Then we had better
start exercising it. Forgive us our trespasses as we forgive
those who trespass against us, for we need it and we will
need it.

The most solemn event in Christianity is Jesus on the
cross. Millions and millions who go to church at no other
time go to lament and wonder and marvel at that man on
the cross, and they refer invariably when they go to the
fact that this man was able to forgive his enemies who
were killing him. An innocent man he was, and they were
killing him. On the cross he asked for forgiveness for them.
Is this only words? Do we mean it? Then will we struggle
a little in our religion to rise to it sometime, somewhere?
Could we not then muster a little forgiveness for Richard
Nixon, for one who has wronged us but one who has served
us as well for many, many years and, according to millions
of us, served us well whatever his faults of character and
whatever his later misdeeds? If we claim the glory of an
innocent man forgiving those who kill him, it doesn’t seem
so much that we rise to that level. What a mockery of our
religion if we cannot.

Remember the woman taken in adultery. Jesus forgave her,
There were no extenuating circumstances presented for that
woman. It was a flagrant case. Hundreds and hundreds of
Jewish women had been stoned to death for the same offense
and would continue to be stoned to death for that offense,
and this woman went free. Would you rather have had
justice or did the mercy mean something? Jesus cid not
intend to abolish the law and its penalties when he succeeded
in that act. It was a symbolic act of mercy and forgiveness
that comes ringing down the centuries holding us to an
ideal and holding up an ideal for us. Forgive when you can.

Mercy and forgiveness cannot be weighed and measured
and balanced and counted. It must always be free and un-
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earned and undeserved. It is the foolish nature of mercy.

In conclusion I want to ask why such an outpouring, un-
equalled in my life, of bitterness, resentment, outrage and
hate? The reaction is too great to be justified by the occasion.
It is something more. We have got to find an explanation.
The wisdom of our race and of our religion gives us the
explanation. We know. If you stop for a moment, I think
you really know. We have been hurt. We have been shamed.
We have been betrayed. We have been diminished. We
have been frightened and we have been endangered. We
have been exposed by what President Nixon and his people
did to us. The emotions have been dammed up too long,
swirling within us as a dark, muddy, unwholesome flood.
We want to pour them out, pour them out on some person,
scme thing, some animal, anything so that we can get rid
of them. The function of a scapegoat. From before history
there were scapegoats. You poured out your guilt on some
animal and then killed it, drove it out into the wilderness.
This is a deep human, psychological trait and understanding.
It’s valid. It works. But I am praying that we understand
what we are doing, and I pray that there is a better way
than this primitive way of scapegoating, and if we can’t
rise to that better way, at least understand what we are doing.
The way out is through understanding and forgiveness.

Remember Jonah and the people of Ninevah. God said,
“Jonah, doest thou well to be angry.” Have mercy,

We must find it in our hearts, for our own salvation and
our children’s and perhaps the world’s, to forgive President
Nixon and the people around him, President Ford, and me,
and yourself and all of us. We cannot live without it.

This sermon by Dr. Dunmcan E. Littlefair twas
delivered without manuscript on September 15, 1974,
and is printed from a tape recording.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Total Spending for Watergate and related
investigation and prosecution = $10,000,000

Total Annual Budgets for Prosecution, 1972

Cincinnati $ 367,000
Cleveland 1,054,000
Dallas 1,418,000
Ft. Worth 643,000
Miami 1,199,000
Milwaukee 1,386,000
Minniapolis 883,000
New Orleans 358,000
Pittsburgh 1,561,000
S % St. Paul 500,000

$9,639,000

courtesy of National Association of
County Officials

E. Kulp, 10/7

S e aaD
~w;ﬁ§&f/



WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTION FORCE
United States Departinent of Justice
1425 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

October 12, 1974

Honorable William B. Saxbe
The Attorney General

U. 8. Department of Justice
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Saxbe:

With the prosecution of United States v.
Mitchell, et al., now in progress undsr the guidance
of Asscciate Special Prosecutor James F. Neal and
his Assistants, ths Watergate Special Prosecution
Force is beginning to address itself to the conpletion
of remaining investigations and to such prosecutions
as are =till to be conducted. The bulk of the work
entrusted to the care of this office having beeor
discharged, I am confident that such of our responsi-
bilities as remain unfulfilled can well be completed
under the leadership of another Special Prosecutor.

A part of the unfinished matters relates to the area
of "milk fund" investigations, and as to these, I
filed a letter of recusal shortly after becoming
Special Prosecutor. Accordingly, after serving since
November 5 of last year in this office, I tender ny
resignation effective October 25, 1974.

By separate letter, I am forwarding to you an
interim report giving a resume of the work of this
office to date. In that letter, I am also submitting
some additional observations relative to the work of
the Special Prosecution Force.

When you testified at ycur nomination hearings,
you made it clear that you d4id not intend to interfere
with the operation of my office and that you would
permit me to act independently and without hindrance.
You abided by this assurance and I erxpress to you my
appreciation for having permitted me to proceed with
my responsibilities as I saw them.




, I would appreciate receiving from you a
communication accepting this resignation effective
on the date indicated.

Sincerely yours,

gidk,zééggpaba@4-f

LEON JAWQORSKI
Special Prosecutor



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 19, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM GREENER
FROM: PHILIP BUCHEN ¢

A Woodward and Bernstein article on events preceding the Nixon
pardon appeared in the Washington Post December 18, 1975,

To give you additional background and comments on this article, 1
point out the following: \

1. Woodward came to see me on Tuesday, December 9,
ostensibly to check out the veracity of a story he had acquired which
involved material he and Bernstein were developing for the book they
were nearly finished writing on the first 100 days of the Ford Administra-
tion to be published in April. He had much earlier interviewed me for
purposes of gathering material for the book and now had some new
information that at least partly involved my role in the events.

