WATERGATE S.PEC1AL PROSECUTION FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF JL<,I .CE

Memorandum
PN.K : s fk

Peter M. Kreindle’~~
Counse! to the Special Prosecutor

FROM

SUBJECT:

John Dean White House Docttuaenhs.

This is in response to your memorand~l of February 24,
1975, inquiring into the status of Mr. Mortenson’s request to
John Dean that he return to the White House all xerox copies
of documents from his files.
Mr. Mortenson made this request in a letter, which I
fo~.¢arded to Mr. Dean. I also gave Mr. Dean a copy of Judge
Richey’s /~uended Order. I believe that Mr. Dean does not
interpret this Order to require him to return the documents.
.Although I would reach a different conclusion than Mr. Dean,
Judge Richey’s order is sufficiently ambiguous to prevent Mr.
Dean being subject to any sanctions for failing to return the
copies.
It is clear, however, that we have no obligation to
affirmatively seek the return of the documents. I specifically
instructed Mr. Akerman not to look at the documents or to make
copies of them, and to the best o~ my knowledge, he ha~ not
done so.
Mr. Mortenson is aware of all of these circumstances.

~EPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES

WATERGATE SPECIA L PROSECUTION FORCE

Memorandum
TO

: Henry Ruth
J~y Horow. itz
Tom McBride
Rich Davls
William Merrill Peter Kriendler
Joseph Connolly
HG:n°rr~eHeFcr

SUBJECT:. Dean Subpoena
John Dean has asked that we give him a subpoena
covering material in his possessi6n relevant to our
investigations.
The attached draft of
on Dean on Monday, unless
additions in the language covering your area.
Please let Henry Hecht or George Frampton know
about any changes by noon on Monday.
Thanks.

PER

DRAFT: Subpoena .to John
All documents, memoranda, papers,{.a~other
writings and all tapes and other electronic ~and/or
mechanical recordings and reproductions reIating to:
i) The break-in and wire..tapping of the Democratic
National Committee Headquarters at Watergate in May and
June 1972 and ~ubsequent attempts to conceal and coverup the identit~of~ ~ individual with ~ knowledge

2) The establishment and activities of the White
House Special Investigations Unit (so called "Plumbers"
group)
3) Activities by ~e staff of the White House
and/or Committee to Re-Elect the President to obtain
political intelligence information relating to the 1972
Presidential campaign and/or to conduct campaign espionage
or sabotage in connection with that campaign;
4) Activities by the staff of the White House
and/or Committee to Re-Elect the President to influence
the actions of other federal agencies, offices, or
officials;

REPRODUCED AT THE NATIONALARCHIVES

RE~-.7~ASED PER P.L-~-0--526(yFK A_CTj . ~ "

!

5) Activities by the staff of t eo~e House
or others in connection with

conduct or ~ettle-

ment of Government anti-trust cases involving the
International Telephone and Telegraph Company;
6) Activities by the~aff of the White House,
the Committee to Re-Elect the President, the Finance
Committee to Re-Elect the President, or others
relating to the solicitation, receipt, reporting,
or use of campaign contributions in the 1972 campaign,
and/or ~ any connection between
ce~b~s and the influencing of action by any
Government agency, office, or official;
7) Wiretapping or other electronic eavesdropping
done at the direction of members of the White House
staff or the President.

:~PRODUCED ~,T THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES

WATERGATE SPECI~ "~ PROSECUTION FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
TO

FROM

: Philip Lacovara
Henry Ruth

DATE: January 30, 1974

: Henry L. Hecht~

su-~jEc.rr: Provision of Copies of Dean’s Documents to Dean

Following conversations with McBride and Lacovara,
I telephoned Dean concerning his request for copies
of the documents he furnished this Office pursuant to
a Grand Jury subpoena. I explained that it was my
understanding that his attorney, Charles Shaffer,
agreed that it was in Dean’s interest not to have
copies so that he would not be subject to discovery
by civil litigants.
~ .:, ~.::For.the.present,.Dean said he would not request
copies Of the documents. I will provide Dean with
copies, of the inventories of documents received to
date
~"
cc:

/ Chron
Hecht
McBride

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUHBIA
PRESENTENCE REPORT

FULL ’~’ ~’~"
ADDRESS

D~_’,A~, John W., III
DEAN, John Wesley, III
9496 Rembert Lane
Los Angeles (Beverly Hills), CA

35

SEX

Male

June 3, 1974

DOCKET NO.

CC 886-73

OFVENSE
Violation T 18, USC 371
(Con~pir~cy to Obstruct Justice and Defraud the United States), (Information)

LEG ~.L RESIDENCE

AGE

DATE

DATE OF SIRTH

I0-14-38
Akron, OH

RAC£

Caucasian

CITIZENSHIP

United States

EDUCATION

BA Degree, Juris Doctrate

M AR,’TAL STATUS

Married

DEPENDENTS

One

soc. sEC. NO.

119--30--7511

PLEA
Pled guilty to above Information before Judge John J. Sirica
on 10-19-73.

CUSTODY
On personal bond since
plea of guilty was entered.
ASST. U.S. ATTY
Watergate Special Prosecutors; Archibald Cox, James F. Neal,
Richard Ben-Venlste
1425 K Street, N.W.
DEFENSECOUNSEL Charles Norma~ Shaffer~
342 Hungerford Drive, Rockville, MD

None Assigned
PENALTY:
Five (5) years, $I0,000
fine, or both.
DETAINERS OR CHARGES PENDING:

None

CODEFENDANTS (Diepo~i~io’n)

None

DATE

DEAN, John W.,III
OFFENSE:
In Criminal Case No. 886-73, John W. Dean, III is charged with the
violation of T 18, USC 371 (Conspiracy to Obstruct 7ustice and Defraud the
United States of America).
On October 19, 1973 before then Chief Judge John J. Sirica, John
W. Dean, III entered a plea of guilty to the charge of CQnspiracy to Obstruct
Justice and Defraud the United States of America, an Information. The Court
referred the matter for presentence investigation and report and allowed the
defendant to remain at liberty on bond.
(It is noted for the Court that the Probation Office had requested
the Watergate Special Prosecutor to provide a prosecutive memorandum which
would specify characterization of the defendant’s~offense, however, as of this
writing, this memorandum has not yet been receiv~. The undersigned had bee~
advised by the Special Prosecutor’s office (Mr. L. lason) that a memorandum
is being prepared. As soon as such is available, we shall forward the same
to Your Honor. At this juncture following regarding the offense is submitted).
INFORMATION
The United States of America, by its Attorney, the Special
Prosecutor, Watergate Special Prosecution Fo=ce, charges:
I. At all times material herein, JOHN W. DEAN, III, the
DEFENDANT, was Counsel to the President of the United States.~
2. At all times material herein, the United States Attorney’s
Office for the District of Columbia and the Federal Bureau of
Investigation were parts of the Department of Justice, an agency
of the United States, and the Central Intelligence Agency was an
agency of the United States.
3. On or about June 5, 1972, a Grand Jury of the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia was duly em~ane!led and sworn. Beginning on or about June 23, 1972, and at
all times material herein, the said Grand Jury was conducting an
investigation in conjunction with the United States Attorney’s
Office for the District of Columbia and the Federal Bureau of Investigation to determine whether violations of 18 U.S.C. 371, 2511
and 22 D.C. Code 1801(b), and of other statues of the United States
and of the District of Columbia, had been comm~ed in the District
of Columbia and elsewhere, and to identify the individual or individuals who had co~nitted, Caused the commission of, or conspired
to commit such violationS.

DEAN, John W., III

I

OFFENSE : (continued)
4o On September 15, 1972, in connection with the said investigation, the said Grand Jury returned an indictment in Criminal
Case No. 1827-72 in the United States District Court for the District
of Columbia.
5. From on or about June 17, 1972 up to and including March
29, 1973, in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, JOHN W. DE~, III,
the DEFENDANT, unlawfully, willfully and knowingly did combine, conspire, confederate and ~gree with co-conspirators unnamed herein to
commit offenses against the United States, to wit, violations of
Title 18, United States Code, Section 1503, and to defraud the
United States and Agencies and Departments thereof, to wit, the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI) and the Department of Justice, by interfering with and obstructing their lawful governmental functions by deceit and dishonest means.
6. It was a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators
and defendant would corruptly influence, obstruct and impede, and
corruptly endeavor to influence, obstruct and impede, the due administration of justice in connection with the investigation referred
to in paragraph three (3) above and in connection with the trial
of Criminal Case No. 1827-72 in the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia by the following means, among others:
(a) influencing witnesses to give false, deceptive and misleading
statements and testimon~ concerning matters relevant to the investigation and the trial; (b) concealing and destroyinB evidence
relevant to matters which were the subject of the investigation
and the trial; and (c) giving false, deceptive and misleading statements and testimony concerning matters relevant to the investigation and the trial.
7. It was further a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators and defendant would covertly raise, acquire, transmit,
distribute and pay cash funds for the benefit of the individuals
named in the indictment in Criminal Case No. 1827-72 in the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia, both prior to
and subsequent to the return of the indictment on September 15, 1972,
for the purpose of concealing and causing to be concealed the identities of others who were responsible for, participated in, or
had knowledge of the activities which were the subject of the
investigation and trial, and for the purpose of concealing and
causing to be concealed the scope of these and related activities.
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~EAN, John W., III
OFFENSE: (continued)
8. It was further a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators and defendant would make and cause to be made offers of
leniency, executive clemency, and other benefits to certain of the
individuals named in the indictment in Criminal Case No. 1827-72
in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia
for the purpose of concealing and causing to be concealed the
identities of others who were responsible for, participated in,
or had knowledge of the activities which were the subject of the
investigation and trial, and for the purpose of concealing and
causing to be concealed the scope of these and related activities.
9. It was further a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators and defendant would interfere with and obstruct the lawful governmental functions of the CIA by a~tempting, by deceit and
dishonest means, to use the CIA to obstruct the investigation referred to in paragraph three (3) above and to provide covert
financial assistance to persons who were subjects of the investigation.
I0. It was further a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators and defendant would interfere with and obstruct the lawful govenmental functions of the FBI and the Department of Justice
by ob£aining and attempting to obtain from the FBI and the Department of Justice, by deceit and dishonest means, information con-.
cerning the investigation referred to in paragraph three (3) above
for the purpose of hindering, impeding, obstructing and delaying
the said investigation.
II~ In furtherance of, and in order to effectuate the objects of the conspiracy, the co-conspirators and defendant did
perform and did cause to be performed the following overt acts,
among others, in the District of Columbia:
OVERT ACTS
I. On or about June 19, 1972, JOHN W. DEAN, III d~rected
G. Gordon Liddy to tell E. Howard Hunt to leave the United States.
2. On or about June 27, 1972, ~OHN W. DEAN, III asked
General Vernon A. Walters,~.Deputy Director of the CIA, whether the
CIA could use covert funds to pay the bail and salaries of those
involved in the break-in at the Watergate Office Complex.

DEAN, John W., III
OFFENSE : (continued)
3. On or about June 29, 1972, JOHN W. DEAN, III requested
Herbert W. Kalmbach to raise cash funds with which to make covert
payments to and for the benefit of those involved in the break-in
at the Watergate Office Complex.
4. In or about July and October, 1972, JOHN W. DEAN, III
requested L. Patrick Gray, Acting Director of the FBI, to provide
him with reports of information obtained during the FBI investigation.
5. On or before August 15, 1972, JOHN W. DEAN, III met with
Jeb Stuart Magruder for the purpose of assisting Magruder in preparing false, deceptive and misleading testimony in anticipation
of Magruder’s appearance before the Grand J~ry.
6. On or about
John C. Caulfield to
James McCord, one of
in the United States

January 9, 1973, JOHN W. DEAN, III requested
deliver an offer of executive clemency to
the defendants in Criminal Case No. 1827-72
District Court for the District of Columbia.

(In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 371.)
According to Mr, L. lason of the Watergate Special Prosecution Force,
defendant has been very cooperative at all times with the Watergate Special
Prosecution Force.

II

DEFENDANT’S VERSION OF OFFENSE :

When interviewed in the Probation Office defendan£ declared that
after consultation with his Counsel he is satisfied with his decision to
enter a plea of guilty to the charge.
With reference to defendant’s ow~ statement regarding the
offense, defendant advised the undersigned on 1-31-74, that quite frankly
he would desire to have the Court hear all of the tapes involved in the
affair and that "any extenuating circumstances" in his favor would be that
eminating frcm his cooperation with the Government and the Special Prosecutor’s
Office.
For the Court’s information, the following is a statement released
by the defendant at the time he entered his plea of guilty 10-19-73.
"Today I have pleaded guilty to the charge of participating with
others in a conspiracy to obstruct justice in connection with the
Watergate Cover-up. I have so pleaded because the charge is true
and I am prepared to account for my actions, which I deeply regret.

’DEAN, John W., III

II

DEFENDANT’S VERSION OF OFFENSE: (continued)
As a result of my plea I have been promised nothing by the Government,
but i shall continue to cooperate with the Government as I have since
early April 1973 in an effort to do my part to right the wrongs of
Watergate.
The Government first made this offer, which I have accepted
today, on May 22, 1973; however~ at that time I was not prepared
to accept it. Initially I sought immunity from prosecution because
I refused to be the Watergate scapegoat.~ Events have resolved that
matter, and I have confidence that I cannot and will not be made
the scapegoat.
In making my decision to accept the GOvernment’s renewed
offer, I sought advice and counsel from those whose judgement
I value greatly. They agreed that my decision is the right decision, despite the fact that legally I had excellent technical
and procedural potentials of obtaining a dismissal or an acquittal.
But given the nature of the cover-up conspiracy, and the importance
of restoring public confidence in our Governmental process, to have
defeated the Government on legal technicalities would have, indeed,
been a shallow victory.
I sincerely hope that my decision will facilitate and assist
the Government in expediting its pursuit of justice. The nation’s
Watergate nightmare must end and hopefully others involved will also
come forward and accept responsibility for their complicity".

With regard to the Watergate affair and its cover-up, defendant
viewed his involvement as that of a "technician" doing a job and as part of
a larger operation rather than as an individual who would be in a position
of ultimate authority.
III

PRIOR RECORD:
Defendant has no known prior arrest record.

IV

FAMILY HISTORY :

John Wesley Dean, III, was born in Akron, Ohio, on October 14, 1938
to John W. Dean, Jr., and Sarah (Magil) Dean. Defendant is one of two
children.
From all indications, he, along with his only sister, experienced
~n above-average socio-economic environment during his formative years. His

DEAN, John W., III
FAMILY HISTORY : (continued)
childhood was essentially normal and healthy. The parents related to the
U. S. Probation Officer of our Pittsburgh Office that the defendant might
have been termed "a healthy boy", jogging daily, etc., and that there were
no manifestations of either medical or psychiatric problems during his
youth.
According to the defendant, his father, now 66, and his mother,
now 67, provided their offspring with sound guidance in an intact family
setting wherein generally close relationships existed. The defendant
speaks very respectfully of his father and mother and seems to hold them
in very high esteem.
The father is a graduate of the Carnegie Institute of Technology (now Carnegie-Mellon University). ~r~ m’$ny years, the father
worked as an industrial management executive for the Blazon Manufacturing
Company. About four years ago he retired as vice-president of this firm.
The mother is a graduate of Pennsylvania College for WomRn (now
Chatham College) and has usually followed the role of the housewife.
The parents reside in a well-maintained and well furnished home
in a good residential area at #76 Ist Avenue, Greenville, PA.
Defendant’s only sister, Ann (Mrs. James Mitchell), 37, resides
with her husband, an industrial engineer, in Greenville, PA.
As far as can be determined, defendant’s parents and his sister
bear a good reputation in the community.
MARITAL HISTORY :
The defendant’s present marriage to Maureen Kane, now 27, occurred
October 13, 1972 in Alexandria, Virginia. Although not interviewed to gain
her observations, defendant speaks of his current marriage as a most compatible and affectionate union. The wife~ according to the defendant, is
college-trained and presently unemployed. The couple has no children.
Mr. Dean’s first marriage, to Karla Hennlngs, now 34, and the
daughter of the late Senator Thomas Hennings of Missouri~ occurred in
Washington, D. Co in February of 1961. One Child, John, IV, presently
in custody of the mother, was born to this union. Defendant and his wife
remained together until about October 1969, at which time they separated.
Defendant spoke of their separation and eventual divorce as due to "growing
apart differently". Defendant indicates that heprovides financial support
to his son at an estimated $3,000 per year. The divorce became final in
September 1972, and according to Dean, the ex-wife resides in Maryland.

DEAN, John W., III
VI

8

HO~IE AND NEIGHBORHOOD:

Since approximately 1961, defendant has made his home in the
Metropolitan and suburban area of Washington, D. C.
For the past two years, defendant and wife had lived at i00
Quay street, Alexandri% Virginia, in a waterfront townhouse, three-bedroom
type, which was purchased in March of 1971 for an estimated $72,500. Mr.
Dean reported the payments as $515 per month.
On 4-29-74,. John Dean advised this writer that he and his wife
Were moving to a new home in California, namely: 9496 Rembert Lane, Los
Angeles (Beverly Hills) California. (The Quay Street townhouse was sold
for a figure estimated at almost double the purchase price according
Go press reports, however, Dean did not specify#the sale price during

our conversation).
VII

EDUCATION:

Defendant is a graduate of Georgetown University Law School and
has also done graduate work in political science. He estimates a total of
thirty or forty hours were accrued in this field.

He entered Georgetown Law School 9-10-62 after presenting evidence
of a B.A. Degree; he was awarded the Bachelor of Laws Degree on 6-7-65
with a Juris Doctor Degree awarded on 4-21-67. According to the registrar
of this institution, he received a class standing of 102 of 185 during his
first year, 75 of 138 during his second year, and during his final year,-he
received a class standing of 7 out of 129 students with a weighted average
of 84.6. Because of his improved academic record in his final year, he was
awarded the United States Law Week Award, a prize given to the graduating
student in law who, in the judgment of the faculty committee, has made the
most satisfactory scholastic progress in his final year. The registrar
concludes with the comment that his general deportment was, at all times,
commendable.
Mr. Dean’s B.A. Degree was acquired on June 12, 1961 with a
major in Political Sciences from the College of Wooster, Wooster, Ohio.
He entered that institution in January of 1959 and ranked 144 from the top
in a class of 204. According to the registrar, his extra-curricular
activities centered around the pre-law club.
John Dean is a graduate of the Staunton Military Academy,
Staunton, Virginia. He entered on 10-19-54 and was graduated on 6-4-57.
According to the superintendent of this academy, during defendant’s senior
year, he held the rank of cadet captain, was a very important member of the
varsity swimming team, varsity golf team, a rifle drill team, and participated

DEAN, John W., III
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EDUCATION: (continued)

in intramural football. The superintendent continues, stating that Dean
earned the ~lilitary Ribbon of Excellence" in citizenship and that, as an
outstanding young man while attending the academy, he was held in esteem
by his faculty and peers.
Vlll

RELIGION/INTERESTS AND LEISURE TIME ACTIVITIES:

Defendant claims to be a member of the Episcopalian faith. His
leisure time activities include extensive reading, tennis, and jogging.

IX

HEALTH :

Defendant claims to be in excellent 8hysical condition and that
he has generally enjoyed good health throughout his life. He denied the
excessive use of intoxicants or the use of any narcotic drugs as well as
any treatment or hospitalization for problems of a medical or physical
nature.
During the interview setting, Mr. Dean presented himself in a
very articulate, alert, and well-spoken manner. His demeanor was deliberate,
personable, friendly and cooperative at all times.
Perhaps a unique characteristic of Mr. Dean was his refreshingly
candid appraisal of his situation, in that, he did not tend to excessively
rationalize or present apologetic excuses for his involvement. He frankly
viewed himself as a "technician" doing a job that was expected of him and
not as an individdal in a position of ultimate control of authority.

X

MILITARY SERVICE
Defendant has not seen active military duty.

XI

EMPLOYMENT:

Presently, as far as can be determined, defendant is unemployed
and has been sustaining himself through benefits from his investments and
savings.
Mr. Dean’s employment has been, for the majority, that of an
attorney in high Federal government positions, of the appointive type.
His employment chronology is as follows:

i0
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XI

EMPLOYMENT : (continued )

8-I-65 to 2-4-66

Junior Associate
Salary $7,500 per annum

Welch and Morgan
Attorney~ at Law
300 Farragut Building and
900 17th Street, N.W.

According to Vincent B. Welch~ defendant was engaged in the
practice of Administrative Law, with emphasis on Communications Law. Mr.
Vincent B. Welch’s appraisal, in his letter of verification, refers to a civil
service inquiry dated 9-8-67 and his letter dated 10-29-68. (Vincent B.
Welch completed a U. S. Civil Service inquiry on Mr. Dean wherein he stated
Dean was discharged from his firm for "unethical conduct" in that Dean had
undertaken work in direct conflict with the interests of the firm, however,
in Mr. Welch’s letter to the Civil Service Commission dated 10-29-68, he
further wrote that he wished to qualify his remarks and stated that "a more
apt characterization of Mr. Dean’s departure would be to describe it as
having resulted from a basic disagreement over law firm policies regarding
the nature and scope of an associate’s activities".

3-1-66 to 8-13-67

Counsel to Minority
Members at salary
of $7,862.87 to
$15,063.52.

Committee on the Judiciary
House of Representatives
Congress of the United
States

According to Mr. Dean, most of his duties were administrative. Mr.
Jerome M. Zeifman, General Counsel, provided verification.
1968 to February 1969

Associate Director
Estimated salary of
$25,000 per annum

National Commission on
the Reform of Federal
Criminal Laws.

Mr. Dean indicated his principle function was administrative in
nature, dealing in the area of conflict of interest statutes.

2-10-69 to 7-26-70

Associate Deputy
Attorney General
Salary at termination
was $30,700 per annum

United States Department
of Justice, Washington,
Do Co

In this capacity, he supervised the work of the legislative and
legal section.
From the United States Department of Justice, Deputy Attorney
General’s position, Mr. Dean moved to the White House where he was appointed
as Counsel to The President. He served in that capacity from July 1970 until
his date of discharge by the President effective April 30, 1973. Mr. Dean’s
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EMPLOYP~NT : (continued)
salary, he estimated, was $35,000 per year. His principle duty was evaluating
and handling security clearances and clemency petitions in addition to administrative duties. His immediate superior was Mr. John Erlichman.
Since April 30, 1973, date of discharge as Counsel to The President,
Mr. Dean has spent his time testifying before different committees as well as
testifying at the trials of other defendants held in connection with the
Watergate affair.
XII

FINANCIAL CONDITION:

As of this writing, the defendant has not yet submitted a financial
statement. When speaking to Dean on 1-31-74 regarding this aspect of the
presentence report, he advised that his home had been placed for sale and that
he had several stocks and investments to be sold and therefore his financial
status was rather "fluid" and undetermined.
XIII

EVALUATIVE SUMMARY :

John W. Dean, III is a 35 year old defendant who is currently
appearing before the Court to be sentenced on a charge of Conspiracy to
Obstruct Justice and Defraud the United States of America. He entered a
plea of guilty to this charge before Your Honor on October 19, 1973.
A review of defendant’s background indicates that the defendant
is a product of an above-average social, economic and educational background.
Defendant’s first marriage, which produced one son, ended in divorce. His
present marriage, according to defendant, is a harmonious union.
After obtaining his law degree he was briefly employed as a "junior
associate" with a local law firm, and since early 1966 Dean has held appointive
positions on Capitol Hill and with the Federal government. In July 1970 he
became Counsel to The President and served in that capacity until discharged
on April 30, 1973.
It is apparent that defendant was on ~he rise to wha~ may be
described as a most admirable political career until the disclosure of
the Watergate affair. Defendant remarked that he never had difficulty in
securing employment and that others had sought his services rather than
he (Mr. Dean) taking the initiative.
It is difficult to reconcile the defendant’s unusually bright
intellect, his good family background, and his exposure to the legal,
ethical, and moral values of our society through the teachings which were
inherent in his days of law school, with such an extensive and profound
type of conspiracy and also at such of a high position of Government re-
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EVALUATIVE SUMMARY: (continued)

sponsibility. One can only speculate that the defendant’s motives in this
offense were not only for self-preservation and protection, but also perhaps
as significant, his actions appear to have been taken in order to avoid professional and political destruction.
Although acting in the role of a "technician", the position of
a lesser responsible individual, as Mr. Dean infers, he nevertheless appeared
to have been quite able in communicating with such high government officials
as the Acting Director of the FBI and high officials of the Central Intelli-~
gence Agency in order to exert his influence.
Yet, he voices contrition, and admits culpability in a rather nonapologetic manner, and to show good faith, he h~s cooperated extensively
with the Government. If his cooperation has been such so as to provide a
"catalyst for the truth" in the Watergate affair, then our Government and
society will have benefited greatly. This is yet to be determined.
Whatever sentence the Court imposes, because of the magnitude of
the offense, it must be one which will be compatible with the public interest
and perhaps serve as a deterent to others in like situations.
Respectfully submitted,
James R. Pace
Chief U. S. Probation Officer

By: E~d-w~rd G. Doce-~al
Supervising U. S. Probation Officer
EGDOCEKAL:nlk
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RECOMMENDATION:

Because the offense reflects an extensive exploitation of a
position of trust in order to obstruct justice and penetrates at the very
core of our judicial system, a suspended term does not appear to have
merit at this time. It should be recognized that the Government has found
this defendant quite cooperative, and in view of this fact, a minimum
term of imprisonment is recor~nended.
The Court may additionally wish to consider a sentence under
the provisions of Title 18, 4208(a)(2) at the time disposition is made.

Geoffrey C. Shepard, Esq.
Rose Valley Farm
2 Old Mill Lane
Media, PA 19063
December 6, 2011
Honorable Ronald Rogers, Pardon Attorney
Office of the Pardon Attorney
1425 New York Avenue, N.W.
Suite 11000
Washington, D.C. 20530
Dear Mr. Rogers:
John W. Dean, I11
John Dean, President Nixon’s principal accuser in the Watergate scandal, recently has
undertaken a series of CLE Ethics programs, even though he himself was convicted and
disbarred for his own role in the Watergate cover-up.

It also is being implied that he might seek reinstatement or even a Presidential pardon in light
of his alleged rehabilitation.
I served on the White House staff with John Dean in that era and later served asJ. Fred
Buzhardt’s principal deputy during the White House’ Watergate defense effort. As you may
recall, it ended rather badly.
Since a number of my friends and former colleagues saw their lives and careers ruined largely
as a result of actions undertaken by John Dean, while supposedly acting as Counsel to the
President, I’d certainly like to be heard should any such pardon be sought.
Thank you in advance for your attention to my concerns.

Respectfully submitted,

Shepard, Esq.
Rshepard @kbcorDorate.com
Office: 610-660-4408
Cell: 610-389-5779

Cr. Fo~m No. ~0 (P~.

FOR THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

. No. Cr. No. 74~ii0
JOHN N. MITCHELL, et al.
To

Thomas F.~ Esq.
McCarthy &Wharton
i00 S. Washington Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850

You areherebycommandedtoappearin ~e United Sta~s Distr~tCourt ~r ~e
3rd & Constitution Ave., N.W.
District of
~ Courtroom No.
Columbia

Washington on the 29thday of

July

in the city of

19 74 at i0 : 30 o’clock

testify in the above-entitled case.
This subpoena is issued on application of theI United States.

James F. ~@~i
Au~ ~ United States
1425 K St ~_~__~ashin~ton ,
A~r~,s D.C. 20005

By

.....

,
Deputy Cl~rk.

RETURN
Received this subpoena at
and on
within named
by delivering a copy to h
allowed by law.

on

at
and tendering’~ to h

I served it on the
the fee for one day’s attendance and the mileage

Service Fees

Travel
Services
Total___

$
$

~ Insert "United States." or "defendant" as the case may be.
~ Fees and mileage need not be tendered to the witness upon service of a subpoena issued in behalf of the United
States or an officer or agency thereof. 28 USC 1825.
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WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTION FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
TO

" The File

FROM

: Larry Iason ~
Gerry Goldm%

SU~ECT:

Interview with Tom Hogan, Oct. 5, 1974

Hogan and Dean have been friends since law school.
Hogan first became involved in Watergate in the summer
of 1972 when he represented Colson during the taking of Colson’
deposition in DNC v. McCordo Dean had recommended Hogan to
Colson. Hogan also represented Colson in connection with the
retraction by Time magazine of a statement about Colson.
Dean contacted Hogan on March 25, 1973, and asked
Hogan to represent him in connection with newspaper stories
that were about to be published by the Los Angeles Times.
Dean told Hogan that these stories would contain the false
allegation that Dean knew about the Watergate break-in in advance. Hogan asked the Los Angeles Times not to publish the
story.
Dean called Hogan again on March 30,1973, and told
Hogan that he needed a good criminal lawyer to give advice
about grand jury proceedings. Hogan told Dean he had little
experience with the grand jury and recommended that Dean
retain Jack Miller or Charles Shaffer. Dean said he would
prefer Shaffer.
Dean, Shaffer, and Hogan met for approximately five.
hours on March 30th. Hogan has some difficulty distinguish~
ing what was said at this meeting from what was said at their
next meeting. */
*/ Hogan’s diary and memorandum about the dates of his meet~ngs with Dean show that the second meeting occurred on April
3rd, but he tends to believe (apart from these papers), that it
might have occurred on a Monday, which would be April 2nd.
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At either the first or the second meetin~ ~Dean
said he wanted to tell the whole story. When hi~ recollection was refreshed, Hogan remembered that Shaffer said
something about Dean not having to go running into machine
gun bullets. Hogan and Shaffer told Dean that, after hearing his story, they would see what arrangements could be
made with the prosecutors. Dean did not bring up any discussion of immunity. Rather, Hogan and Shaffer wanted to
restrain Dean, who even mentioned getting the story of
Watergate out by going to the press.
Hogan does not remember whether or not Dean volunteered to talk about the President. Hogan does recall that
Dean, Shaffer, and Hogan all were concerned with privilege
problems in relation to Dean’s disclosing his conversations
with the President. When asked whether Shaffer broke in
while Dean was with the President or about national security
Hogan said that was the way he thought it had happened,
that that was the way Shaffer did things.
Hogan recalls that on March 30th Dean started going
through the whole chronology of Watergate, and that Dean
specifically mentioned:
I.

the meetings in the Attorney General’s office;

2.

Dean’s report to Haldeman about those meetings;

3.

Dean’s meeting with Liddy on June 19th;

4.

Ehrlichman’s "deep 6" statement to Dean;
Dean’s listening to Magruder’s story and telling
him that it would "fly"; and
Dean’s conversation with Mitchell and Magruder
about the entries in Magruder’s diary.

Hogan is not sure whether Dean said he had reported, his
meeting with Liddy contemporaneously to Ehrlichman or
~
whether Dean mentioned that Ehrlichman said Hunt should get
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out of the country. Hogan also is unsure ~whe~:ther ~:
Dean mentioned LaCosta or Haldeman’s or Elirl~cNma.n’s
role in money payments to the defendants. Deag:~fd
mention that there had been no report to the President
in August 1972, that he had recently attempted to tell
the President the facts of Watergate and that there
was a cancer in the Presidency, and that this had precipitated Dean’s going to Camp David to write a report.
On March 30th Dean discussed escalating money
payments to the defendants and said that it was blackmail and that LaRue, Bittman, O’Brien, a:nd Parkinson
were~involved.
Dean also told Hogan and Shaffer at the first
meeting that Ehrlichman and Haldeman wanted Dean and
Mitchell to straighten out their stories about the meetings in the Attorney General’s office.
Hogan was present on April 8th and 9th when Dean
talked to the prosecutors. Dean did not hold anything
back. Although Dean passed quickly over Mitchell’s
role in dealing with Magruder’s diary, he covered the
subject fully in response to questions from Shaffer.
Hogan specifically recalls that Dean told the prosecutors about the following facts:
the meetings in the Attorney General~s office;
the Burning Tree incident;
Dean’s meeting with Mitchell and Magruder
before Magruder’s third grand jury appearance
concerning Magruder’s diary; and
4. Ehrlichman’s order that Hunt leave the country.

I.
2.
3.

Driving home after the meeting with the prosecutors
on April 9, Dean asked Hogan how he thought it had gone
and whether Hogan thought Dean would go to jail. On
this or a later occasion Hogan told Dean that Dean might
lose his bar license, but Dean said he could live with that.
Hogan was out of town over the weekend of April 14
and 15th. When he came back, Shaffer told him about Dean’s
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disclosure of the break-in into Dr. Fielding;’s office
and Dean’s meeting with the prosecutors d:Ve~i ~he weekend.
Hogan withdrew from the case during the~!week of
April 16th because of the possible conflict of interest
between Dean and Colson.
The only notes Hogan has concern the dates of conversations with Dean and with the prosecutors as well as
procedural matters, except for one note concerning the
substance of a telephone conversation with Dean. We
did not examine or take custody of any of these notes.
Hogan has not been contacted by counsel for any
of the defendants.