2. The story he claimed to have was that Len Garment and
Ray Price had, early in the morning of August 28, prepared a document
addressed to me advocating that the President act promptly to announce
his intention to pardon the former President. According to Woodward's
informants, the documents involved were a memorandum from Garment
pointing out the merits of prompt action and attached to it a draft state-
ment by Price for the President to make such announcement at his
upcoming press conference that afternoon. He also stated that Al Haig
was given a duplicate of these documents at the same time, that he had
presented them to the President early the morning of August 28, and
that he then telephoned Garment that the President wanted to go ahead
with the suggestion. This development, according to Woodward was
followed an hour and a quarter later by a call from Haig to Garment
that, contrary to his previous advice, the President had put a ""hold"
on doing anything along this line. SetL
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3. My response to Woodward was as follows: \ !
(a) I did recall that Len Garment, after the staff meeting OI'L
the morning of August 28, had handed me a memo addressed to me



-2-

which presented the case for the President to respond at his press
conference that he intended to pardon the former President but I
did not recall that there was any statement by Price or anyone
else attached to this memorandum.

(b) I had on August 27 prepared a draft question and answer
for the President which in effect called for his stating that he was
not ready to make any decision on the matter.

(c) Ilearned during the course of the morning from the
President that he was planning to answer questions about a possible
pardon in much the manner I had suggested by my proposed question
and answer, and therefore I returned the Garment memo to him
either just before the press conference or right afterwards.

(d) Iwas not aware that anyone else received a copy of the
Garment memo or that he had given one to Al Haig if that was the
case,

(e) I found incredible the story Woodward gave about the
President's having led Al Haig to believe he was going to state at the
press conference his intention to grant a pardon, because such story
was entirely inconsistent with what I understood from the President
was his intention at the press conference and which, as the answers
to the questions given, he enunciated,

Woodward then asked whether Ron Nessen could determine from the
President whether he in fact did see the Garment memo on the morning
of August 28, and I said I would get back to him on the matter.

4. Idiscussed the matter with Jack Marsh,who had been
closely involved at the same time when I was in the developments
concerning the matter of the Nixon pardon, and Jack and I talked to
the President on December 11.

5. The President advised Jack and me that he had no recollection
of seeing any such memo but suggested that I talk to Al Haig,

6. Ireached Al Haig in Brussels on Friday, December 12.
He acknowledged that he knew of the Garment memo and though_t:;'lgi‘ 2
might have shown it to the President either before or affer the press*
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conference but it could well have been afterwards. He said he would
check whatever files he had with him but also suggested I check files
here to see if there was any indication that the President might have
received a copy of the memo and the date and the time when he did
receive it,

7., Through Jim Connor, both the President's files and
Al Haig's files were checked, and I was advised that no copy of the
memorandum could be found. I also checked my own files and found
that I had no copy, which was consistent with my recollection that I
had returned the Garment memo to him.

8. Al Haig called me back on Tuesday, December 16, and
said he could tell nothing from his records which would indicate
whether or when he might have shown the Garment memo to the
President. He did say, however, that he was sure he had some dis-
cussions with the President on the subject of a possible pardon but he
again was unsure whether it was before or after the press conference.

9. 1promised Woodward to get back to him within a few days
of our original conference, and I talked to him next on Tuesday, o
December 16, to advise him that the President had no recollection of
having seen the Garment memo and that a preliminary check of the
files indicated no record of the Garment memo having gone to the
President. In fact, we could not even find a copy. I held off being
more decisive until I had heard again from Al Haig.

10. Al Haig then called me the same day, but after I had talked
with Woodward. On that call, Al said he could not verify anything
from his files but that he did recall discussing the pardon with the
President and might have done so before the press conference. The
next day Woodward called me again to ascertain whether I had found
out anything more and I said that we still had not found anything in the
files about the Garment memo, but, in the course of the conversation,
I said there could have been some discussions that I didn't know about
which preceded my first learning on Friday, August 30, that the President
had pretty much decided to go ahead with the pardon if I was able to
advise him that it was legally possible and provided I obtained certain
information from the Special Prosecutor. The portion of the Washington
Post article which says that ""Buchen acknowledged yesterday that the
President now 'recalls that he talked with Haig about the pardon from
time to time' -- possibly on the day of his first press conference as e
President' is not accurate in that I merely stated that the President
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may have talked to Haig on the subject of the pardon before making

his decision but that the decision was made by the President alone

as he had publicly stated. The other quotes were also not accurate

in that the President had not asked me to check the files and I did

not say so. Actually, I had caused the search as a result of Haig's
uncertainty as to what the files might show, I also raised with
Woodward the possibility that the pardon could have been discussed
after the press conference and before I was -involved only because it
was customary for the President to conduct a post mortem of his .
press conferences to review what questions had been given and how
they had been answered, although I was not involved in such a post
mortem. I also mentioned that the first indication of the President's
desire to consider a pardon came to me as a surprise when we met,
along with Hartmann, Marsh and Haig, on August 30 as an indication
that he had not really addressed the matter until after his press con-
ference when he had had time to reflect on the effect of his answers to
three or four different questions on the same subject at the press con-
ference. I also made no statement about Haig's involvement except

to say that, so far as I was concerned, he withdrew himself entirely
from any followup to the President's tentative plan to go ahead with
any pardon if I could advise that he was legally permitted to do so and R
if the information from the Special Prosecutor was obtained concerning
the length of time before a fair trial could be held in the matters under
investigation by the Special Prosecutor's office.