Geoff Shepard
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Len Colodny [len@colodny.com]
Monday, July 10, 2006 5:32 PM
Geoff Shepard
Fwd: Re: Viking Editor In Chief

Iobel letter dean ATT153396.txt (64
law suit.pdf...
B)

>>>>>>>Geoff,
>>>>
>>>>
>>>>This is the way my attorney is handling the Dean falsehood’s, in his
>>>>new book. Dean will be on MSNBC tonight at 8PM.
>>>
>>>
>>>> Regards,
>>>>
>>>> Len
>>>>
>>>>>>>>>Kathryn Court
>>>>>>>>>President & Publisher
>>>>>>>>>Viking Books
>>>>>>>>>375 Hudson St.
>>>>>>>>>New York, NY 10014
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>
RE: Conservatives Without Conscience by John
>>>>>>>>> W. Dean
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>Dear Ms. Court:
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>
I represent Len Colodny, one of the authors of Silent
>>>>>>>>>Coup. Although Mr. Colodny understands that John Dean has a pre
>>>>>>>>>Copernican view of the world, e.g. accusing Alice Mayhew and
>>>>>>>>>Taylor Branch of inserting
>>>>>>>>>falsehoods in his book on Watergate, he cannot ignore Mr. Dean’s
>>>>>>>>>misstatements of fact when they involve him. On page 26 of his
>>>>>>>>>preface, Mr.
>>>>>>>>>Dean states that "ultimately, [Mr. Colodny’s] insurer forced him
>>>>>>>>>to settle
>>>>>>>>>[the libel suit the Deans filed] " That statement is false on its
>>>>>>>>>face as
>>>>>>>>>you can see from the attached Order of the Court. When the Deans
>>>>>>>>>moved to
>>>>>>>>>dismiss their suit, Mr Colodny objected because he believed his
>>>>>>>>>pending
>>>>>>>>>Motion for Summary Judgment was likely to be granted and only
>>>>>>>>>agreed to the
>>>>>>>>>dismissal when the Deans agreed to a dismissal with prejudice and,
>>>>>>>>>I might
>>>>>>>>>add, Mr. Colodny received a six figure payment.
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>
Please confirm to me that the falsehood will be
>>>>>>>>>removed
>>>>>>>>> from any
>>>>>>>>>subsequent printing. If you have any questions, feel free to
>>>>>>>>>contact me.
>>>>>>>>>

Sincerely,

>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>CC: Len Colodny

Martin Lobel

LAW OFFICES OF
MARTIN LOBEL
JACK A. BLUM
LEE ELLEN HELFRICH
HENRY M. BANTA

LOBEL, NOVINS & LAMONT,LLP
~275 K S~T. N.W. SUI~ 770
WAS~NGTON, D.C. ~

OF COUNSEL
ALAN K NOVINS

ARTItUR L. FOX II
PAULA DINERSTEIN

(2021 371-6626
TrLECOPIrR: 1202) 371-6643
LNLlew.om

W~A~ ~0HN ~0NT
~ote - te~

December 9, 2005
Len Colodny
6909 Lake Place Court
Tampa, FL. 33634
RE: Dean v. St. Martin’s Press

Dear Len,
Your recollection about the resolution of John Dean’s libel case against you because of your
book, Silent Coup, is correct. The case was dismissed with prejudice (see attached) and you received
$410,000 from his insurance company State Farm. It was a total victory.

Best wishes,

Martin Lobel

Enclosure
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Message .....
From: Linda Minor
~’o:

Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2003 10:08 PM
Subject: John Dean

just finished watching the PBS special commemorating 30 years after
/Vatergate. How did John Dean get such a prestigious job at age 31? What
were his connections and parentage? Who’s Who doesn’t reveal much.
However, his name alone is interesting. Third generation named after the
most famous Methodist. He was married quite a few years to a Senator’s
daughter (Karla Hennings). He went to Staunton Military Academy. He was
involved with a cient who was a ’television management expert’ employed by
the law firm who was interested in seeking a license tbr his own UHF station
in St. Louis. Senator Hennings’ wife was an investor in the radio station.
Wonder if they knew LBJ.
Linda

John Wesley Dean, III
1938-

Nationality: American
Source: Contemporary Authors Online, Gale, 2003.
Entry Updated ¯ 02/19/2003

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Awards
Career
Further Readings
Personal Information
Sid~!ights
Source Citation
Writings

"Sidelights"
John Dean was a principal witness at the Watergate hearings, the first to incriminate
Richard Nixon in the conspiracy to cover up the break-in at the offices of the Democratic
National Committee. Himself a participant in the conspiracy, Dean revealed to the world
the intricacies of wrongdoing at the highest reaches of the American Government.
http://209.85.165.104/search?q=cache:2NVwI_LXWboJ:groups.yahoo.com/group/cia-dru... 1/30/2008
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The initial crime took place on June 17, 1972, when agents of the Committee to Re-elect
the President (CREEP) broke into the offices of the Democratic National Committee at the
Watergate complex. Dean was called in by White House assistants John Ehrlichman and H.
R. Haldeman to coordinate the coverup. He leaked information from the Justice
Department to CREEP officials, synchronized denials and alibis, and arranged payment of
"hush money" to the arrested burglars. White House officials later tried to pass Dean off as
the "mastermind" behind the conspiracy, but Dean, in Blind Ambition, described his role
differently: "I was not the source of authority for the cover-up, yet I became the lynch pin."
By April, 1973, Dean had decided to extricate himself from the conspiracy. In exchange
for a promise of testimonial immunity from Special Prosecutor Archibald Cox, Dean
resigned his post as White House counsel and agreed to testify before the Senate Watergate
Committee. Dean’s testimony, broadcast on national television, began with a 245-page
account of the cover-up conspiracy, including his own and his colleagues’ involvement as
well as his conversations with the president. Although he was vociferously attacked by
White House personnel and members of the Senate investigating committee, Dean’s
credibility was eventually sustained by the White House tapes, which confirmed his story
detail for detail.
Only thirty-four when he resigned, Dean had had a career of swift success, taking him from
law school to the White House in just five years. Upon graduation from Georgetown
University in 1965, he quickly landed a job with Welch & Morgan, a firm specializing in
communications law. The job served more as an object lesson than as a boost to his career,
for he was fired after six months, charged with unethical conduct. Patrick Anderson
described the episode in the New York Times: "One of Dean’s first assignments had been to
do some legal work on a corporation that Welch had set up to begin a UHF television
station in St. Louis. Meanwhile, Dean had met Boyd Fellows, a ’television management
expert’ employed by the law firm who was interested in seeking a license tier his own UHF
station in St..Louis. Fellows’s group was formed, with Dean and his mother-in-law, Mrs.
Hennings_, among the backers." For reasons of propriety, Dean maintains, he had intended
to resign from Welch & Morgan but was dismissed before he could do so.
Dean next turned to politics. Beginning with a position as chief minority counsel to the
House Judiciary Committee, at $7, 800 a year, he moved quickly into a $25,000-a-year
position as associate director of the National Commission on the Reform of Federal Law.
In 1968 he worked with the group of lawyers who helped write Richard Nixon’s position
papers on crime (he had been pro-Nixon as early as 1960), and when Nixon’s law-andorder campaign succeeded, Dean was offered a job as assistant in the attorney general’s
office. Now working closely with John Mitchell, Dean became, as Anderson explained,
"the middleman in the complicated process of putting together new legislation."
The John Dean of the 1960’s has been described as a hardworking, ambitious man who
strove always to please his boss. According to Anderson, "he was known as a perfect staff
man, a man who always touched base, who always protected himself, who never, never
exceeded his authority." Louis B. Schwartz, professor of criminal law at the University of
Pennsylvania and staff director of the law-reform commission, called him "bright, smooth,
likable, very ambitious and very flexible. He adapts. He was so perceptive about the
legislative process that I urged him to write a book about it .... He knew exactly how a bill
could be hustled through and what the obstacles were. I’d be glad for John to come to our
law school and lecture on the legislative process."
http://209.85.165.104/search?q=cache:2NVwI_LXWboJ:groups.yahoo.com/group/cia-dru... 1/30/2008
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On the other hand, William McCulloch, a representative from Ohio who was Dean’s boss
on the Judiciary Committee, said of him: "He was an able young man, but he was in a hell
of a hurry." Some time between his job at the Justice Department and his job at the White
House, Dean’s marriage to Karla Hennings, daughter of Missouri Senator Tom Hennings,
came to an end; after a brief period as a Washington-style playboy, Dean met Maureen
Kane, a twenty-seven-year-old widow and insurance company employee. When they
married in 1972, Dean financed the honeymoon with a $4,850 "loan" from campaign
funds, again jeopardizing his reputation and calling his ethics into question.
In June, 1970, Dean was offered the job as counsel to the president at $42,500 a year.
Anderson described his duties: "He rarely saw the President. He worked out legal briefs to
support the Administration’s preordained positions on such things as executive privilege
and impoundment of funds." In Blind Ambition, Dean noted that he "became the White
House collecting point for anti-war intelligence reports, and .... funneled information
directly to the President during emergencies." Gradually winning the acceptance of
Ehrlichman and Haldeman, he eventually was involved in matters of increasing
significance.
With his intelligence-gathering experience at the Justice Department and knowledge of
wiretapping, Dean was naturally included in the original meeting to plan the Watergate
breaking and bugging. Then, as Garry Wills wrote in the Saturday Review, "he became the
center of the first, lower-level coverup before he knew exactly how much there was to be
covered up." In a review of Blind Ambitionfor the New York Times Book Review, J.
Anthony Lukacs wrote: "Dean was one of the sleaziest White House operatives, a
compulsively ambitious striver who pandered to his superiors’ worst impulses, largely
engineered the cover-up of their activities, turned informer just in time to plea bargain for
himself, got sprung from prison after serving only four months and then signed a contract
to write this book."
Dean was sentenced to prison by Judge John Sirica on August 2, 1974, having pleaded
guilty the previous October to conspiring to obstruct justice. While serving his sentence,
Dean testified at the trial of John Ehrlichman, H. R. Haldeman, John Mitchell, Robert
Mardian, and Kenneth Parkinson; all but Parkinson were convicted as key figures in the
Watergate conspiracy. Then, on January 8, 1975, Judge Sirica reduced Dean’s sentence to
time already served. Barred from practicing law, Dean embarked on a writing career. An
article he did for Rolling Stone magazine in October, 1976, resulted in the resignation of
Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz by revealing Butz’s penchant for ethnic humor.
Lukacs described Blind Ambition as "a lively chronicle of megalomania and deception,
spiced with intriguing new tidbits and surprisingly valuable insights." Written with the
assistance of Taylor Branch, a journalist, the book offers, in Garry Wills’s words, "a
lizard’s-eye view of the slime," candidly detailing Dean’s own guilt as well as the guilt of
his cohorts. In 1979, CBS broadcast "Blind Ambition," a four-part, eight-hour composite
of Dean’s book; his wife’s memoir, Mo: A Woman’s View of Watergate; and portions of the
White House tapes. For the rights to their books, the Deans were paid $100,000.

PERSONAL INFORMATION
Family: Born October 14, 1938, in .ado’on, Ohio; son of John Wesley (a businessman) and
Sara (Magill) Dean; married Karla Ann Hennings, February 4, 1962 (divorced, 1970);
http://209.85.165.104/search?q=cache:2NVwI_LXWboJ:groups.yahoo.com!group/cia-dru... 1/30/2008
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married Maureen Biner Kane, October 13, 1972; children: John Wesley IV. Education:
Attended Colgate University, 1957-59; College of Wooster, B.A., 1961; graduate study at
American University, 1961-62; Georgetown University, LL.B., 1965.

AWARDS
Mallory Medal; Constitutional Law award; Law Week award; American jurisprudence
prizes for excellence in administering law and for excellence in legislation.

CAREER
Admitted to the Bar of the District of Columbia and the Bar of Virginia, 1965, right to
practice law revoked by District of Columbia Court of Appeals, 1974; Hollabaugh &
Jacobs, Washington, D.C., law clerk, 1964; Welch & Morgan, Washington, D.C.,
associate, 1965; House of Representatives Judiciary Committee, Washington, D.C., chief
minority counsel, 1966-67; National Committee on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws,
Washington, D.C., associate director, 1967-69; Department of Justice, Washington, D.C.,
associate deputy attorney general, 1969-70; White House, Washington, D.C., counsel to
the president of the United States, 1970-73; imprisoned September 3, 1974, released
January 8, 1975; writer, 1975--.

WRITINGS BY THE AUTHOR:
¯ BlindAmbition: The White House Years, Simon & Schuster, 1976.
¯ Lost Honor, Stratford Press, 1982.

¯ The Direct and Cross-Examination of John Dean in U.S.v. Mitchell, Professional
Education Group, 1988.
Contributor to periodicals, including Rolling Stone; published an electronic book in
conjunction with Salon Magazine in which he reveals the identity of the person who he
believes is Deep Throat, the anonymous informant who helped spur the Watergate scandal
that led to the resignation of President Nixon.

FURTHER READINGS ABOUT THE AUTHOR:
PERIODICALS
Sat
Books: R. W. Apple, Jr., editor, Watergate Hearings: Break-in and Coverup, Viking,Aug 2, 2003
1973; James W. McCord, Jr., Piece of Tape." The Watergate Story, Fact and Fiction, 5:10 am
Washington Media Services, 1974; Maureen Dean and Hays Gorey, Mo: A Woman’s
View of Watergate, Simon & Schuster, 1975; John Dean, Blind Ambition." The White D Show
House Years, Simon & Schuster, 1976. Periodicals: Washington Post, April 19,
M~ss~g~
1973, May 20, 1979;
Info
¯ New Republic, July 7, 1973, June 22, 1974;
¯ New York Times, July 8, 1973, May 18, 1979;

Bob
<recbo@...>
muckblit
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¯ New Yorker, July 9, 1973;
¯ Time, July 9, 1973, July 29, 1974, August 11, 1975, October 25, 1976;
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¯ Newsweek, July 16, 1973, April 8, 1974, May 13, 1974, November 4, 1974, October
18, 1976, July 4, 1977, September 12, 1977;
¯ New York Times Book Review, October 31, 1976;
¯ New York Review of Books, November 25, 1976;
¯ Saturday Review, December 11, 1976;
¯ National Review, January 7, 1977; New Statesman, March 22, 1977;
¯ Broadcasting, November 28, 1977.*

John Wesley Dean, III
Also known as: John Wesley Dean

Birth: October 14, 1938 in Akron, Ohio, United States
Nationality: American
Occupation: Presidential aide, Lawyer
Source: World of Criminal Justice. 2 vols. Gale Group, 2002.
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Source Citation

BIOGRAPHICAL ESSAY
John Dean was born on October 14, 1938, in Akron, Ohio. He attended Staunton Military
Academy and graduated from the Georgetown University Law School in 1965. In June
1970, Dean was appointed counsel to President Nixon. Of the key Watergate figures, John
Dean was among those most responsible for bringing about the president’s downfall, and
he is attributed with one of the most enduring quotes from the Watergate saga.
The Watergate scandal was triggered by the burglary of Democratic National Committee
Headquarters at the Watergate Hotel in Washington, D.C. by individuals connected to the
White House. Subsequent White House attempts to cover up the break-in and other illegal
activities were revealed in congressional and law enforcement investigations whose scope
was defined by Senator Howard Baker before a federal congressional committee in June
1973: "What did the president know and when did he know it?" Key to answering those
http://2~9.85.~65.~~4/search?q=cache:2NVwI~LXWb~J:gr~ups.yah~~.c~m/gr~up/cia-dru... 1/30/2008
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questions was John Dean, who decided to cooperate with investigators and testify before
Congress.
Dean had been intimately involved with covert and illegal activities from the beginning.
According to testimony by Jeb Stuart Magruder who had been the deputy campaign
manager for the Committee for Re-election of the President (CREEP), Dean and others had
discussed various plans regarding the Watergate burglary with John Mitchell, who headed
CREEP. Dean then assumed a central role in initial attempts to cover up the burglary. In a
July 20, 1972 conversation with Nixon, chief-of-staff H.R. Haldeman said that "Dean is
watching it on an almost full-time basis and reporting to me and [assistant for deputy
affairs John Ehrlichman] ... There’s no one else in the White House that has any knowledge
of what’s going on there at all." Dean attempted to involve the Central Intelligence Agency
in the cover-up and was involved in pay-offs to the Watergate burglars for their silence.
But Dean became disturbed by the cover-up and, in a pivotal conversation on March 21,
1973, he told the president everything he knew about the cover-up which, Dean said, was
"a cancer within the presidency."
On April 23, 1973, as the scandal was beginning to break, three key White House staffers
resigned and Dean was fired. He testified before the Senate Select Committee on
Presidential Activities in June, and although his testimony was detailed and potentially
damaging, there was initially no corroboration for it. That changed dramatically when
another presidential aide revealed in July that White House telephone calls and
conversations had been taped since 1971. Nixon’s refusal to comply with subpoenas for the
tapes prompted a struggle of epic constitutional proportions between the executive and
congressional branches, but the tapes were eventually surrendered, and their contents
proved so damaging that the president ultimately resigned on August 14, 1974. Dean was
sentenced to one to four years for conspiracy to obstruct justice, but served only four
months. Dean wrote the book Blind Ambition about the Watergate affair. Later, he was an
investment banker and business executive.

SOURCE CITATION
"John Wesley Dean, III." World of Criminal Justice. 2 vols. Gale Group, 2002.

SOURCE CITATION
Contemporary Authors Online, Gale, 2003. Reproduced in Biography Resource Center.
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=HO00502
Senate Years of Service: 1951-1960
Party: Democrat

HENNINGS, Thomas Carey, Jr, .a Representative and a
Senator from Missouri; born in St. Louis, Mo., June 25, 1903;
attended the public schools; graduated from Cornell University, Ithaca, N.Y., in 1924 and
from the law department of Washington University, St. Louis, Mo., in 1926; admitted to
http://209.85.165.104/search?q=cache:2NVwI_LXWboJ:groups.yahoo.com/group/cia-dru... 1/30/2008
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the bar in 1926 and commenced practice in St. Louis; served as assistant circuit attorney
for St. Louis 1929-1934; served as a colonel on the Governor’s staff 1932-1936; lecturer
on criminal jurisprudence at the Benton College of Law, St. Louis, Mo., 1934-1938;
elected as a Democrat to the Seventy-fourth, Seventy-fifth, and Seventy-sixth Congresses
and served from January 3, 1935, until his resignation on December 31, 1940, to become a
candidate for circuit attorney of St. Louis; circuit attorney for the city of St. Louis 19411944; served as a lieutenant commander in the United States Naval Reserve during Second
World War 1941-1943; resumed the practice of law; elected as a Democrat to the United
States Senate in 1950, reelected in 1956, and served from January 3,1951, until his death
in Washington, D.C., September 13, 1960; chairman, Committee on Rules and
Administration (Eighty-fifth and Eighty-sixth Congresses); interment in Arlington National
Cemetery, Fort Myer, Va.

Bibliography
Kemper, Donald. Decade of Fear: Senator Hennings and Civil Liberties. Columbia:
University of Missouri Press, 1965; United States Congress. Memorial Services. 86th
Cong., 2nd sess., 1960. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1961.
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Staunton Military Academy was founded in the year in 1860, by William Hartman
Kable (1837-1912) at Charles Town, Jefferson County, Virginia (now West
Virginia). Shortly after the school was founded, the war between the states broke
out and William H. Kable joined the Confederate Army, fought throughout the war
with the rank of Captain, had a distinguished military career, and was a gallant
Confederate soldier. After the war, Captain Kable re-established his school at its
original location, and conducted it most successfully at that location, until he
determined to remove it to Staunton, Virginia, where it had a more desirable
location and more advantageous surroundings. The school was removed to
Staunton in the year 1884, at which time its present site was acquired by Captain
Kable.
After the death of Colonel William G. Kable in 1920, Colonel Thomas H. Russell,
formerly head of the Academic Department, became Superintendent, which
position he occupied until his death in 1933.
Succeeding Colonel Russell as Superintendent, were successively:
Mr. Robert T. Hall (April 1934- April 1935)
Colonel Emory J. Middour (June 1935 - March 1941)
Colonel Warner McCabe (March 1941 - May 1943).
At the present time, Brigadier General Earl McFarland, United States Army,
Retired, is Superintendent. He was elected to this office in 1943, and under his
able and efficient management, the Academy continues its advancement along all
http://209.85.165.104/search?q=cache:2NVwI_LXWboJ:groups.yahoo.com!group/cia-dru... 1/30/2008
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lines.
http://sma-alumni.org/history4.htm

SMA School History
The following article was written by Jay Mathews, a Staff Writer for the Washington Post, and
published in a January 1975 edition.

Staunton Military Academy (SMA)
To Be Sold at Auction in July
Staunton Military Academy, supposedly saved from extinction last month, is now
scheduled to be sold at auction on July 11.
Layne E. Leoffler, the real estate magnate who bought the 108-year-old academy
in 1971, said the heirs of the school’s founder, Capt. William H. Kable, insisted on
a mortgage foreclosure when it took him six months to come up with $22,000 of an
overdue mortgage payment.
Leoffler bought the school, whose graduates include both Barry Goldwater Sr, and
Jr., and John W. Dean III, for more than $1 million. Unless Leoffler can pay
$490,000 remaining on the mortgage by the auction date, the school will be sold,
Page M. Kable, one of the mortgage holders, said yesterday.
Mrs. Kable, whose late husband was the grandson of Confederate Army Capt.
William H. Kable, said she "had no idea who will bid on the property. I can’t really
speculate on whether the school will survive or not."
Leoffler said yesterday that he was still trying to persuade the Kable heirs to
accept the final $22,000 payment, borrowed from one of his relatives, so the
school can survive. He raised $1 million earlier this year, to pay off the school’s
operating debts, but said yesterday he could not find another $490,000 to pay off
the rest of the mortgage.
"The saddest part of this whole thing is I could have gotten them the $22,000 if
they had let us work this out," Leoffler said.
The staff of the school, once the largest private school in the South, has been
frantically calling parents of cadets for a month, encouraging them to re-enroll their
sons so the school can meet its enrollment goal of 250.
The school’s enrollment dipped from a high of 654 in the 1960’s to 243 this year.
With bleak economic prospects and without a wealthy, interested owner like
Leoffler, the school will probably close if it is sold, school officials said.
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October 12, 1974
Thejury was selected. Neal spent the day watching a University of
Tennessee footb~all game and then guided me through a dress rehearsal
ot~ .my testimony. He had trouble concentrating. He was upset. Leon
Jaworski had unexpectedly resigned.
Several members of the staff watched the evening news in Jim’s
ofliee. When it was reported that President Ford would take an active
role .in the selection of a new Special Prosecutor, Jim hit the roof.
¯ ~’Dammit!" he roared. "That really burns my ass. I don’t know why
the hell Leon couldn’t have told me what he was going to do! He
begged me to come back and handle this case, and now he’s walking
out on me. Shit, I’ve got enough to worry about without Ford putting
some bastard in over me who might luck up my case!"
Itl~d never seen him as angry or depressed. The staff lawyers kept
theirdistance.
Octaber 16, 1974
"You’re on next, John,’.’ whispered Judge Sirica’s bailiff. "Uh; excuse
me. I mean Mr. Dean."
As I entered the packed courtroom I spotted Mo, who had agreed
to come for the first day. I winked at her, and walked to the .witness
box where I was sworn in. While Neal gathered his papers and walked
to the lectern I watched the five defendants. None
at me, and I felt I had won the first round.
"Mr: Dean, are you acquainted with Mr. John N. Mitchell7
intoned.
"Yes, sir, I am."
"Would you, for the benefit of the court and the ladies and
men of the jury, identify Mr. Mitchell for the record?"
"Yes, s~r. He is--’
Before I could identify Mitchell, his lawyer,
lumped up and stipulated that I knew him. I
worried about how I might describe the John Mitchell I
over his table in the back corner of the defendants’
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expressionless face gazed up at me as if I were a total stranger. At
least he was looking, I thought. He had avoided my eyes at the Veseo
trial. I still felt sorry for him. He and I both knew he was. guilty, and
I figured he was rolling the dice again as he had done in the Liddy
plan, but they were still loaded against him.
"Do you know, Mr. Dean, the defendant H. R~ Haldeman?"
"Yes, I do."
"Would you identify him for the record,p~ease." 9,,
"Mr. Haldeman is sitting right over there with the brown suit on."
Bob turned from a stack of papers he was busy underlining with multi:
colored pens and faced me. He looked .much less severe since he: had
let his hair grow stylishly longer. "Trial cosmetics," the prosecutors had
joked. Bob and I .exchanged our first glances since I had left theWhite
House, He no longer struck fear in me, nor guilt. Jail and time had
healed m~st Of my squealer emotions. I was riveted on .the fact that :Bob
had called me a liar under oath, and that he was about to do so again.
Don’t waste that innocent look on me, Haldeman, I thought, YOu and
I know better, My stage fright lessened as Jim led me through a description of Bob’s duties at the White House.
"Now, do you knOw the defendant Mr. John D. Ehrlichman?"
"Yes, sir, I do?’
"Would you identify Mri Ehrlichman for the record, please?
"Mr. Ehrlichman is there in the blue suit, .with glasses on." He was
at the table closest to me and the jury, making notes. H~ didn’t
~, I wondered if he could make it through the.v~ole
with his armor intact. I thought of Liddy, of myself and .of ithe
and I decided he could never stay unruffled all the ~ay
Iidentified Bob Mardian, mentioning the color of his fiei .he
his glasses to face the jury and looked quickly d6~ at
sure I was right. The same old hyperanimated
but vain and defiant. He was paying for his brief
the early days of~the cover-up-~a corporal in the dock with
the last defendant, seemed completely out of ~!ace,
men who had played much larerg roles in
and who were absent. He had never met Halde~.6~
before his indictment. I harbored some suspicion thatthe
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prosecutors had included him as "mercy bait." An acquittal of Parkinson would lend an air of even-handedness to the trial.
"Well, how did it feel in there?" Jim was cheerful enough.."You
got your sea le~s yet?" The postmortems were pleasant, even though
most of my time on the stand had been spent listening to legal
haggles over the admissibility of my testimony,
"I thought it went okay, but only a few of the jurors looked at me.
They’re a shy bunch so far, but it’s hard to tell about them."
"You did fine, John. Don’t worry about the jury. We’ll get their
attention tomorrow when you get mean, Just stay comfortable."
’Tm getting there, but there is one thing. You went ~ff the witness
sheet several times in there and threw those doltar figuresabout ~the
hush money at me. I couldn’t answer those because I’m not ready to
go on the box with them. I thought we had ruled those out,"
"Oh, hell, I know that," Neal said _sheepishly,~ "That’s ~why I’m
throwing you some curves. I want the jury to watch you struggle and
then refuse, to answer things you’re not sure of--it makes you look
good. Besides, I can slip the dollar amounts in with questions. You
still don’t understand how we prosecutors work. You just keep going;"
Mo arrived at the prosecutors’ office for a brief visit. I wanted to
talk about the growing distance between us. She didn’t.
"How is it, testifying?" she asked.
"Not as bad as I expected. I don’t even miss the crutch of a few
Scotch, and-waters to sleep the night before. I was nervous at fi~t, but
it went away quickly. You know the anticipation is
the real thing."
~.
"I sat beside Jo Haldeman and her daughter in the
day," Mo said. "She’s taking notes like mad."
"That’s interesting. Bob is-taking notes also. The
probably sharing one copy of the
Haldeman’s note-taking will give him his own transcript, He~s
damn machine, isn’t he?"
"I know, I saw him taking them, too," Mo noted. "He
at me while you were testifying and started staring
at me, and I just stared back. Finally ]
gleefully, which made me chuckle, too.
"You going to come to court tomorrow?"
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"I don’t know. I really don’t like this very much. It’s kind of boring,
and I feel sorry for all those defendants. I think Mitchell looks pathetic, and Ken Parkinson looks lost. If you don’t mind I’d really rather
not come tomorrow."
"Sure, I understand." She’s escaping, I thought. I couldn’t blame
her. "I’ll call you after court from Holabird and tell you what happened. You may. want to come toward the end of the week, because
they’re going to start playing some of the tapes."
"I’d like to hear them," she said. When she did she was shocked.
She told me we sounded like a bunch of Mafia gangsters.
October 17, 1974
Neal led ~me through an account of the taped conversation between
played~..ithe tape for him--it was the t, ape he’d listened to at the
Metro~61itan Ciub but said he couldn t remember what was on it,
and that, M anycaSe, he hadn’t done anything about it. Both Haldeman
and Ehrlichman had said they didn’t remember that,I had played the
tape for them at Camp David. They couldn’t afford to---the tape destroyed their defense that they had authorized payments for humanitarian
only. Mitchell admitted there might be something
the payments, but he swore he had nothing to do with
perennial factions were still at war.
I spelled .out every admissible detail I could remember. It was a
point in my testimony; either I or the three of them
1 looked at Haldeman and Ehrlichman as I described the
g. Haldeman listened impassively. Ehrlichman
squinted his eyes into a hate-filled look. ~f stares could
’ would have ended abruptly. He was trying to unsetI found I was able to look right back at him.
working especially hard to bait Judge Sirica into
two men had been friends and colleagues for decSirica finally had enough. He put his old friend in his place
The air crackled with hostility, and soon Sidca called the
bench for a conference.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

October 19, 1973

The following information was filed in U.S.
District Court, Washington, D.C., today:

JOHN W. DEAN III
AGE :
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(D.O.B., October 14, 1938)

ADDRESS:

Alexandria, Vir$.in.ia

CHARGE :

Violation of Title 18; U.S.C., Section 371.
Conspiracy to Obstruct Justice and Defraud
the United States of America. One count.

PENALTY:

Violation of Title 18, U.S.C., Section 371
carries a maximum penalty of five years imprisonment or a fine of $i0,000, or both.

A copy of the information and Title 18, U.S.
C., Section 371, are attached to this fact
~heet.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

UNITED STATES OF ~,IERICA
V.
JOHN W. DEAN, III,
Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Criminal No.
Violation of 18 U.S.C.
§ 371 (Conspiracy to
Obstruct Justice and
Defraud the United
States of America)

The above named defendant, who is accused of
violating Title 18, United States Code, Section 371
(Conspiracy to Obstruct Justice and Defraud the United
States of America), being advised of-the nature of the
charge andof his rights, hereby waives in open court
prosecution by indictment and consents that the proceeding may be by information instead of by indictment.

Defendant

Witness

Counsel for Defendant

Dated:

DECLASSI~I~J
Authority

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

UNITED STATES OF ~4ERICA
V.
JOHN W. DEAN, II!,
Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Criminal No.

Violation of 18 U.S.C.
§ 371 (Conspiracy to
Obstruct Justice and
Defraud the United
States of America)

INFOP~L~T iON
The United States of America, by its Attorney, the
Special Prosecutor, Watergate Special Prosecution Force, ........
charges
i. At all times material herein, JOHN W. DEAN, III,
the DEFENDANT, was Counsel to the President of the United
States.
2. At all times material herein, the United States
Attorney’s Office for the District of Columbia and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation were parts of the Department of Justice, an agency of the United States, an~
the Central Intelligence Agency was~an agency of the United
States.
3. On or about June 5, 1972, a Grand Jury of the
United States District Court for the District of Columbia
was duly empane!~ed and sworn. Beginning on or about
June 23, 1972, and at al! times material herein, the said
Grand Jury was conducting an investigation in conjunction
with the United States Attorney’s Office for the District
of Columbia and the Federal Bureau of Investigation to
determine whether violations of 18 U.S.C. 371, 2511 and
22 D.C. Code 1801(b), and of other statutes of the United

DECLASSIFIED
Authority
B~ NARA Date

States and of the District of Coltuabia, had been
co~mitted in the District of Columbia and elsewhere,
and to identify the individual or individuals who had
committed, caused the commission of, or conspired to
com,mit such violations.
4o On September 15, 1972, in connection with the
said investigation, the said Grand Jury returned an
indictment in Criminal Case No. 1827-72 in the United
States District Court for the District of Coiumbia~
5. From on or about June 17, 1.972 up to and
including March 29, 1973, in the District of Columbia
and elsewhere, JOHN W. DEAN, III, the DEFENDANT, unlawfully, willfully and knowingly did combine, con
spire, confederate and agree with co-conspirators
unnamed herein to commit offenses ag&inst the United
States, to wit, violations of Title 18, United States
Code, Section 1503, and t~ defraud the United States
and Agencies and Departments thereof, to wit, the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI) and the Depa~rtment of Justice,
by interfering with and obstructing their lawful governmental functions by deceit and dishonest means.
6. It was a part of the conspiracy that the coconspirators and defendant would corruptly influen~,
obstruct and impede, and corruptly endeavor to influence,
obstruct and impede, the due administration of justice
in connection with the investigation referred to in
paragraph three (3) above and in connection with the

DECLASSI~i]~ .......
"e"~} NARA Date

~i

- 3 -

trial of Criminal Case No. 1827-72 in the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia
by the following means, among others: (a) influencing
witnesses to give false, deceptive and misleading state.ments and testimony concerning matters relevant to the
investigation and the tria!; (b) concealing and destroying evidence relevant to matters which were the sub- -"
ject of the investigation and the trial; and (c) giving
false, deceptive and misleading statements and testimony concerning matters relevant to the investigation
and the trial.
7o It was further a part of the conspiracy that
the co-conspirators and defendant would covertly raise,
acquire, transmit, distribute and pay cash.funds for
the benefit of the individuals named in the indictment
in Criminal Case NOo 1827-72 in the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia, both
prior to and subsequent to the return of the indictment
on September 15, 1972, for the purpose of concealing
and causing to be concealed the identities of others
!

who were responsible for, participated in, or had
knowledge of the activities which were the subject of
the investigation and trial, and for the purpose of concealing and causing to be Concealed the scope of these
and related activities.
8. It was further a part of the conspiracy that
the co-conspirators and defendant would mahe and Cause
to be made offers of leniency, executive clemency, and
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other benefits to certain of the individuals named
in the indictment in Criminal Case No. 1827-72 in the
United States District Court for the District of
Columbia for the purpose of concealing and causing to
be concealed the identities of others ~gho were re-

sponsible for, participated in, or had knowledge of
the activities which were the subject of the investigation and trial, and for the purpose of concealing
andcausing to be concealed the scope of these and .... ~ ~
related activities.
9~ It was further a part. of the conspiracy that
the.co-conspirators and defendant would in~erfere with
and obstruct the lawful governmenta! functions of the
CIA by attempting, by deceit, and dishonest mean~, to
use the CIA to obstruct the investigation referred to
in paragraph three (3) abov~ and to provide covert
financial assistance to persons who were subjects of
the investigation.
i0. It was further a part of the conspiracy that
the co-conspirators and defendant would interfere with
and obstruct the lawful goverP_raental functions of the
FBI and the Department of Justice by obtaining and
attempting to obtain from the FBI and the Department
of. Justice, by deceit and dishonest means, information

concerning the investigation referred to in paragraph
three (3) above for the purpose of hindering, impeding,
obstructing and delaying the said investigation.
ii. In furtherance of, and in order to effectuate
the objects of the con~piracy~ the co-conspirators and
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defendant did perform and did cause to be performed
the following overt acts, among others, in the District of Columbia:
OVERT ACTS
i. On or about June 19, 1972, JOHN W. DEAN, III
directed Go Gordon Liddy to tell E. Howard Hunt

leave the United States.
2o On or about June 27, 1972, JOHN W. DEAN,

asked General Vernon A. Walters, Deputy Director bf ............ = the CIA, whether the CIA could use covert funds to
pay the bail and salaries of those involved in the
break-in at the Watergate Office Complex.

3o On or about June 29, 1973, JOHN W. DEAN,
requested Herbert W. Kalmbach to raise cash funds with
which to make covert payments to and for the benefit
of those involved in the break-in at theWatergate
Office Complex.

..