11. The Post story says that the question by the House Judiciary
Subcommittee about Al Haig's discussing a pardon was rephrased in
answering the question. Such is not the case because the question did
involve only Haig's discussions "with Richard M, Nixon or representatives
of Mr. Nixon'" (see question 2 in the attached resolution).

cc: Jack Marsh
Dick Cheney
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“225 |1 RES. 1367

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SEPTEMBER 16,1974

Ms. Aszua (for herself, Mr. Bapitro, Mr. Jouy L. Brrrox, Mr. Derrous, Mr.

w0 b

10

1

Ermsere, Mr. Hecurer of West Virginia, Mr. Herstosxr, Ms. HoLrzyay,
Mr. Koca, Mr. RoseNTaAL, Mr. STark, Mr. Stoxks, Mr. SyMiNeTON, and
Mr. Crarues H. Wrrson of California) submitted the following resolution;
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary

A

A

RESOLUTION

. Resolved, That the President of the United States is

hereby requested to furnish the House, within ten days, with

the following information:

1. Did you or your representatives have specific knowl-
edge of any formal criminal charges pending against Richard
M. Nixon prior to issuance of the pardon? If so, what were
‘these charges?

2. Did Alexander Haig refer to or discuss a pardon for
Richard M. Nixon with Richard 3. Nixon or representa-
fives of Mr. Nixon at any time during the week of August 4,

1974, or at any subsequent time? If so, what promises were

v
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made or conditions set for a pardon, if any? If so, were tapes
or transcriptions of any kind made of these conversations ot

were any mnotes taken? If so, please provide such tapes,

‘transcriptions or notes.

3. When was a pardon for Richard M. Nixon first re-
ferred to or discussed with Richard M. Nixon, or representa-
tives or Mr. Nixon, by you or your representatives or aides,

LY

or Vme President?

4. Who participated in these and subsequent dlscussums

“or negetiations with Richard M. Nizon or his representa-

tives regarding a pardon, and at what specific times and
locations? |

5. Did you consult with Attorney General William
Saxbe or Special Prosecutor Leon Jaworski before making
the decision to pardon Richard M. Nixon and, if so, what
facts and legal authorities did they give to you“!

6. Did you consult with the Vice Presidential nominee,
Nelson Rockefeller, before making the decision to pardon
Richard M. Nixon and, if so, what facts and legal authorities
did he give to you? |

7. Did you consult with any other attorneys or profes-

including the period when you were a Member of Congress

sors of law before making the decision to pardon Richard M -

Nison, and, if so, what facts or legal authorities did : they \

ve to you?
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8. Did you or your representatives ask Richard M.

Nixon to make.a confession or statement of criminal guilt,

and, if so, what language was suggested or requested by

you, your representatives, Mr. Nixon, or his representatives?

Was any statement of any kind requested from Mr. Nixon

in exchange for the pardon, and, if so, please provide the

suggested or requested lanuuarre

9. W s the statemeint bSllEd by Rlchard M. Nixon im-

= I

medlately snbsequent to‘ annOuncement of the pardon made

'-. 4 .
.n\,\, e

anown to" you -Or your reprebentatlves pnor to ifs announce- -

meng, and Wa.s 1t approved by you or your reprebentatwes'l

— \.

10 Dld you recewe any report from 2 psychiatrist or

other ph) sxclan statmo ihat Rxchard M. Nixon was in other

. ‘l .
than good health’l If so' pleaae provide such reports.
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LIST OF COURT ACTIONS BY OFFICE
OF WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTOR

JUNE 27, 1973 - OCTOBER 1, 1974

INDIVIDUALS

Subject

Frederick C. LaRue

Jeb S. Magruder

Donald Segretti

Egil Krogh, Jr.

Status

Pleaded guilty on June 27, 1973,
to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 371,
Conspiracy to Obstruct Justice.
Sentencing deferred.

Pleaded guilty on August 16, 1973,
to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 371,
Conspiracy to Obstruct Justice

and Defraud the United States of
America. Sentenced on May 21 to

a prison term of 10 months to

four years. Sentence being served
at U.S. Bureau of Prisons Camp,
Allenwood, Pa.

Pleaded guilty on October 1, 1973,
to an indictment charging one
count of violation of 18 USC
Section 612, Distribution of
Illegal Campaign Literature.
Defendant was sentenced on
November 5, 1973, to serve six
months in prison. Released March
25, 1974.

Indicted on October 11, 1973, on
two counts of violation of 18 USC
Section 1623, Making False Declara-
tion before Grand Jury or Court.
Indictment dismissed, January

24, 1974.

Pleaded guilty on November 30,
1973, to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 241,
Conspiracy Against Rights of
Citizens. On January 24, 1974,
Judge Gerhard Gesell sentenced
Krogh to a prison term of two to
six years. All but six months of



John W. Dean III

Dwight L. Chapin

Herbert L. Porter

Jake Jacobsen

Herbert W. Kalmbach

2 -

The prison term were suspended.
Released June 21, 1974.

Pleaded guilty on October 19,

1973, to an information charging
one count of violation of 18 USC
Section 371, Conspiracy to Obstruct
Justice and Defraud the United
States of America. Sentenced
August 2, 1974, to a prison term

of one to four years.

Indicted on November 29, 1973,

on four counts of violation of

18 USC Section 1623, Making False
Declaration before Grand Jury or
Court. Found guilty on two
counts, April 5, 1974. Sentenced
May 15 to serve 10 to 30 months
in prison. Conviction appealed.

Pleaded guilty on January 28, 1974,
to an information charging a one-
count violation on 18 USC Section
1001, Making False Statements to
Agents of the FBI. Information
filed January 21, 1974. Sentenced
on April 11, 1974, to a minimum

of five months and maximum of

15 months in prison, all but 30
days suspended. Released May 23.