4o In or about July and October, 1972, JOHN W.
DEAN, II! requested L. Patrick Gray, Acting Director
of the FBI, to provide him with reports of information
obtained during the FBI investigation.
5. On or before August 15, 1972, JOHN W. DEAN,
Ill met with Jeb Stuart Magruder for the purpose-_of
assisting Magruder in preparing false, deceptive and
misleading testimony in anticipation of Magruder’s
appearance before the Grand Jury.
6o On or about January 9, 1973, JOHN W. DEAN,

DECLASSI~’II~JJ .......
Authority *~"0/9 ~_~-~"

Ill requested John C. Caulfield to deliver an offer
of executive clemency to James McCord, one of the
defendants in criminal Case No. 1827-72 in the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia.
(In violation of Title 18~ United States Code,
Section 371.)

...

ARCHIBALD COX .........
:
Special Prosecutor
Watergate Special Prosecution Force

DECLASSI~I~6 ........

B~ NARA Date ~/~
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The Honorable ~[ohn I. Sirica
United States District :Judge
United States Court House
Constitution Avenue and
John Marshall Place
Washington, D. C.
RE" United States v. John W. Dean, III
Criminal CaseNo. 886-73
Dear Judge Sirica:
"In an effort to facilitate a fair sentencing of my client, shorten but not waive
his right of elocution and my statement in his behalf and bring to your attention some
facts which mioht otherwise escaoe your notJ.ce: b~t which in r~lr j~.w]gm~ht ~r~ mo,~t
pertinent to your consideration in exercising the sentencing discretion, both as to type
and length which the Legislature has reposed in you, I am taking the liberty of forwarding this letter to the Court with copies to the Special Prosecutor and Mr. Edward G.
Docekal, the United States Probation Officer assigned to the case.
I. Dean’s Cooperation with the Government.
I understand you have also received several letters in my client’s behalf among
others including:

(1) a letter from The Honorable Sere J. Ervin, 7r., the
Chairman of the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign
Activities, before whom my client extensively testified from June 24
through June 29, 1973 concerning his involvement and that of others
in the Watergate cover-up in which the Senator poignantly stated:
"I wish to state fhat he cooperated completely with
the Senate Select Committee in its effort to ascertain the truth in respect to the matters it was authorized by Senate Resolution No. 60 to investigate.
Moreover, I tink it is note’worthy that he did not
know at the time he testified before the Committee

The Honorable John J. Sirica
July 28, 1974
Page Two
that conversations the President had with his aides
and other persons had been taped before the Spring
of 1971.
In my judgment, the te.stimony which he gave before
the Senate Select Committee has been corroborated
in all significant respects by the taped recordings
made available to the House Committee on the Judiciary.
Noteworthy in this respect is the tape recording of his
conversations with the President and Mr. H. R. Haldeman
on March 21, 1973.
I might add in this connection that the testimony he gave
before the Senate Select Committee was corroborated in
its main aspects by virtually all of the testimony received
by the Senate Select Committee from other sources."
(2) a letter from the Special Prosecutor dated July 25, 1974 and
addressed to the Court which incorporates by reference the content of his
more lengthy letter dated July 15, 1974 to the United States Probation Officer
.......... ~ ,,,~ ~,~,,~ o involvement in the WaEerua~ uov~r-up and the nature
and extent of my client’s cooperation with the Government, the Special
Prosecutor stating in the former:
"We therefore wish to advise the Court that, insofar
as we are able to determine, Mr. Dean has cooperated
fully and unhesitatingly with this Office in the matters
within our jurisdiction."
(3) a letter from the Executive Assistant United States Attorney
for the Southern District of New York, who was co-counsel in charge of the
Government’s prosecution of United States v~ Mitchell; et al., 73 Cr. 439,
the so-called Vesco case prosecuted in that District outlining the history of
my client’s cooperation with that Office on a no immunity basis, in which he
states:
"I believe Mr. Dean himself best described his attitude
in connection with our investigation, when he said to
his lawyer in our presence on April 30 (before he had
knowledge that the President had fired him later that
day) that he desired to tell us the entire story and to
’let the chips fall where they may’ * * *

The Honorable John J. Sirica
July 28, 1974
Page Three
From the day of his first appearance in our office up
to and including his testifying at the trial, I firmly
believe that Mr. Dean was absolutely truthful and
totally cooperative with the Government. I also believe it is important to note that Mr. Dean did not
shade his testimony to either favor the Government
or the Defendants. From the outset it was clear that
Mr. Dean had decided that whatever the consequences,
he had determined that his only course was complete
candor. * * *

Over the course of the past year, I have had an opportunity to observe him as an individual and I am convinced beyond any doubt whatsoever that he realizes
his mistakes and his guilt in connection with the Watergate affair. What distinguishes Dean from many
individuals involved in the Vesco investigation as
well as in other complicated white collar crimes, is
whatever Mr. Dean did in the past, he had clearly
resolved to testify (without immunity) fully and truthfully before our Grand Jury."
(Emphasis added).
The cooperation described in these letters does not begin to outline its extent.
Virtually some day of every week, and many days of most of the weeks since April 30,
1973 to the present have been devoted by my client to the Government, either in preparation for or appearances before Grand Juries, Committees of both Houses of Congress
(most recently the House Judiciary Committee), the Special Prosecutor’s office, and
interviewes by various governmental agencies of the Department of Justice and Treasury,
such as the F.B.I. and the Secret Service.
We think it important to pinpoint for the Court the beginning of my client’s decision to end his participation in the Watergate cover-up and to show it pre-dated and
not in reaction to any rumblings that Mr. McCord, Mr. Magruder or any of the others
involved might embark upon a similar course. All of the evidence now at hand conclusively discloses that in response both to his conscience and this Court’s desire to get
to the bottom of the obstruction then apparent to the cognoscenti, my client decided as
early as February 29, 1973 (as will be indicated when the tape of his conversation with
the President of that date becomes available) to try to end the cover-up and avoid
further criminal conduct by others and to terminate his participation in the conspiracy
to obstruct justice. We think the Court will recognize this from a number of factors,
the evidence of which is presently available:’

(
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(1) In a telephone conversation on the evening of
March 20, 1973, we find my client attempting to inform the President of the implications of the then White House strategy of giving
the appearance of being "willing to cooperate" and making a
"complete statement", but "making it very incomplete" (Cf. the
President’s remarks, P 168, Presidential Submission April 30,
1974) when Mr. Dean stated:
"I think that one thing that we have to continue
to do, and particularly right now, is to examine
the broadest, broadest implications of this whole
thing, and, you know, maybe about 30 minutes
of just my recitation to you of facts so that you can
operate from the same facts that everybody else has."
P 163, Pr&sidential Submission, April 30, 1974.
(2) On the day following, during the much publicized Oval
Office conference among the President, H. R. Haldem~n and Mr. Dean,
we find my client was the first of those on the President’s staff to recognize the events for whaL they w~e -- viz an obstruction -- and to candldl~
Inform the President of the White House’s involvement and to advise the
President to let the truth be known and accept the consequences, even
though that would mean punishment for the offenders, including himself.
At an early stage of the meeting, we find Mr. Dean saying:
"I think, I think that, uh, there’s no doubt about the
seriousness of the problem we’re, we’ve got. We have
a cancer -- within -- close to the Presidency, that’s
growing. It’s growing daily. It’s compounding, it
grows geometrically now, because it compounds itself.
Uh, that’ll be clear as I explain, you know, some of the
details, uh, of why it is, and it basically is because
(1) we’re being blackmailed; (2) uh, people are going
to start perjuring themself very quickly - that have not
had to perjure themselves to protect other people and
the like. And that is just -- and there is no assurance
¯ . . (t) hat that won’t bust."
House ludiciary Transcript, P 81.
Later in the same meeting as part of a discussion of the Hunt
money demand, Dean assessed the situation in the following terms:

The Honorable John J. Sirlca
July 28, 1974
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"The most troublesome post - thing, uh, because
(i) Bob is involved in that: John (Ehrlichman) is
involved in that; I am involved in that; Mitchell
is involved in that. And that’s an obstruction of
jastice."
Idem P 90.

After recognizing the Prosecutors might find:

". . a criminal case against a Haldeman, a Dean,
a Mitchell, an Ehrlichman . . ."
Idem P 100.
my client suggested that those in possession of the evidentiary facts
come forward, some under a grant of immunity and some, himself
included, not given immunity.

"One way to do it (make a d~.~c].osure) is for you to
in , tell the Attorney General that you finally,
you know, really this is the first time you are getting
all the pieces together.

"Ask for another Grand Jury. The.way it should be
done, though, is a way that for example, I think that
we could avoid, uh, criminal liability for countless
people and the ones that did get it, it could be minimal."
Idem P 102.
In describing the details of this plan to the President, we find
the following exchange:
"President: How?
Dean: Well, I think by just thinking it all through
first as to how, you know, some people could be
granted immunity, uh --

The Honorable John J. Sirica
July 28, 1974
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President: Like Magruder ?

Dean: Yeah. To come forward. Uh, but some people
are going to have to go to jail. That’s the long and
short of it, also.
President: Who? Let’s talk about that.
Dean: All right. Uh, I think I could, for one.
President: You go to jail?
Dean: That’s right. "
Idem P 102.
My client then summed up his purpose in coming to the
President on March 21, 1973, before anything broke,.when he told the
President:
"But what I am coming to you to day with is: I
don’t have a plan of how to solve it right now, but
I think it’s at the juncture that we should begin to
think in terms of, how to cut the losses; how to
minimize the further growth of this thing rather
than further compound it . . . "
Idem P 105.

The President, however, rejected the whole idea, when he

said:
"Suppose the worst -- that Bob is indicted and
Ehrlichman is indicted. And I must say, maybe
we just better then try to tough it through. You
get my point.

If, if, if for example, our -- say, well, let’s cut
our losses and you say we’re going to go down the
road, see if we can cut our losses, and no more
blackmail and all the rest, and the thing blows and
they indict Bob and the rest. Jesus, you’d never
recover from that, John."

Idem P 106.

The Honorable John J. Sirica
July 28, 1974
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(3) On June 4, 1973, shortly before Mr. Dean’s testimonial
appearance before the Senate’s Ervin Committee, the President in a
discussion with his Press Secretary (the tape recording of which has
since been made public by the House Judiciary Committee) acknowledged
Dean’s effort to terminate the conspiracy to obstruct justice by covering
upthe Watergate affair when he said:
"I should have reacted before the twenty-first
of March, actually. Dean shouldn’t have had to
come in to me with his ’cancer in the heart of the
¯ Presidency’ which to his credit he did.

He did. Haldeman didn’t tell me that. Ehrlichman
didn’t tell me that."
Washington Post, P 10, July 21, 1974.

A!so, on the_~c~re_ ,,~_ ,~~’~_~.~_._..~.., *h~. v Court .~.~ ............... ~, .... ~ ...... ,~
my cl!ent entered a guilty plea, and the circumstances under which he did so.
Initially, the Court might think that in view of his use-immunized Senate testimony and the Government’s Court sealing of its so-called independent case against my
client, Mr. Dean had little or no other choice. However, the facts are otherwise for
the following reasons:
(1) If required to do so, it is my information and belief
that the Special Prosecutor would have to admit that as early as
during the days of Archibald Cox’s tenure that office realized it
could only prosecute Mr. Dean in the very narrow area of Paragraph 8
of the captioned information charging:
"... (the) Defendant would make and cause to
be made offers of leniency, executive clemency,
and other benefits to certain individuals named in
the indictment in Criminal Case No. 1827-72 (Mr.
McCord) . . for the purpose of concealing and
causing to be concealed the identities of others
who were responsible for, participated in, or had
knowledge of the activities which were the subject
of the investigation and trial, and for the purpose
of concealing and causing to be concealed the scope
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of these and related activities."
and that the staff of that office was not at all certain of the success of
its narrow prosecution of my client, because
(2) the possible tracing of its so-called independent
Court-sealed evidence to approximately five (5) meetings between my
client, his counsel and representatives of the United States Attorneys
Office (Messrs. Silbert, Glanzer and Campbell) who were then in charge
of the prosecution. These meetings took place on an admittedly off-therecord basis and consisted of a de-briefing of my client during which
he outlined the full ramifications of the Watergate cover-up. The explicit
arrangement was that whatever he told the Government on those occasions
would not be used against him if he was to be ultimately prosecuted. The
implicit legal effect of this arrangement was that the Government would
have to establish the independence of its evidence against my client and
show that the Government did not derive it through the evidence Mr. Dean
¯ outlined in these meetings. Had a trial upon a not guilty plea gone forward, a Motion to Suppress would have been filed and the outcome, at
best for the Government, would, in any objective view, have been problematical.
(3) Notwithstanding the factors mentioned in (1) and (2),
supra, my client forwent this substantial chance of escaping conviction,
for the salutory reasons he enunciated to the Court at the time he entered
his plea viz, that it would have been a public anamoly if he escaped conviction on a technicality, particularly after his Senate testimony, and such
a course would have been at variance with the course upon which he had
early determined of testifying truthfully and letting the chips fall where they
may.
Perhaps a word or two ought to be stated here about our widely publicized
effort to obtain immunity which effort has been on occasion widely used by the media
and others to discredit my client’s testimony.

When Mr. Dean first sought counsel of me and after he extensively outlined
what he knew, it is fair to state, and if necessary I will affirm the fact by affidavit, his
purpose was to tell what he knew to the United States Attorney in an effort to end.the
Watergate cover-up conspiracy. I, however, as his counsel with some prosecutorial
experience, suggested the prospect of immunity which I thought he should have, being
convinced he was more valuable as a necessary witness than as a defendant and, therefore, was the one who unsuccessfully ernbarl~ed upon the quest for immunity. We inform the Court of these facts so that it might not be deceived by the public barrage then
in the press which was generated by that effort.
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As is demonstrated by the evidence we have quoted above, from as early as
March 20, 1973, my client has been prepared to stand up and account for his conduct
and has not sought to shield himself for his own criminal liability at the expense of
others. What was legitimately done in his behalf by his counsel to obtain immunity
would, I am sure, have been done and perhaps more ably, by any lawyer worth his
salt employed to look after his legal interest.
Finally, with respect to my client’s cooperation as a sentencing factor, it is
by way of public example as important, if not more so, that this Court publicly show
it has taken into account the proven fact that my client attempted in the ways he reasonably could, to end the cover-up conspiracy to obstruct justice before anyone else did
and before it had additional effect upon the renewed investigations which followed
the convictions before this Court of those involved in the Watergate break-in, as it is
to impose a public sanction for my client’s conviction by his own plea upon the charge
for which the Court will sentence him. More, in our judgment will be done to promote
the future administration of justice by this Court’s showing leniency for the mitigating
factors hereinabove outlined than by a retributive jail sentence. We think the latter
course would only serve to discourage others in the future similarly situated from
withdrawing from and exposing their criminal conduct to competent authorities. This
lasting general effect which we believe the Court should seek to achieve we respect-

fu!].y s~,brnit c~n only he accomplished by the Court’s suspension of the execution of
all or, at a minimum, the very greatest part of such jail sentence as is by the legislature authorized, together with the Court’s public statement as to the reasons for
the sentence it will impose.
II. Extent of Dean’s Involvement in Watergate.

The extent of my client’s involvement is readily ascertainable to the Court from
two (2) principal sources: (1) the Special Prosecutor’s information charging the conspiracy to which he has entered his guilty plea and which, in accordance with the practice of that office, outlines the full parameters of the evidence available against him;
and (2) the Special Prosecutor’s letter dated July 15, 1974 to the United States Probation
Officer for inclusion in Mr. Dean’s Form 792 Report in which, according to the Special
Prosecutor’s letter to the Court dated July 25, 1974, he has:

" . . set forth in considerable detail the view
of this office of Mr. Dean’s involvement in the
’Watergate cover’up’."
While we have not seen the Special Prosecutor’s July 15, 1974 description of
the evidence, we are confident both from the charging information and that letter, that
the Court can assure itself my client was not in any way involved in the planning or
execution of the Watergate break-in on or about June 17, 197~.¢.~,~
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In this connection, Mr. Dean himself told the President during their Oval Office
conversation on March 21, 1973:
’
"Uh, I honestly believe that no one over here knew
that. I know, uh, as God is my Maker, I had no
knowledge that they were going to do this."

House Judiciary Transcript P 87
and we know of no evidence which has surfaced either through documents or other witnesses that my client had any involvement in the break-in.
Moreover, Mr. Dean’s testimony before the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities in June of last year, as borne out by the tape of his Oval
Office conference with the President on March 21, 1973, shows that (1) Mr. Magruder
invited him to attend a meeting at the Committee to Re-Elect the President when Mr.
Liddy laid out his incredible one million dollar intelligence gathering plan which was
immediately scrapped; and (2) a second meeting at Mr. Mitchell’s office in the Department of Justice when Mr. Liddy presented his modified less expension version of his
original plan.
~ ........
Although ~,v,r.
Dean ~wp~,,;n~l~ came in at the tail end of the.,.,,~’~’~÷~-~,**,.~ upon
hearing the planned activity which included bugging, kidnapping and the like, to
his credit he terminated the meeting in the following fashion, the description of which
we find in the March 21, 1973 Presidential conversation:
"I came into the tail end of the meeting. I wasn’t
there for the first part. I don’t know how long
the meeting lasted. Uh, at this point they were
discussing again bugging, kidnapping and the
like. And at this point I said, right in front of
everybody, very clearly, I said, ’these are not
the sort of things (1) that are ever to be discussed
in the office of the Attorney General of the United
States’ -- where he still was -- ’and I am personally incensed’

so I let it be known. I said ’you all pack that
stuff up and get it the hell out of here ’cause
we just, you just can’t talk this way in this office
and you shouldn’t, you should re-examine your
whole thinking’."

House Judiciary Transcript P 83.
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Mr. Dean then went immediately back to the White House and reported to
Mr. Haldeman the following:

"I said ’Bob, we’ve got a growing disaster on
our. hands if they’re thinking this way’, and
I said ’the White House has got to stay out of this
and I, frankly, am not going to be involved in
it.’ He said, ’I agree, John’, and I thought at
this point, the thing was turned off. That’s
the last I heard of it, when I thought it was
turned off, because it was an absurd proposal."
House Judiciary Transcript P 83.

Accordingly, respecting the actual break-in, the evidence shows and the Court
can be assured that my client was not involved in that underlying phase of the Watergate
affair. Indeed, it appears that my client attempted to dissuade those at the Committee to
Re-Elect the President from the type of thinking and planning activity that led to the
break-in itself. Moreover, upon learning of the scope of the Committee’s intelligence
gathering plan, but not the break-in itself, Mr. Dean promptly reported the facts to
his superior, Mr. Haldeman, who had assigned him the task of helping, in some aspects
of the staffing of the Committee to Re-Elect the President which he thought was for lawful purposes, and specifically advised him of the dangers and flatly told him he, Dean,
would not become involved. At this point he reasonably thought he did all that he
could do to turn the plan off and thought it had finally been scrapped.
III. Exaggeration of Dean’s Role and Importance.
Because my client is the only one of the Watergate group of defendants who
from the outset had pursued a course of truthfulness and voluntary disclosure in a
single-handed effort to terminate the cover-up conspiracy, both from within and without the White House, and since he is the only witness to outline the facts with respect
to the President, his role has been portrayed as an active participant in and architect
of the conspiracy, both by the media and other Dean detractors for their own special
purposes.
However, consideration of the following facts will assist the Court in making
a fair appraisal of my client’s conduct:
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(1) Prior toFebruary 27, 1973, Mr. Dean never met
alone with the President of the United States and therefore had no
opportunity before then to express to the President his negative
concerns about the conspiracy which he sought to find some
means to terminate.
(2) The President himself, by his own misleading
public statement of August 29, 1972, placed Mr. Dean in the forefront of the whole affair when in truth and in fact my client never
submitted any such report to the President or any other Presidential
aide.

(3) The now apparent discrepancies shown by a comparison of the transcripts of the Presidential conversations involving
Mr. Dean as prepared by the White House for its April 30, 1974
submission and those deciphered from the original tapes by the
House ~[udiciary Committee show an effort to portray my client more
¯ as the activist rather than the agent of his White House and other
superiors.
(4) The now famous White House memorandum to the
Senate Select Committee, authorized by Fred Buzhart, and which
Senator Innoye used as a basis to cross-examine my client during
his Committee appearance, falsely portrayed Dean as
"not merely one of the cover-up plan. He was
also its most active participant . . . (because)
he was in personal difficulty . . . (in that) the
Watergate affair was so clearly the outgrowth of
the discussions and plans he had been in on that
he might be regarded as a conspirator with regard to them."

(5) The fifty (50) page preamble of the Presidential submission
of April 30, 1974 again falsely seeks to portray Dean as a principal rather
than the White House agent which in fact he was; and
(6) Every charging paragraph of the information to which he
pleaded guilty and every overt act pleaded therein, describes conduct
which the supporting evidence shows Mr. Dean performed at the direction
of some superior.
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IV. Punishment Already Suffered.
Factors of punishment already suffered, in addition to the public ignominy
and disgrace consequent to Mr. Dean’s voluntary and public disclosure of his Watergate criminal involvement, among others, are the following:
(II He has, as he properly should, lost his privilege
to practice law in each of the jurisdictions in which he was admitted to practice and the loss appears to be irrevocable.
(2) Since April 30, 1973 when the President terminated
his White House employment, he has been unable to pursue gainful
employment by reason of his virtually total commitment of time expended with the staffs of the Senate Select Committee, the Special
Prosecutor’s Office, the United States Attorney’s Office for the
Southern District of New York and the House Judiciary Committee,
all in pursuing his attempt to right his Watergate wrongs.
Moreover, this commitment is continuing in nature and
will extend for an indefinite period in the future, he being scheduled to prepare himself for an appearance as a key Government
witness in United States v. Mitchell, et al., (D.D.C. Crim. No.
74-110). This commitment to date has so pervaded his appointment
calendar that, contrary to some media reports, there has been no
time for a normal personal life and the time expended is akin to
a half-way house sentence. The Court, we respectfully submit,
ought to give some credit for this time against any incarcerated
sentence it may see fit to impose.
(3) Unlike other Watergate defendants he has consistently refused countless financial emoluments which he has been
offered and has suffered the loss of much needed money in an
honest effort not to capitalize upon or commercialize the Watergate
scandal. He has written no book or other articles and has given
no paid interviews.

(4) Since June of 1973, because his personal safety
and security was questioned by mail threats upon his life and
and other harm to his wife, my client has been in the intermittent
protective custody of the United States Marshall’s Office, which
was initially arranged for with the consent of the then Special
Prosecutor. Since March of 1974 thi.s protective custody at the
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request of the Special Prosecutor has continued and it is in effect
today. Consequent to this protection is the loss of all privacy
in that two (2) Marshalls are in uninterrupted attendance, both
at his home and they are with him wherever he goes and they
are with him as witnesses in all his dealings with others outside
the home. I believe my client should receive some sentencing
consideration for having been forced by circumstances out of
his control and that of the Government for having surrendered
his privacy in the interest of the latter; and
(5) As a Watergate figure, both his character and that
of his wife have been falsely attacked in some elements of the
media by Dean detractors promoting their own special purposes
to discredit his testimony which throughout, we submit, has not
been successfully impeached.
V. Special Sentencing Considerations.
If the conscience of the Court cannot be persuaded to impose a fully suspended
sentence, then the Court, we submit, should give special recognition to the following
factors:
(i) In response to a Presidential remark about how to
deal with Mr. Hunt during the March 21, 1973 Oval Office meeting
among the President, and Messrs. Haldeman and Dean, we find the
following exchange:
"President: The only thing you could do with
him would be to parole him for a period of time
because of his family situation. But you couldn’t
provide clemency.
Dean: No, I, uh, Kleindienst has now got control
of the Parole Board, and he has said that now we
can, we can pull paroles off now where we couldn’t
before. So--

President: Well, parole-Haldeman: Yeah, but Kleindienst always tells you
that, and then never delivers.

President: Parole, parole."
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To be sure, it is asking too much in human terms to think
that the Parole Board will not approach any Dean application when
he becomes eligible without the prejudice which publicity of this
now-public exchange certainly has engendered.
(2) The members of the Board being appointed by the
Chief Executive, at least until January 20, 1977, will be responsive
to the wishes of the White House, and if its past antipathy to Mr. Dean
is any guide to the future, he will not be an object of affection.
Accordingly, the Court should consider that Mr. Dean will
more than probably serve out, less good time, the outer parameter
of any indeterminate sentence it may impose.

(3) Under normal considerations, my client would serve
any jail sentence the Court may impose in a California minimum security
prison camp (Lampoc) close to his home where he could be visited by
his wife wi~h ~ome frequency. Howevel~, in view of his ...... ~’antes as a Government witness a substantial part of the rest of this year,
if he is incarcerated, will be spent in local places of federal confinement -far from his family -- preparing with the staff of the Special Prosecutor’s
Office, and thus he would be denied the only real privilege afforded to the
incarcerated, viz, visitation by the family.
(4) If the Court should incarcerate Mr. Dean, some consideration should be given to his special need for protection which has been
evidenced by the Government’s own desire and arrangements it has made
to provide him with United States Marshall protection.
Incarcerating Dean in a general prison population -- even if
only in a minimum security prison camp -- may not, under the circumstances, be wise either from the Government’s interest as a prepared
and healthy witness, or from the standpoint of his own personal security.
To be sure, the danger of physical harm from a misguided mentality is
real and not imagined. Hindsight is better than foresight and, we respectfully submit, the Court should protect itself from the rebuke of future
criticism in the event something happened and it took no precaution against
the unforseen in this regard.
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VI. Conclusion.

Since,
(1) the evidence shows my client was not involved in
the planning of the DNC break-in; and
(2) he properly attempted to turn off the intelligence
gathering plan afoot at the Committee to Re-Elect the President,
(3) he resolved as early as February 29, 1973 to
terminate the cover-up conspiracy both from within and without
the White House by his voluntary disclosure to competent authorities of what he knew, and did so at a time when corroboration
was not readily available (the full facts are not yet known at this
writing),
(4) his testimony of the matters he knew have been
substantia!ly corroborated and his credibility remains intact,
(5) he has cooperated with every involved law
enforcement agency at substantial personal sacrifice,
(6) he, more than any other, is responsible for the
progress the Government has made in uncovering the sordid
affair,
(7) the public interest requires an example of leniency
for what he has done rather than a retributive jail sentence; and
(8) the Government’s interests in him as a key witness
and his own personal security require special considerations,
we think the Court should suspend the execution of all, or at a very minimum, the
greatest part of any jail sentence the Court may impose. Further, if a jail sentence
should be imposed, the Court should not rely upon intermediate sentencing in the
belief that parole eligibility will, because of the special factors previously mentioned,
be of any benefit to Mr. Dean.
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We thank the Court for reviewing this letter and hope it has helped the Court
in arriving at a fair and just sentence.
Respectfully submitted,
SHAFFER, McKEEVER & FITZPATRICK

By:
CHARLES NORMAN SHAFFER
CNS: icp
co:

Hon. Leon Jaworski
Special Prosecutor
Watergate Special Prosecution Force
Department of Justice
]425,g Street, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
Edward G. Docekal
Probation Officer
United States Probation Office
United States Court House
Constitution Avenue and John
Marshall Place
Washington, D. C.

July 29~ 197~

xxx~xxxxx Herbert Vogt

HEMORANDUM TO THE HONORABLE JOHN J. SIRI~
Re: DEAN, John W., III

cc ~$86-73

On this date, 7-29-7~, the above-named defendant who
in currently pendinE sentence in youP Cou_~t, scheduled fop

AuEust 2, 197~ appeared in my offloe and p~esented his financial statue Pepo~ w~ich is to be pa~ of ~he pPesentence PepoP~ ~nde~ed in his case ~ndeP ~e June ~, 197~.

and his lia~illtles t~al $I02~077 wi~h a net wo~h at $109~5~9.
A~ditlonally, I Pecelved a copy of the letter dated
7-2S-7% w~i~ten by M~. Charles Norman ShaffeP and addPessed to
Yo~, HenoP conce~-nin~M~. Dean. I had no~ fully ~ead ~he le~~e~ when ~. ~ append in ~ office ~d a~ which ~i~ we

had-a ~ath~ ~veal~ ~scusslen ~u~ his activities and
of existence h~ ~had f~P ~he pao~ sevePal ~n~ho. ~e le~eP
confi~ed ~’s oo~en~s. (Conflden%i~ly, he s~ke of
of assass~a~ion aEains% h~elf ~d ~hPea~s of a%~auk
his wife, who Is presently c~nE fop hap 111 ~heP (bone

in ~. ~an’s ho~.)
The defendan~ has spent an inoPdinate amount of time
¯ es~IfyinE befo~ vax, lous ~ve~,ruaental b~dies, and~ indeed, ha~
be~ ~s~ c~pe~a~ive. Ales, ~. Se~u~ ~l~e~, whose ~udge
m~ I value hi~ly~ indicted defen~ ha~ been vePy c~epePa~ive wi~h ~he ~~en~. Addi%ionally~ I have Peas wi~h deep
inte~es~ ~d a~ce~ the le~e~ ~i~en by ~, Charles Shaffe~,
Defense C~sel, ~d
De~’s c~a~i~ ~ ~est~ny c~o~ be ~de~s~%ed.

You~ Honor in awa~e of the ~eoommenda~ion in my prasentence repot. A~ the ~i~e of su!~/eslon, I did no~ have the
Special P~eeoutive Mem~Pandumand ne~theP was I fully awa~e of
all the ciPc,~tances descPibed in MP. ShaffeP’s letteP.

John D., III

tePmwas not even suggested. (ThePe is no question that if
given a suspended ter~that defend~% would be the 8pi~omy of
~ exnell~ p~ba%i~eP.) Initially, he wa. depicted as a
complete oEx’e and while we both fully ~der, stand his guilt,
aanno~ say th~ the o~i~inal po~eyal was most aocur&te. It
does apFeaP, however, that a meeting ~und could be attained
th~u~h ~he use of a 8pl~ sentence, ~ I ~he~fo~e ~8pe~%fully
.
Respec~fu!ly submitted,

James R. Pace
Chief U. S. Probation Officer
Edward ~. Docekal
SupePvlslnE U. S. Probation Officer
EGD:smb
FLnanclal Statement

Reproduced at the National Archives

HSR:~oa~

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

July 25, 1974

Honorable John J. Sirica
Senior Judge
United States District Court
United States Courthouse
Washington, D.C. 20001
Dear Judge Sirica:
On October 18, 1973, Archibald Cox, then Watergate
Special Prosecutor, delivered to Charles Norman Shaffer,
Esquire, Mr. Dean’s counsel, a letter stating that prior
to the sentencing of John W. Dean: "The extent of his
cooperation will be brought to the Court’s attention by
the Government .... " This letter was filed with this
Court in United States v. John W. Dean, III, Criminal
No. 886-73, at the time Mr. Dean entered his plea to the
Information filed against him.
By letter dated July 15, 1974, to Mr. Edward G.
Docekal, United States Probation Officer, we set forth
in considerable detai! the view of this Office of Mr.
Dean’s involvement in the "Watergate cover-up" and the
nature and extent of his cooperation with the Government.
Although we understand that our letter to Mr. Docekal
has been made available to the Court, Mr. Shaffer has now
requested that the extent of Mr. Dean’s cooperation be
brought directly to Your Honor’s attention in accordance
with Mr. Cox’s letter of October 18, 1973. We therefore.
wish to advise the Court that, insofar as we are able to
determine, Mr. Dean has cooperated fully and unhesitatingly
with this Office in the matters within our jurisdiction.
We incorporate, by reference into this letter, all the
facts set forth in our letter to Mr. Docekal concerning
the offenses to which Mr. Dean has entered his plea of guilty.
Please contact me in the event that the Court wishes any
supplementary or clarifying information.
bcc: Messrs. Jaworski,~
La~vara, Kreindler, Feldbaum
~~ Ben-Veniste

Respectfully,

LEON JAWORSK!
Special Prosecutor

Chron
cc: Charles N. Shaffer, Esq.

THIS DEED, made thls 25th day of April, 1974, be and between JOHN W.
DEAN, III and MAUREEN E. DEAN, hls wife, parties of the first part; and
LOWELL P. WEICKER, JR. and MARIE GODFREY WEICKER, his wlfe, tenants by the
entirety, with the common law right of survlvorshlp, parties of the second
part:
WITNESSETH, that for and in consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars,
the said parties of the first part do hereby grant and convey wlth general
warranty, unto the said parties of the second part, as tenants by the
entirety, wlth the common law right of survlvorshlp, it being intended that
the fee simple title to said property shall be vested in said parties of the
second part during their Joint lives and thereafter fee simple title shall
be vested in the survivor of them, all that certain land situate in the City
of Alexandria, Virginia, and particularly described as follows:
Lot numbered 808, "Section Four, Old Towne, Re-subdlvlslon
of Lots 688-B and 788-A", as the same is duly
dedicated, platted and recorded among the land
records of the City of Alexandria, Virginia,
in Deed Book 726 at page 115.
AND BEING the same property conveyed to John W. Dean, III
by Deed dated April 3, 1972, and recorded April ii,
1972, among the land records of the City of
Alexandria, Virginia.
SUBJECT, HOWEVER, to restrictions and rights of way of record.
The sald parties of the first part covenant that they have the right to
convey the sald land to the said parties of the second part; that they have
done no act to encumber the same; that the sald parties of the second part
shall have quiet possession of the said land, free from all encumbrances, and
that they, the said parties of the first part, will execute such further
assurances of the said land as may be requisite.
WITNESS the following signatures and seals.
HOWAI~E), F:. C.

, J./i W. De~,-III
Maureen E. Dean

STATE OF VIRGINIA,
CITY/~eE,~/ OF /~/~’~,~’,~

, to-wit:

I, ,~1 ~. k.~’~.~"Y’,#’A/,,~ _, a Notary Public, for the City/County~
aforesaid_~n the State of Virginia, whose commission expires on the.~
day of /~P¢~/Z . ., 192, do hereby certify that JOHN W. DEAN, III,
whose name is signed to the foregoing deed, bearing date on the 25th day
of April, 1974, has acknowledged the same before me in my State and City/
County aforesaid.
GIVEN under my hand this J_~rday of /b~

¯ "~,.

.., 197~.

¯

Not~ Public / "

My Co=ission Expires: ~,Z

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
/COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
, to-wlt:
OF BEVERLY
I,
EILEEN H. BUCK
, a Notary Public, for the ~/County
aforesaid in the State of California, whose commission expires on the 16th
day of
~Y, , 19 77, do hereby certify that MAUREEN E. DEAN, whose
name is signed to the foregoing deed, bearing date on the 25th day of
April, 1974, has acknowledged the same before me in my State and~
County aforesaid.

~

GIVEN under my hand this

~

29thday of

April

, 1974.