Indicted on February 21, 1974,

on one count of violation of 18
USC Section 1623, Making False
Declaration to Grand Jury or Court.
Indictment dismissed May 3, 1974.
Indicted July 29, 1974, on one
count of making an illegal pay-
ment to a public official.

Pleaded guilty August 7, 1974.
Sentencing deferred.

Pleaded guilty on February 25,
1974, to charges of violation of
the Federal Corrupt Practices Act
(2 USC Sections 242a and 252b)

and a charge of promising federal
employment as reward for political
activity and for support of a



Charles W. Colson

Harry R. Haldeman

John Ehrlichman

candidate (18 USC Section 600).
Sentenced to serve six to eighteen
months in prison and fined $10,000.

Indicted on March 1, 1974, on one
count of conspiracy (18 USC

Section 371) and one count of
Obstruction of justice (18 uUscC
Section 1503). Indictment dismissed.

Indicted on March 7, 1974, on one

count of conspiracy against rights
of citizens (18 USC Section 241) .,

Indictment dismissed.

Pleaded guilty on June 3, 1974,
to one count of obstruction of
justice, 18 USC Section 1503.
Sentenced to serve one to three
years in prison and fined $5,000.

Indicted on March 1, 1974, on

one count of conspiracy (18 USC
Section 371), one count of obstruc-
tion of Justice (18 USC Section
1503) and three counts of perjury
(18 USC Section 1621). Trial

in progress.

Indicted on March 1, 1974, on
one count of conspiracy (18 USC
Section 371), one count of
obstruction of justice (18 USC
Section 1503), one count of making
false statements to agents of
the FBI (18 USC Section 1001),
and two counts of making a false
statement to a Grand Jury or
Court (18 USC Section 1623).
Trial in progress.

Indicted on March 7, 1974, on

one count of conspiracy against
rights of citizens (18 uscC

Section 241), one count of making

a false statement to agents of

the FBI (18 USC Section 1001),

and three counts of making a

false declaration to a Grand

Jury or Court (18 USC Section 1623).



John Mitchell

Gordon Strachan

Kenneth W. Parkinson

Robert C. Mardian

Bernard L. Barker

On July 12, 1974, Ehrlichman was
found guilty on all charges,
except on count of making a
false declaration before a Grand
Jury. On July 22, Judge Gerhard
Gesell set aside Ehrlichman's
conviction on the Section 1001
charge, On July 31, 1974, he
was sentenced to a prison term
of 20 months to five years on
all counts.

Indicted on March 1, 1974, on

one count of conspiracy (18 USC
Section 371), one count of
obstruction of justice (18 USsC
Section 1503), two counts of
making a false declaration to

a Grand Jury or Court (18 USC
Section 1623), one count of perjury
(18 USC Section 1621), and one
count of making a false statement
to an agent of the FBI (18 USC
Section 1001). Trial in progress.

Indicted on March 1, 1974, on one
count of conspiracy (18 USC

Section 371), one count of obstruc-
tion of justice (18 USC Section
1503) and one count of making a
false statement to a Grand Jury

or Court (18 USC Section 1623).
(Case severed.)

Indicted on March 1, 1974, on

one count of conspiracy (18 USC
Section 371) and one count of
obstruction of justice (18 USC
Section 1503). Trial in progress.

Indicted on March 1, 1974, on
one count of conspiracy (18 USC
Section 371). Trial in progress.

Indicted on March 7, 1974, on
one count of conspiracy against
rights of citizens (18 USC



Eugenio Martinez

Felipe De Diego

G. Gordon Liddy

Howard Edwin Reinecke

Richard G. Kleindienst

John B. Connally

Section 241). Found guilty
July 12, 1974. Suspended sentence.
Three years probation.

Indicted on March 7, 1974, on one
count of conspiracy against
rights of citizens (18 USC
Section 241). Found guilty July
12, 1974. Suspended sentence.
Three years probation.

Indicted on March 7, 1974, on one

count of conspiracy against rights
of citizens (18 USC Section 241).

Indictment dismissed May 21, 1974.
Action under appeal.

Indicted on March 7, 1974, on one
count of conspiracy against rights
of citizens (18 USC Section 241).
Found guilty July 12, 1974. One
to three year sentence to run
concurrent with other sentence.

Indicted on March 7, 1974, on
two counts of refusal to testify
or produce papers before either
House of Congress. Found guilty
on both counts May 10, 1974.
Sentenced to six months on each
count, sentences to run con-
currently. Sentences suspended.

Indicted April 3, 1974, on three
counts of perjury (18 USC Section
1621). Arraigned April 10, 1974.
Found guilty on one count, July 27,
1974. Received suspended 18-month
sentence October 2, 1974.

Pleaded guilty on March 16, 1974,
to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 192.
Sentenced to prison term of 30
days and fined $100. Prison term
and sentence suspended.

Indicted on July 29, 1974, on
two counts of accepting an
illegal payment, one count of



Harry Heltzer
(Chairman of the
Board, Minnesota
Mining and Manu-
facturing Co.)

Russell DeYoung
(Chairman of the
Board, Goodyear Tire
and Rubber Co.)

Dwayne O. Andreas
(Chairman of the
Board, First Inter-
oceanic Corporation)

Harding L. Lawrence
(Chairman of the
Board, Braniff
Airways)

Claude C. Wild Jr.
(former Vice Presi-
dent, Gulf 0il Corp.)

Orin E. Atkins
(Chairman of the
Board, Ashland 0il
Inc.)

William W. Keeler
(Chairman of the
Board, Phillips
Petroleum Co.)

conspiracy to commit perjury

and obstruct justice and two
counts of making a false declara-
tion before a Grand Jury. Pleaded
not guilty August 9, 1974.

Pleaded guilty on October 17, 1973,
to an information charging

a non-willful violation of 18

USC Section 610, Illegal Campaign
Contribution. Fined $500.

Pleaded guilty on October 17, 1973,
to an information charging a non-
willful violation of 18 USC
Section 610, Illegal Campaign
Contribution. Fine $1,000.

An information was filed on

October 19, 1973, in Minneapolis,
charging four counts of non-
willful violation of 18 USC Section
610, Illegal Campaign Contribution.
A plea of not guilty was entered

on behalf of Mr. Andreas.

Acquitted July 12, 1974.

Pleaded guilty on November 12,
1973, to an information charging
a non-willful violation of 18

USC Section 610, Illegal Campaign
Contribution. Fined $1,000.

Pleaded guilty on November 13,
1973, to an information charging
a non-willful violation of 18

USC Section 610, Illegal Campaign
Contribution. Fined $1,000.

Pleaded no contest on November
13, 1973, to an information
charging a non-willful violation
of 18 USC Section 610, Illegal
Campaign Contribution. Fined
$1,000.

Pleaded guilty on December 4,
1973, to an information charging
a non-willful violation of 18 USC
Section 610, Illegal Campaign
Contribution. Fined $1,000.



H. Everett Olson
(Chairman of the
Board, Carnation
Company)

Ray Dubrowin
(Vice President,
Diamond Interna-
tional Corp.)

George M. Steinbrenner
(Chairman of the
Board, American
Shipbuilding Co.)

John H. Melcher Jr.
(Executive Vice
President, Counsel,
American Ship-
building Co.)

Thomas V. Jones
(Chairman of the
Board, Northrop
Corporation)

Pleaded guilty on December 19,
1973, to an information charging
a non-willful violation of 18

USC Section 610, Illegal Campaign
Contribution. Fined $1,000.

Pleaded guilty on March 7, 1974,
to an information charging a non-
willful violation of 18 USC
Section 610, Illegal Campaign
Contribution. Fined $1,000.

Indicted April 5, 1974, on one
count of conspiracy (18 USC
Section 371); five counts willful
violation of 18 USC Section 610,
illegal campaign contribution;
two counts, aiding and abetting
an individual to make a false
statement to agents of the FBI
(18 USC Section 1001); four
counts obstruction of justice

(18 USC Section 1503) and two
counts obstruction of a criminal
investigation (18 USC Section 1510).

On August 23, Steinbrenner pleaded
guilty to one count of conspiracy
to violate 18 USC Section 610 and
one count of being an accessory
after the fact to an illegal
campaign contribution. He was
fined $15,000.

Pleaded guilty on April 11, 1974,
to a charge of being an accessory
after the fact to a violation of
18 USC Section 610, Illegal Cam-
paign Contribution. 18 UsC
Sections 3 and 610. Fined $2,500.

Pleaded guilty on May 1, 1974,

to an information charging vio-
lation of 18 USC Sections 2 and
611, aiding and abetting firm

to commit violation of statue
prohibiting campaign contributions
by government contractors. , Fined ™.
$5,000. o 4
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James Allen
(Vice President,
Northrop Corporation)

Robert L. Allison

Francis X. Carroll

David L. Parr

John Valentine

Norman Sherman

Pleaded guilty on May 1, 1974,
to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section
610, illegal campaign con-
tribution. Fined $1,000.

Pleaded guilty on May 17,

1974, to a non-willful vio-
lation of 18 USC Section 610,
Illegal Campaign Contribution.
One month unsupervised pro-
bation and suspended $1,000 fine.

Pleaded guilty May 28 to a charge

of aiding and abetting an individ-
ual to commit violation of 18

USC Section 610, Illegal Campaign

Contribution. Received suspended

sentence.

Pleaded guilty on July 23, 1974,
to a one-count information charg-
ing conspiracy to violate Title
18, USC, Section 610, illegal
campaign contribution. Sentencing
deferred pending pre-sentence
report.

An information was filed on July
30, 1974, charging a one-count
violation of Title 18, USC,
Sections 2 and 610, aiding and
abetting an illegal campaign
contribution. A guilty plea was
entered on August 12. Sentencing
postponed.

An information was filed on July
30, 1974, charging a one-count
violation of Title 18, USC,
Sections 2 and 610, aiding and
abetting an illegal campaign
contribution. A guilty plea

was entered on August 12.
Sentencing postponed.



Harold S. Nelson

William Lyles Sr.
(Chairman of the
Board and President,
LBC & W Inc.)

CORPORATIONS

American Airlines

Minnesota Mining and
Manufacturing Co.

Goodyear Tire and
Rubber Company

First Interoceanic
Corp.

Braniff Airways

9

Pleaded guilty on July 31, 1974,

to a one-count information charg-
ing conspiracy to violate Title 18,
USC, Section 610, illegal campaign
contribution. Sentencing deferred
pending pre-sentence report.

Pleaded guilty on September 17,
1974, to two counts of non-willful
violation of 18 USC, Section 610,
illegal campaign contribution.

He was fined $2,000.

Pleaded guilty on October 17,
1973, to an information charging
a violation of 18 USC Section
610, Illegal Campaign Contribu-
tion. Fined $5,000.

Pleaded guilty on October 17,
1973, to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 610,
Illegal Campaign Contribution.
Fined $3,000.

Pleaded guilty on October 17,
1973, to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 610,
Illegal Campaign Contribution.
Fined $5,000.

An information was filed on
October 19, 1973, in Minneapolis,
charging a four-count violation of
18 USC Section 610, Illegal
Campaign Contribution. Corpora-
tion entered a plea of not guilty
to charge. Acquitted July 12,
1974.