OFFICIAL SEAL

EILEEN

~/ NOTARY r’u~ L IC - CALIFORNL~
LOS Ar~GELES COUNTY

Notary Public EILE~ M. BUCK

1977

In IE~ Ct~rE’.~ offi~ll of lee Cir©ePI
Court.CKy ,f ~]a~.~r~ this deed
was recoiv~ ~ ~: :ax~s i~o~
hive ~e~3 r;~[ ~ ~., ". 1~8 AflBixod

HOWARD. BTIL’VENS,
LYNCH. CAKE &
HOWARD, P, C.
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CALESA BAR
BEVERAGE
TABLE

COVERS! WAITER.
DETA!LSZ"__ / i AMOUNTS

....0 7 50~
3

8

I0

12
10% SERVICE CHARGE
TAX

Credit card

(Signature)
(Name in Prinf)
(l~illing Address)

Hyatt Regency Manila
ROOM SERVI~CE
BEVERAGE
COVERS

TABLE

WALTER
AMOUNTS

DETAILS
1
2

5

7

11
12
10% SERVlC/F~HARGE

TaX
"

,.I
~ rorat 17.~

Credit cord Nq4i~/~ ;~ ~ ’
~

(Signature)
(Name in Print)
(Billing Address)

Hyatt Regency Manila
ROOM S~:RVICE
BEVERAGE

I

COVERS

WALTER

DETAILS

3993

AMOUNTS

TOTAL

1

-07.50sv

2

7
8
i
1

10

i

/

/

11
12
10% SERVICE CHARGE

-08.75~v
Credit card No. \! \~

(Sign~fure)
(Name in Prlnf)

\\ )Billing Address)

~’| V

-08rTaS~,.

0 Hyatt Regency Manila
ROOM S~P,¥1CE
BEVERAGE
TABLE

1 COVERS
DETAILS

W/IAITE~l
AMOUNTS

TOTAL

2

Credit

Room No.
(Name in Print)
(Billing Address)

Hyatt. Regency Manila
ROOM S~RVICE
TABLE

COVE~S
DETAILS

AMOUNTS

1
2
3

6
7
8

Z0
11
12
10% SERVICE CHARGE

"

TAX

Credit card

(Signature)
(Name ;n Prinf)
(Billing Address)

Room No.

~ ~ Hyatt Regency Manila
TABLE
DETAILS

1

~ AMOUNTS

TOTAL

.7.50]~
!
o.O0~
5.50~

2

6

9
10
11
12

(Signafure)

Credit card
\\t

(Name in Prinf)
(B;llmg Address)

Room No.

Hyatt Regency Manila
ROOM SER¥1CE
BEVERAGE
T~ COVERS

(!032
AMOUNTS

DETAILS

fOTAL

2

5

9

10% SERVICE CHARGE
~rAX

Room

(Billing Address)
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8:25 a.m. UA 271
9:13 a.m.
11:15 a.m. NW 7

June 14 (WED)

LV
AR
LV

National Airport
Chicago (0’ Hare)
Chicago (0’ Hare)

June 15 (THURS)

AR

Tokyo, Japan

June 16 (FRI)

LV
AR

Tokyo, Japan
9:00 a m. PHILIPPINE
Manila, Philippines 12:15 p.m.

June 18 (SUN)

LV
AR
LV
hR
LV
AR

~lanila, Phil~
Tokyo, Japan
Tokyo, Japan
San Francisco
San Francisco
Dulles Airport

4:35 p.m. (KIEO PLAZA HOTEL)

8:15 a.m.
1:15 p.m.
4:00 p.m.
9:10 a.m.
12:05 p.m.
8:57 p.m.

PHIL. 428
JAPAN AIR 002
UA 738

~

.’" ". KEIO
¯ ~. ~o PLAZA
HOTEL

Polestar

S 1.iB ’FO’t"A I,
SERVICE CI|AR(;E 10%

TAX 10%

A A 1~ug_5~ "

-)! AZA

MINIM i}M C1--IAROE

............................................................. Y,7~ .....................

~ ............
:~____~/_:.2:5.__~~ _ .....
iL ..................
;; ..........................
~ ....
’ ~" ’~~’ ~ ~ ’~-,~ ~~"z-. ::~J

~:~;(~;}~-i-~7~;Tgi;;qT-] PLEASE el{INT. NAME~-

TEL344-O t ! 1

TABLE

DETAILS

.... I

Credi! card No

nafure)
(!%me in Print)
(l~;iling Address)

Hyatt Regency
BEVERAGE
TABLE

COVERS [
DETAILS

WALTER
A~OUNTS

TOTAL

q.O0~c

7.50~

2

7.50~
4

6.50

5

7.50~

6
7
fi

10

10% SERVICE CHARGE

¯ AX

"__.35~
tOTAl.

Room No.

(ililling Address)

Hyatt Regency M~ila
TABLE

~ (Signature)

cord
W

(Name in Prinfl
(Billing Address)

R~m Ne.

~ OHyatt Regency Manila
ROOM SERVICE
BEVERAGE

[ Oot.,:

TABLE
DETAILS

AMOUNTS

Room

(’Billing Address)

~ 0 Hyatt Regency Manila
ROOM S~P, VICE

/

COVERS
DETAILS

WALTER[
AMOUNTS

1

2
3

7
$

]0

/

/

’~X(N~me in Printl
NN ~Billlng Address)

3993
TOTAL

e Hyatt Regency Manila
P.OOM SERVICE
TABLEI COVERS
DETAILS ....

(1020
TOTAl.

5
6
7

zO
11
12

,0% SERVICE CHARGE:"3.1i~

Room No.

Credil

(Billing Address)

e Hyatt Regency Manila
ROOM SERVICE
BEVERAP~E
COVERS

TABLE

AMOUNTS

DETAILS

~0% SERVICE CHARGE

o ..~:o~

TAX

Credit card

(Signature)

(Name in Print)
(’Billing Address)

Hyatt Regency Manila
BEVERAGE ~._(~ ~-;~
TABLE

d COVERS

8782

D~TAILS

TOTAL

2
3

5
6

8
9
10
11
12

TAX

/

’

/

Credit cord No~ ~

(Siqnafure)

(Name in PriM1
(B[lllng Address)

Room No.

1
2
3

7
8

lO
11
12
10% SERVICE CHARGE
~rAX
TOTAL

Credit

(Signefure)
(Nome ;n PriM)
(Billing Address)
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MEMO ~RANDUM

TO :

Archibald Cox

FROM :

Jam~e ~

DATE:

June’2, 1973

RE :

Week commencing May 29 and concluding June i, 1973

This memorandum is being written for your files, if
you deem it appropriate to keep and record the matters covered
in this memorandum. In view of the sensitive nature of this
investigation, however, I am not retaining a copy~~

As you know, my work during this week consisted
almost entirely of reviewing files in the U, S. Attorney’s
office and in meeting with you, Mr. Vorenberg and Phil ~yman~
and then in meetings with Silbert, Glanzer and Don Campbell.

I am personally convinced that Silbert, Glanzer and Campbell
are honest dedicated and competent prosecutors. The decisions
they have.made are rational from their point of view, and
~r~~. They have seen their responsibility, subsequent
to the trial of Liddy, McCord, et al, as that of investigating
and developing a case against anyone who planned the Watergate
breakin and bugging in May and June of 1972 and planned or
participated in alleged obstructiO~oOf justice (referred to
in the press as cover-upsl ~~Z~.~_._’.n~_~.~ the breakins.
Perhaps I am overstating somewhat, but I sense a belief on
their part that this is the entire ballgame and they can
safely ignore any other transaction. Perhaps more precisely
stated, they can deal with any person as a witness and not
as a prospective defendant if he wa~ only a minor or insignificant
figure in the above transactionA b~ relevant information
of the major participants, even though that person himself

-5-

may have been involved as a major participant in some other
transaction. Given their.~e,their approach to individuals ~ been rational and consistent with a traditional
practice of prosecutors preparing a case. Your responsibility,
as I see it, encompasses much more than those transactions that
concern the Silbert group and at this point your options should
not be limited by Silbert without great consideration. I have
spent considerable time~ discussing with Silbert your position,
vis-.a .vis~hisi~nd I believe his group will now function with
your responsibility and authority in mind.
We have discussed all of the above in conferences
among you, Mr. Vorenberg, Mr. ~man~,and myself and this memorandum
is being prepared simply as a record of these matters, if you
deem it appropriate to maintain such a record.

°
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UN.[TED STATES GOVERNMENT

"-.,

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
Mr. Earl J. Silbert
Principal Assistant U.S. Attorney
FRO~" :

DATE: June
" 12, 1973

Seymour Glanzer
> /- ~
Assistant U.S. Attorney’/....
..

SUBJECT:

About 6:30 P.M. on Sunday, June i0, 1973, Charles
Shaffer called me at home. He wanted us to know that
Dean intended to assert his Fifth Admendment privilege.
I told him we understood that this was Shaffer~s position.
But in light of Dean’s public pronoucenents about wanting
to be heard and being desirous of cooperating we felt
compelled to call him before the grand jury to test this
position. Besides, we wanted the Senate Committee to know
that he had been given an opportunity to testify before
the grand jury.
Then Shaffer asked me if a letter from Dean saying
-----~ that he intends to invoke his privilege would suffice.
I told him thatthis might have been satisfactory with
Professor Cox but that this proposa! should have been
explored on Friday with Professor Cox. He said that he
might take the position that. Dean’s appearance was designed
to generate publicity and was futile because the prosecutors knew Dean intended to assert his privilege, I told
him that he should move to quash the subpoena on those
grounds before Judge Sirica. I told him arguments ~ike
that had been raised in the past by attorneys predicting
what their clients would do and the Court had cQnsistently
ruled that the witness must assert the privileg~ to specific
~ ~
questions posed. He indicated that this was consis
~en~
with his past experience elsewhere. However, he sa~d he
might still move to quash.
~
~~ asked him when Deanwas going to testify before
the Senate and he said he was not sure. I asked him if
he turned over the Segretti tape to the Con~ittee and he
said he had. But Shaffer did say he told the Committee
that we had requested it first and they indicated we could
have it afterwards.. Meanwhile, Shaffer said he has a transcript for us. Shaffer also advised me that he turned over

Segretti’s records (which had been given tO Dean by O’Brien)
to the Committee. .Shaffer said he could get copies for us.l_/
Shaffer asked why we were not conferring i~munity
on Dean. I told him that we were using that technique
sparingly. He indicated that he had heard from his ’~sources"
that we were immunizing people wholesale. I asked him to
back up that .allegation with specifics~ He said Colson.
I told him Colson had not been ima~unized.
Shaffer indicated he was quite irritated about our
dealings with Colson. He indicated Colson was the worst
of the bunch. I said that may be true but we had no evidence
to support his conclusion. He said Colson knew about the
bugging of the DNC beforehand. I said Dean had not made that
charge before nor had he ever supported such a conclusion.
He mentioned telephone conversations between Magruder and
ColSon. I said Magruder and Colson had told us about one
such pre-June 17 conv.ersation; that. we had spoken to both
M~gruder and Colson and there were no majbr discrepancies
between them.2/ He said then Magruder hasn!t been truthful
yet. I said that both Colson and Magruder had come in and
talked and let us decide what their status was to be.
hinted that Dean’s displeasure with Colson might be attributed
to the fact thatlColson has gone "public" also and hurts him
badly on several points.
Shaffer Said he can"t understand why we focused
on Dean. I said we had focused on Dean as well .as others.
He wanted to know why we had thi~ attitude about Dean since
he had in effect helped break the case. i said Colson and
Magruder.claim they have. 3/ He said Dean had been Gandid
and I said we disagreed. H--e asked in what respect. I said
Dean had withheld the incriminating role he played with regard
to Walters. He said that he had mentioned Walter’s name. I
said that added emphasis to my contention b~cause that meant

i_/ We had requested these records some time back
but never got around to buttoning it up.
~/ This isa February conversation. It w~.s detailed
in Colson’s June 1972 memo ~hich was given to Dean. Dean told
Colson later we can’t turn this over to Silbert because it
impeaches Magruder.
~.
3--/ So does McCord.
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he had not forgotten the episode and still he had suppressed
the details. Furthermore, I said the "executive clemency"
offer from Dean that was relayed to McCord through Caulfield
was another significant episode that Dean had withheld.
Shaffer said the failure to disclose was inadvertent. He
indicated he would like to continue "phase one." I said
we can talk zn Silbert’s office after Dean’s abbreviated
appearance before the grand jury.
Subsequently, about midnight, Shaffer called and
said he was going to move on Monday to quash the subpoena.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF cOLUMBIA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Criminal Case No. 1827-72

JOHN DOE~ et al.

MOVANT’S MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO
QUASH GRAND ~URY SUBPOENA OR FOR A PROTECTIVE ORDER

Fair play in criminal prosecutions is not new to the law and over
some thirty-five (35) years ago the Supreme Court in ~ v. United States,
295 U.S. 78t 88 (1935) had occasion to comment upon the conduct of a young
Assistant United States Attorney who later went on to achieve fame as one of
the ablest of defense counsel in the following terms:

"The United States Attorney is the representaof a sovereignty Whose obligation to govern impartially is as compelling as its obligation to govern
at al1~ and whose inlerest, therefore, in a criminal
prosecution is not that it shal! win a case,, but that
justice shall be done. As such~ he is in a peculiar
and very definite sense the servant of the law, the
two fold aim of wMch is that g~it shall not escape
or innocence suffer. He may prosecute with. earnestness and vigor- i~d~ed he should do so. But, while
he might strike hard blows he is not at libe~y to
strike foul ones. It is as much his duty to re~’ain
~om improper methods calculated to produce a
~ongful conviction as it is to use every legitimate
means to bring about a just one."
Here~ under the circumstances sun;ounding his subpoena to appear and testify before the Grand Jury, all of which is more particularly outlined in the Affidavit of his counsel attached as Exhibit A to his Motion, the
movant complains of ap appearance before the Grand Jury as being unreasonable and oppressive and apparently timed and designed to prejudice him by

forcing the exercise of his Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incriminati

before thatbody who under the guidance of the Prosecutors are committed to
indict him.
¯" Such a practice ought not to be Condoned by ordinary prosecutors

and certainly should not even be contemplated by hand-picked special prosecutors who presumptively have an appreciation of the law if not of some of the
basic rules of fair play.Cf. United States v. Law__n, 115 F.Supp. 674 (S.D.

N.Y.
Respectfully submitted,
SHAFFERt McKEEVER & FITZPATRICK

By:. .... , ...............
CI~ARLES NORMAN SHAFFER
342 Hungerford Com-t
¯ Rockville, Maryland 20850
762-1600
and

ROBERT C. McCANDLESS
Suite 700
1819 H Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Memorandum
of Law was hand-delivered at the Courthouse to Ear! Silbert, Esquire, Seymour
Glanzer, Esquire, and Donald Campbell, Esquire, Principal Assistant United
Slates Attorney and ASsistant United States Attorneys, respectively, this !!th
day of Iune, 1973.

~A]ILES NORMAN SHAFFEt{
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WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTION FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
To

FROM

: Files

DATE:

January 24, 1974

: Stephen E. -Haberfeld~

suB.or: January 14, 1974 Interview With John Dean
On Monday afternoon, January 14, McBride, Fox, and
Haberfeld interviewed John Dean. During the interview,
Dean provided the following information with respect to
the following subjects.
I. Howard Hughes. Rebozo told Dean that if the
White House had any dealings with representatives of
Howard Hughes, it should be done through Rebozo.
Rebozo said, "I’m pretty close to those people." Dean
said that Rose Mary Woods, the President’s secretary,
kept a file on Hughes. The existence of the Hughes
file came to Dean’s attention, when he received an
inquiry from the White House press office about the
old Hughes loan. Woods sent part of the file over
to Dean, which contained notes prepared by Robert
Finch and Murray Chotiner. Dean assumed that what
was sent to him by Woods was part of a larger file~
Staff members of the Senate Select Committee have
told Dean that the Woods’ Hughes file no longer exists.
Dean has no knowledge of the Hughes-Rebozo
$i00,000 and had no dealings and has no information
regarding Hughes’ interest in TWA, the Dunes Hotel
orAir West.~

2. Motion Picture Industry. Finch dealt with
Taft Schr~{ber a great deal. Frank DeMarco, a law
partner of Herb Kalmbach, told Dean that he had a

Chron
Haberfeld
Circ.
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matter before the Cost of Living Council. DeMarco and
Finch were former law partners. DeMarco never asked
Dean to open a governmental door for him; the doors
always seemed to be open to DeMarco. Dean left the
impression that it was Finch who opened the doors.
3. GSA. The persons having the most complete
first-han~--~nowledge of GSA-related improprieties
would be former GSA Administrator Robert Kunzig and
John Ehrlichman. Ken Cole would also been aware of
any communications between Kunzig and Ehrlichman
regarding GSA contracts. Dean could provide no further
information, except that he considers Kunzig very
political and very shrewd.
4. Alessio Indictment. Dean believes that Caulfield
wrote White House memoranda in connection with the
A!essio tax fraud indictment and that they should still
be at the White House.
5. C. Arnholt Smith. Dean.does not know and has
never met Smith and never was involved in any matter
involving Smith.
6. Airlines. Peter Flanigan followed the matter
of airline mergers, landing rights, etc. Also involved
was a Flanigan staff assistan~ Jon Rose. In the summer
of 1972, when Dean was at Kleindienst’s office at the
Justice Department, Flanigan came in and made a strong
presentation on behalf of Pan American Airlines. Dean
mentioned the name Sam Pryor, a law partner in Davis,
Polk & Wardwell of New York, as having an entr~ to the
White House through Flanigan on behalf of Pan American.