Pleaded guilty on November 12,
1973, to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 610,
Illegal Campaign Contribution.
Fined §$5,000.



Gulf 0il Corp.

Ashland Petroleum
Gabon Inc.

Phillips Petroleum
Co.

Carnation Company

Diamond International
Corporation

American Shipbuilding
Company

Northrop Corporation

Lehigh Valley Coopera-
tive Farmers

- 10 -

Pleaded guilty on November 13,
1973, to an information charging
a violation of 18 USC Section 610,
Illegal Campaign Contribution.
Fined $5,000.

Pleaded guilty on November 13,
1973, to an information charging
a violation of 18 USC Section
610, Illegal Campaign Contribution.
Fined $5,000.

Pleaded guilty on December 4,
1973, to an information charging
a violation of 18 USC Section 610,
Illegal Campaign Contribution.
Fined $5,000.

Pleaded guilty on December 19,
1973, to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 610,
Illegal Campaign Contribution.
Fined $5,000.

Pleaded guilty on March 7, 1974,
to an information charging
violation of 18 USC Section 610,
Illegal Campaign Contribution.
Fined $5,000.

Indicted April 5, 1974, on one
count conspiracy (18 USC Section
371) and one count violation of
18 USC Section 610, Illegal
Campaign Contribution.

Pleaded guilty on August 23,
1974, to counts one and seven
of the indictment and was fined
$20,000.

Pleaded guilty on May 1, 1974,

to a charge of violation of 18
USC Section 611, Illegal Campaign
Contribution of Government
Contractor. Fined $5,000.

Pleaded guilty on May 6, 1974, to
an information charging wviolation
of 18 USC Section, Illegal Campaign
Contribution. Fined $5,000.
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Associated Milk Pro- Pleaded guilty on August 2, 1974,
ducers Inc. to one count of conspiracy and
five counts of making an illegal
and willful campaign contribution.
Fined $35,000.

LBC & W Inc. Pleaded guilty on September 17,
1974, to one count of wviolation
of 18 USC Section 611, Illegal
campaign contribution by govern-
ment contractor. Fined $5,000.

Greyhound Corporation An information was filed on
October 2, 1974, charging a
one~-count violation of 18 USC
Section 610, illegal campaign
contribution. No plea taken at
filing.

APPELLATE MATTERS UNDER THE
JURISDICTION OF THE SPECIAL
PROSECUTOR

The Special Prosecutor's Office has represented the
United States in the following matters before the U.S.
Court of Appeals:

Nixon v. Sirica (73-1962)
U.S. v. Sirica (73-1967)

These matters refer to the Writ of Mandamus filed
with the U.S. Court of Appeals following Judge
John J. Sirica's decision on August 29, 1973,
ordering the President to turn over subpoenaed
tapes to the Special Prosecutor. Denied October
12, 1973.

Haldeman v. Sirica (74-1364)
Strachan v. Sirica (74-1368)

A petition for a Writ of Mandamus was filed by
attorneys for Haldeman and Strachan after March

18, 1974, decision by Judge Sirica to permit trans-
fer of Grand Jury report to House Judiciary Commit-
tee investigation of impeachment of President Nixon.
Petition denied March 21, 1974,
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Mitchell v. Sirica (74-1492)

Motion of defendants to recuse Judge John J.
Sirica from presiding at trial of defendants
in U.S. v. Mitchell et al. Motion denied by
Sirica and confirmed by Court of Appeals on
June 7, 1974. Supreme Court denied petition
for a writ of certiorari on July 26.

U.S. v. Chapin

Appeal of conviction in U.S. District Court.
Government briefs due September 4, 1974.

In Re: Grand Jury Subpoena Duces Tecum
Issued to Richard M. Nixon v. Richard M.
Nixon, Appellant (74-1618 & 74-1753)

The Special Prosecutor's Office originally received
33 minutes of the September 15, 1972, tape of a
conversation in the President's EOB office between
the President, Haldeman and Dean. On June 3, 1974,
the Special Prosecutor requested an additional 17
minutes of this taped conversation. On June 7,
Judge John J. Sirica signed an order providing
access to the additional 17 minutes.

kkkk

The Special Prosecutor's oftice represented the
United States in the following matter before the United
States Supreme Court:

U.S. v. Nixon (73-1766)

On May 24, the White House filed notice of
appeal with the U.S. Court of Appeals asking
the court to overturn Judge John J. Sirica's
May 20 ruling ordering the White House to turn
over tapes and documents contained in a trial
subpoena issued on April 16. On May 24,

after the notice of appeal was filed, the
Special Prosecutor applied to the U.S. Supreme
Court for a Writ of Certiorari. The court
granted the writ on May 31 and heard arguments
on July 8. On July 24, 1974, the Supreme Court
upheld the District Court order by a vote of 8-0.
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GRAND JURY DECISION TO REQUEST
COURT TO TURN OVER DOCUMENTS TO
HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE INVES-
TIGATION OF PRESIDENT NIXON

On March 1, 1974, the Watergate Grand Jury handed
up an indictment naming as defendants John Mitchell,
Charles W. Colson, Harry R. Haldeman, John Ehrlichman,
Gordon Strachan, Kenneth W. Parkinson and Robert C.
Mardian. With the indictment the Grand Jury presented
to Judge Sirica a briefcase containing material which
the Grand Jury considered pertinent to the impeachment
inquiry being conducted by the House Judiciary Committee.
The Grand Jury requested that the material be turned over
to the impeachment inquiry. The following is a chronology
of events leading to the eventual transfer of the material
to the House Judiciary Committee:

March 6, 1974 Hearing before Judge Sirica
on objections to transfer of
materials to House Judiciary
Committee

March 18, 1974 Sirica announces decision to
permit transfer of material

March 20, 1974 Attorneys for H.R. Haldeman
and Gordon Strachan file
petition for Writ of Mandamus
with U.S. Court of Appeals

March 21, 1974 U.S. Court of Appeals holds
hearing on Haldeman's peti-
tion. Rules later in the day
to deny petition

March 25, 1974 Materials transferred to the
House Judiciary Committee

JULY 23, 1973, SUBPOENA
OF PRESIDENTIAL TAPES

On July 18, 1973, one day after Alexander H.
Butterfield testitied before the Senate Select Com~-
mittee on Presidential Campaign Activities on the
existence of a Presidential taping system in the
White House, the Special Prosecutor wrote to White
House counsel J. Fred Buzhardt requesting tapes for
use in the investigation being conducted by this office.
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After receiving a letter from the President's counsel,
Charles Alan Wright, refusing to turn over these tapes,
the Special Prosecutor announced on July 23 that he would
subpoena tapes and other documents needed for use by the
Grand Jury investigating the Watergate cover-up. A sub-
poena was issued later that day. On July 26, President
Nixon wrote to Judge John J. Sirica refusing to produce
the tapes. The Special Prosecutor then filed a motion
for an order to show cause why the tapes should not be
produced. Oral arguments were heard on August 22 and
and a District Court decision ordering in camera in-
spection of the tapes was issued on August 29. On
September 6 the White House filed a petition for Writ

of Mandamus with the U.S. Court ot Appeals. A cross
petition was filed by the Special Prosecutor on
September 7. Oral arguments were heard September 11.
The Court issued a decision on October 12 ordering the
President to produce the tapes. On October 23 the White
House informed Judge Sirica it would comply with the
order. The tapes were turned over to the judge on
November 26.

EXAMINATION OF JUNE 20, 1972,
WHITE HOUSE TAPE BY PANEL OF EXPERTS
APPOINTED BY U.S. DISTRICT COURT

On November 21, 1973, Judge John J. Sirica appointed
a panel of scientific experts to examine tapes and other
recordings of Presidential conversations turned over to him
under the July 23, 1973, subpoena issued by the Special
Prosecutor. The panel issued its preliminary findings on
its examination of the June 20, 1972, tape, on January 15,
1974. It issued its final report on May 3, 1974. Judge
Sirica made this report public on June 4, 1974,

Representatives of the Special Prosecutor's Office
and the White House were present during many of the panel's
testing sessions.

Members of the panel include:

Dr. Richard H. Bolt, Cambridge, Massachusetts
Mark Weiss, New York, New York

Tom Stockham, Salt Lake City, Utah

James Flanigan, Murreyhill, New Jersey

Dr. Franklin Cooper, New Haven, Connecticut
Jay McKnight, Palo Alto, California
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MARCH 15, 1974
SUBPOENA OF WHITE
HOUSE DOCUMENTS

On March 15, 1974, the Special Prosecutor issued
a subpoena directing the White House to turn over specified
documents for use by the August 13, 1973 Grand Jury. The
subpoena was returnable March 25. The documents subpoenaed
were described as being "a limited number pertaining to a
limited area of the Special Prosecutor's investigation."
On March 25, White House counsel requested and received
an extension of four days in which to comply with the
subpoena. On March 29, documents were received by the
Special Prosecutor and later turned over to the Grand
Jury.

APRIL 16, 1974 REQUEST
FOR TRIAL SUBPOENA FOR
SEPTEMBER 9 WATERGATE
COVER-UP TRIAL

On April 16, 1974, the Watergate Special Prosecutor
filed a motion requesting an order directing the issuance
of a subpoena for tapes and other documents required for
the September 9 trial in U.S. v. Mitchell et al. District
Court Judge John Sirica signed the order on April 18 and
set May 1 as the return date. On May 1, President Nixon
informed Judge Sirica he would not turn over the tapes
and documents. Attorneys for the President filed a motion
to quash the subpoena. At a hearing on May 2, Judge Sirica
asked the Special Prosecutor's office to file briefs on the
matter on May 6 and scheduled a hearing for May 8. On May
6, White House counsel and the Special Prosecutor requested
an extension of time in which to file briefs. Judge Sirica
announced he was granting the extension and listed 'dis-
cussions leading to possible compliance with the subpoena'
as the reason for granting the extension. The White House
counsel announced the following day, however, that there
would be no voluntary compliance with the subpoena.

On May 10, the Special Prosecutor's brief was filed
with the court under seal. A hearing was held on the matter,
in camera, on May 13. On May 20, Judge Sirica ordered the
White House to turn over subpoenaed tapes. On May 24,
the White House filed notice of appeal with the U.S. Court
of Appeals. That afternoon, the Special Prosecutor applied
to the U.S. Supreme Court for a Writ of Certiorari. This
writ was granted on May 31. Arguments were heard July 8.
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Briefs were filed on June 21. The White House filed a
cross petition for Writ of Certiorari on June 6. This
application was made public on June 11 and granted by

the Court on June 15. In a related matter, the White
House filed a motion with the U.S. District Court on June
6, asking the court to 1lift its protective order on

briefs and in camera hearings concerning the April 16
subpoena. Sirica lifted his protective order on June 7.
On June 10, the Special Prosecutor, with the concurrence
of the White House, filed a motion with the Supreme Court,
requesting the court to unseal these matters. On June 15,
one paragraph from the Special Prosecutor's brief was made
public. On July 24, 1974, the Supreme Court handed down
its decision upholding the lower court order. A hearing
was held by Judge John J. Sirica on July 26 on a motion
by the Special Prosecutor requesting expedited delivery

of the tapes. The first tapes were turned over to Judge
Sirica on July 29. Additional tapes were turned over on
August 2. The remaining tapes were to be turned over to
Judge Sirica for in camera inspection on August 7.

FEDERAL GRAND JURIES INVESTIGATING
WATERGATE BREAK-IN, COVER-UP AND OTHER
MATTERS UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE
SPECIAL PROSECUTOR

I. Grand Jury empanelled on June 5, 1972. This
Grand Jury was due to expire on December 1,
1973, but was extended up to one year by
Congressional authorization. This extension,
contained in Public Law 93-172, was approved
by the President on November 30, 1973. This
grand jury is investigating Watergate break-
in and cover-up. On May 31, 1974, Chief Judge
George Hart granted an application by the
Special Prosecutor, on behalf of the Grand
Jury, to extend its life until December 4,
1974.
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II. Grand Jury empanelled on August 13, 1973.
This grand jury is investigating other
matters arising out of the Special Prosecutor's
jurisdiction (campaign contributions, poli-
tical espionage, plumbers and ITT)

III. Grand Jury empanelled on January 7, 1974.
. This grand jury will investigate matters
similar to those under investigation by the
second grand jury.

All three grand juries are under the general
jurisdiction of the U.S. District Court,
Washington, D.C.
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The Watergate Special Prosecution Force
was established by Order No. 517-73 of
the Attorney General on May 25, 1973.

The Office of the Special Prosecutor was
re-established by Order No. 551-73 of the
Attorney General on November 2, 1973.
Archibald Cox of Cambridge, Massachusetts,
served as Special Prosecutor from May 25
to October 20, 1973. The incumbent, Leon
Jaworski of Houston, Texas, became Special
Prosecutor on November 5, 1973.

The decision to establish the Office of
the Special Prosecutor came as a result
of hearings before the Senate Judiciary
Committee on the nomination of Elliot L.
Richardson to be Attorney General on May
9, 10, 14, 15, 21 and 22, 1973.
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THE DAVID B. WILSON COLUMN

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE (Distributed 7/19/76)
CARTER~~ALL THINGS TO ALL PEOPLE

by David B. Wilson

(c) 1976, Globe Newspaper Co.

Distributed by Los Angeles Times Syndicate.

What Jimmy Carter didn't say in Madison Square Garden
last week is that there is precious little risk of lying to
people if you don't tell them anything.

The decency and goodwill of the Democratic candidate,
brilliantly merchandised and organized by a keen political
mind, have won him the nomination. The polls give him an
overwhelming lead at this time over either President Ford or
Ronald.Reagan. Despite some muttering, the Democratic Party,
with its enormous numerical advantage, seems unified behind him.

But wait a minute. Take a deep breath.

Now, ask yourself, What does this man stand for?

Wha£ are his innermost political convictions, if any? Is he
a liberal or a conserY?tive? In what direction might he be

expected to lead the country?

(MORE)
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It would seem pertinent to make such inquiries of
what is supposed to be the best-educated electorate in history.

True, Carter is for tax reform, welfare reform, a
strong defense, reorganization and economy in governmeﬂt,
uncontaminated milk and, presumably, peace. He is in favor of
the environment, a bold position some find reassuring.

To vote against so splendid a fellow would almost
seem evidence of bad citizenship. But when you look for
specific commitments'on Carter's part, you encounter what
appear to be glaring inconsistencies.

Item: He is all over the place oh Right to Work,
saying he would not fight for repeal of 14-B but would sign a
repealer if it reached his desk. He says he has no strong
convictions on the matter, either way. This sounds like a
middle, moderate position. It is not. It is a commitment to
repeal. The presidential pen is a mighty instrument.

Item: He has been running against Washington, but
he has agreed to support the Humphrey-Hawkins bill, which is
not only a blank check for federal payroll patriots but also
a giant step toward a“centrally managed economy in which

government planners would allocate capital and redistribute

(Sentence continues)
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income in contravention of the laws of the marketplace and
individual and regional preferences.

Item: He says he is against abortibn,'but a weasel-
worded plank in the Democratic platform takes a neutrai position
on this issue and opposes a Right-to-Life Amendment to the
Constitution. So does Fhe supposedly anti;abortion candidate,

Item: He says he is against busing, that he prefers
other means of achieving quality integrated education. But he
offers no antibusing program, and he is opposed to an antibusing
amendment to the Constitution.

Item: He is against "quotas"” but.he is not against
affirmative action and he believes in something called
"compensatory opportunity.” He is also for compassion, justice
and equality, consecutively and simultaneously.

Item: He has threatened the Soviet Union with a
trade boycott should the Russians offend him. This is not going
to give the Russians any sleepless nights, but Midwestern grain
growers and bankers sensitive to the consequences of such action
on our balance of payments may want to ponder that one a little.

e

(MORE)
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Item: With the federal government running a $70
billion deficit, he is running on a platform demanding compulsory
national health insu;ance and a federal takeover of local and,
eventually, state welfare burdens at a cost of billions.which
either will have to be extorted from the taxpayers or inflated
off the federal printing presses.

Last Feb. 8, David Nordan, political editor of the
Atlanta Journal, wrote this about the former governor of
Georgia:

"Pew instances can be found where Carter lied outright
or seriously contradicted himself. But liké most Georgia
politicians he is a master of the art of leaving his position
sufficiently vague to allow everyone to hear what they wanted
to hear."

Georgia politicians, of course, are not the only ones
familiar with the art. It is indispensable to the political
trade, as indispensable in Washington as in Atlanta or Boston.
Butfan element of the art is not getting caught at it.

(c) 1976, G}?be Newspaper Co.

Distributed by Los Angeles Times Syndicate.
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