~EPRODUCE£ AT ]’HE NA]’IONAL ARCHIVES

March 26, 1973

~UBJECT :

JOHN DEAN

From Liddy:
John Dean, Jeb Magruder, Gordon Liddy and John Mitchell in Feb 1972
met in Mitchell’s office at the Department of Justice and held the
first formal discussion of bugging and other related operations.
This information came to me from several discussions before and after
the meeting, and came from Gordonl~@dy. John Mitchell was .then Attorney
General and was A/G until March i,/~ I understand it.
L~ddy had planned for the meeting very carefully and had drafted out in
longhand budget figures for various items of expense, and had discussed
them and certain details of the overall operation with Jeb Magruder, so
Liddy told me. Magruder reportedly’set up the meeting with Mitchell.
Liddy was at that time in an office on the 4th floor at 1701 Pennsylvania
Avenue, N.W., near Magruder’s office. Subsequent to seeing the longhand
drafts, Liddy had a typed report on the subject on his desk during one
of these discussions and my impression was that he was planning to send
it, or take it, by hand, to someone in the White House. I do not know
to whom he took it.
The meeting was set up for one particular day, but was cancelled, and
reset for a day or so later. It was an afternoon meeting as I recall,
and my impression was, from what Liddy told me, that it lasted an hour
or more. He said that the discussion covered the pros and cons of various
bugging type operations. No decisions were made at the meeting, about
proceeding with the opemation, but the impression Liddy had seem to be
that the operation would be approved.
A few days later Dean told Lidd that a wa would hay to be worked ou~

to undertake the o

..era~ion wi
¯ Dean told

.

Liddy at t
d subsequently
~come to him th~O~[°~her than regular Committee for the Re-Election (CRP)
funding mechanisms s6~that there would be no record of it. This was not
further explained to me.
About 30 days afte~ the February meeting in the A/G’s office, Liddy told
me that the operation"had been approved" and that the funding for it
would be through shortly. ¯ My impression was that this word of the approval

came from Dean, although, this was not specifically stated~ by Liddy. Dean
was Liddy’s legal counterpart at the White House. Liddy was at this time
(February 1972) legal counsel for the Committee to Re-Elect the President.
Leads
Liddy’s sectary in February~"i972 was Sylvia Panarites. I would believe
that she may hav~ typed some of the drafts referred to above and possibly
other correspondence in connection with the meeting with the Attorney General
and possibly for Dean from Liddy in connection thereo.

\

<~.,, .......

di~ectl~

"REPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES

Dean -page 2
Leads (continued) - CHARTS PREPARED BY LIDDY
had
2. Liddy,in preparing for the February meeting had $~pared some professionally
done charts, roughly 41x4’ (this is only an estimate, it may vary) for which
he said he paid approximately $7000 to have done. My impression was that
they were commercially done and therefore a check of+the Washington area
firms for February may develop a record and documentation of the contents of
the charts. Ijd_~said tb~t Dean told him after the’~iFebruary meeting to ¯
d t
thecharts but~~"s~~id
much to~-them"’th~ he
~l~lan~od~..~~-~rough-~niate one a terno n
left in his office on the 4th floor wrapped in brown paper --plain brown
wrapping paper. He asked me to lock his office overnight and I arranged to
have it done or did so personally, I do not recall. When the first meeting
with the A/G was cancelled, Liddy asked that the charts be again stored under
lock and key overnight the following nlght or nights, which was done in his
office. I never saw the charts, but Sylvia Panarites may have. She asked
for a spare key for his office on the grounds that she had to come in early
and do some work and my impressions were that she was curious about the charts.
Liddy had previously authorized her to have a key when needed and it is my
recollection that she was issued one for permanent use at that time.
I would estimate that 6 or more charts were contained in the wrapping paper.
3. Liddyls secretary after he moved to the 2nd floor in about March 1972 was
.... ¯ lly Harmony. She typed memoranda for him from the monitoring logs and
~
may be able to furnish further details about Deanls familiarity with the
Watergate operation. She would have other details of interest.

~. My best recollection of the February meeting at the Attorney General’s office
~.:. was that it was during the last half of the month, sometime from the 15th on.
Perhaps the Justice Department A/G logs, or the A/G’s secretary’s appointment
~,,., .---book would reflect the date.
~ Jeb Magruder had an administrative assistant named Robert Reisner who kept
~.~,~ Magruder’s appointment book. Reisner may have entered the date of the
" ~ appointment in Magruder’s appointment book as we%l as in similar records of
~__. his own. Whether Reisner is knowledgable of the operation I do not know.

For interview: Sylvia Panarites
Sally Harmony
Secretary to John Mitchell
Robert Reisner

\
\
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RICK B.

.~

9/22/74

JIM N.

John Dean has just remembered that in late July,
Parkinson and O’Brien told him .they had a meeting with
Liddy out of the presence of Liddy’s lawyer. Among
other thin.gs they told ._Dean was that Liddy_ needed
money partlcularly for
,t>l~;I
~. Dean discussed Liddy’s needs with LaRue and -MitChell.
You remember that Tony U. said that in late
July, he was getting ready,to deliver $51,000 to Mrs.
Hunt when Kalmbach told him to deliver $8,000 of that
to Liddy and, as I rec6llect, Tony U. said that some~ was said about
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(301)

June II, 1974

John J. Wilson, Esquire
%’;Hiteford, Hart: Carmody & Wilson
815 15th Street, N.V~r.
YVashington, D.C. 20005
Re: U.S.v. Mitchell, et al
Criminal No. 74-110
Dear Mr. Wilson:
Thank you for your letter Of May 28, 1974 suggesting a joint interview between you and your partner Frank Strickler with my client John "W. D4an,
III.

Throughout a series of prosecutions beginning with the Vesco case in
New York ! have counseled my client of his right not to be interviewed on an informal basis in a criminal case and have suggested to him that he not do so. My
advice has been uniform and I know of no facts which would prompt me to take a
different view in the captioned matter.
I hope you understand there is nothing personal as I have only the
highest regard for both you and your partner Mr ~.-,~t-l~,.

Sincerely,
SHAFFER,. McKEEVER & FITZPATRICK

BY:"Ct~’ARLES NORMAN SHAFF~R
CNS/bav
cc: Leon Jaworsky, Esquire
Special ~v-atergate P~osecutor
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ROGER J. WHITEFORD
RINGGOLD HART
JOHN J, CARMOD¥
JOHN J. WILSON
HARRY L. RYAN, JRJO V. MORGANt MR.
FRANK Ho STRICKLER
WILLIAM E. ROLLOW
CHARLES J. STEELE
~JOHN ~’, CARMODY,
JAMES EDWARD ABLARD
KEVIN W. CARMODY

815 FIFTEENTH STREET. ~

WASHINGTON~ D. C.

COUNSEL
DONALD L. HERSKOVITZ

May 28, 1974

Charles Norman Shaffer, Esq.
Shaffer, McKeever & Fitzpatrick
342 Hungerford Court
Rockville, Maryland 20850
Re :

U.S.v. Mitchell, et al.
Criminal No. 74-110

Dear Mr. Shaffer:
In preparation for the trial of the above-entitled
criminal case, in which we represent the defendant,
H. R. Haldeman, Frank Strickler and I jointly, or one or the
other of us, desire to interview your client John W. Dean, III.
Of course, we would expect you or an associate of yours to be
present throughout the interview. We do not desire the prosecutor or any member of his staff to be present.
It will be appreciated if you will~kindly reply to this
letter in writing sometime during the month of June. If your
reply is favorable to our request, we can informally arrange a
convenient and suitable place and time for the interview.
Thanking you for an early response, I am
Sincerely yours,

J.
JJW:hie
Leon Jaworski, Esq.,
Special Prosecutor
and
Counsel for all other defendants
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.DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
TO

Earl Silbert

FROM :

James F. Neal

SUBJECT:

John W. Dean.

--- " -- -": ~ " ’

10/10/73
~~DA~:
,~i ~-,

In response to your14~-~e~&of October /O , 1973,
respecting the meeting we held concerning your dealings with
the above subject, we were advised by you as follows:
i. You reaffirmed that you had an understanding
with Mr. Shaffer and Mr. Dean that nothing either sa±dto you
would be used in a prosecution of Mr. Dean and that no lead
from such information would be so used. You emphasized in
your letter that this wasAinformal and~Wethica~rather than
a legal matter. We do not understand what you are trying
to tell us when you use the words "informal" and "ethical."
2. You reaffirmed that you received, certain
information from Dean and his counsel pursuant to the above
understanding.
3. You advised us that in your opinion certain
areas of the alleged "cover-up" of the planning and implementafree
tion of the Watergate break-in were/from any problem of taint,
one area was tainted and other areas involved bothersome problems of taint.
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4. Specifically you advised us as f~llows:
(a) that the area~ involving~promise of executive
clemency to McCord was totally free of any area of taint
arising out of your agreement with Dean and counsel;
(b) the efforts by Dean to get the CIA to use
its covert funds to make payments to defendants for silence
were free of any taint arising out of your agreement with
Dean and his counsel;
(c) acquisition and transmission of funds to the
defendants, their families, and couDsel through Kalmbach and
LaRue was tainted ~ your agreement with Dean and his counsel;
(d) the so-called CIA-FBI cover-up, including
Dean’s approaches to Patrick Gray, involved a troublesome
problem of taint-.~as a result of the agreement with Dean and
his counsel;
(e) the area of perjury and subornation of perjury
involving
±~n~~xDean, Magruder andPorter involved a troublesome
problem of taint as a result of your agreement with Dean and
his counsel, although you are of the opinion that while you
did get information in this area from Dean you thought we
could establish that our testimony from Magruder was derived
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independently of your information from Dean.

-

~"

~The above areas were all c~vered in our meeting)
and you took the ~ positionskwith respect to each area2
?our recent letter leaves us totally confused, a4~is confusion must be eliminated before we can proceed further.
As we explained to you in our recent meetin~ we
were of the opinion - .-. -.rese -.. : -

that your agreement

with Dean and his counsel respecting information imparted
to you and leads derived therefrom should be honored by us

~

not indicated as a legal position for all time;~
Based on thi~ we explained to you our desire to avoid serious
taint problems and prosecute Dean on an inflictment~that)w4~~%(o~)
~i~)would not submerge us in~ a murky and uncharted area.
We explained~o you~ur plA and asked foryour concurrence,
~n~. ~r~F~__

-

-

I agree=~÷b ~u in

your judgment as ~o our_plans is not~~e~~your
judgment could be[a shorthand way of summarizing your factual
conclusions surrounding your dealings with Dean and counsel.
Leaving aside your judgment as to the soundness of our plan,
however, we are obliged to secure your factual information.
emphasizing
Your letter ~m~kaK~x~ informal agreements with Dean and counsel
emphasizing
and ~m~k~s±xR~ ethical rather than legal commitments does not
cor~nunicate anything to us. Our need is to know with respect

4-

to each area of the alleged

what you~got from

Dean, what use you made of the information and whether
any of the areas mentioned above are or may be tainted by
the information you received from Dean or counsel.
I have attempted an item-by-item exposition above
of our understanding of what you told us in our recent conference. You will remember I in fact took each area and
aske~ you if I was recording your correct position with
respect to each area. If you now have some different position
with respect to the above areas of the so-called cover-up or
any one of them you must please advise us immediately of your
different position.
JFNeal
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August 17, 1973
TO: Clawson Witness File
FROM: George Frampton
Richard Ben-Veniste and myself interviewed Ken Clawson today
in the prsence of his secretary, Miss Campbell, who took some
shorthand notes but not a full account of bur interview.
Clawson was warned of his rights, and stated that he was familiar
with them.
The questioning was. limited to Clawson’s knowledge relating to
the Watergate break-in and covgr=up.
Clawson learned of the break-in on Sunday, June 18, from the
newspapers, and took no action that day. The next afternoon, during
a regularly scheduled (MWF) "press" meeting which was ordinarily
attended by Colson, Richard Moore, Scali, Richard Howard, Barker,
Dave Parker or Cahpin, Ehrlichman or Ken Cole, possibly Higby,
Clawson observed that he was concerned about the break-in, suspected
that someone at CRP was involved, and suggested that CRP should
"do what the ordinary honest man would do confronted by the circumstances" - - namely, find out if anyone was responsible and, if so,
fire him (or them) and make a clean breastof the thing. No one at the
press meeting knew anything about,Lpossible CRP involvement in the
break-in. No one else brought up the issue. There was no further
discussion of it.

The next day, Richard Moore told Clawson that Moore had discovered
at CRP that nobody knew anything but that, if they did discover some
involvement, they could not adopt Clawson’s "honest man" approach
because it might "harm the civil rights" of anyone identified and fired.
Clawson was unable to say whether this made any sense to him. To the
best of Clawson’s recollection, Moore said: "I advanced your ’hoqest
man’ theory of how to proceed over there, but nobody picked it up."
Clawson also has a recollection of a meeting with Eh±lichman,
Colson, Dean, and probably Kehrli, concerning Hunt’s employment
status. This occurred while the President was at Key Biscayne or
San Clemente, because Clawson received instructions from Zeigler
to handle it out of the White House, and had been received a deluge
of inquiries about Hunt. Clawson contacted Kehrli and Colson about
Hunt’s statu~. Kehrli told Clawson Kehrli would get together all the
information Clawson needed for a public statement. Colson vehemently
denied that Hunt was working for him. Ehrlichman called Clawson to
Ehrlichman’s office, by which time Clawson had already prepared a
draft release, leaving out information such as when Hunt began as a
consultant, when terminated, how many days worked, etc.
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Clawson, po2
August 17, 1973

The meeting lasted about half an hour, during which Clawson
filled in the blanks from Kehrli’s records. Clawson then departed
in a hurry to get the release out. The others at the meeting
remained behind when Clawson left.
There was some dispute about whether Colson wasHunt’s
"employer". Colson kept denying it, saying Hunt worked for the
Domestic Council. Ehlrichman didn’t confirm that, but he didn’t
deny it either, and Since Ehrlichman was titular head of the
Domestie Council Clawson concluded that it was alright to say
that Hunt had worked for the Domestic eouncil. Nonetheless,
Clawson was concerned by Colson’s repeated denials coupled
with Colson’s repeated statements that "I reccommended Hunt."
Clawson was requested to get for us a copy of the press
release, which was put out the day of the meeting, in order to
fix the date.
Clawson does not remember any discussion of Hunt’s safe
and does not recall that he knew at that time that Hunt even had
a safe.

Clawson does not specifially recall any argument about when
Hunt had last worked for the White House. The press rel~ase reflected
what Clawson was told about Hunt’s status when Clawson entered the
meeting, namely, that Hunt "last day" of work for the White House
had been March 30, 1972. Clawson did not ~raise the question
whether Hunt was actually terminated, or continued on the rolls.
Clawson was.not involved in Watergate matters generally
except for press queries. Early on, Dean told Clawson all queries
on Watergate would be handled through th~ press office after being
funneled through Dean. So if Clawson got a question, he’d send it
to Dean, Dean would provide the answer to the press office, and they
would put it out or call the reporter back.
Clawson does not recall any substantive discussion s with
Colson on Watergate.
Clawson was not involved in the Moore/Stans PR problem in the
fall of 1972.
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TO

FROM

Angelc Lano
FBI Agent
Federal Bureau of Investigation

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

DATE" September 27, 1973

¯ G. Go!~m~’

SUBJECT: Interview of Mrs. Lyn Rae~
B, ackgroun~

Mrs. Lyn Rae Gregory (formerly married under
the name of McClintock) can be reached through Mr.
and Mrs. Mel Alexander, 5491 Brockton Avenue, Riverside, California.
Available evidence indicates that Mrs. Gregory
was secretary to Gordon Strachan, an aide to H. R.
Ha!deman, until early April 1972. Mrs. Gregory reportedly typed so-called "political matters" memoranda
that Strachan sent to Haldeman to keep the latter
informed d activities at the Committee to Re-Elect
the President. These memoranda were produced in three
copies (one each for Haldeman, Strachan, and Larry
Higby, another Haldeman aide) and prepared once every
week or two.

One of the "political matters" memoranda -number 18 -- allegedly was eight to ten pages long
with more than a dozen tabs and attachments. The
memorandum reported about thirty campaign decisions
reached at a meeting in Key Biscayne, Florida, on
March 30 or 31, 1972, among John Mitchel!, Jeb
Magruder, and Fred LaRue. Strachan’s secretary (presumably Mrs. Gregory) is publicly reported to have
said that she typed this memorandum on Friday, March
31, 1972. One of the thirty decisions is said to have
been described in a three-line paragraph in the memorandum as follows:
"Magruder reports that 1701 now has a
sophisticated political intelligence-gathering
system with a budget of 300. A sample of the
type of information they are deve!oping is
attached at tab ’H.’"
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At tab "H" Strachan allegedly attached a report that
had been sent over from the Committee to Re-Elect that
was entitled "Sedan Chair II." The report began with
a statement such as "A confidential source reveals" or
"A reliable source confidentially reports." Then
followed a sumptuary of political information dealing
with Senator Humphrey’s campaign in Pennsylvania.
Strachan reportedly received two other reports like
this, but the one attached to Memorandum No. 18 was
the most interesting, which is why he forwarded ~<
to Ha!deman.
Other documents that Mrs. Gregory may have
knowledge of include: (i) a five-pag~ double-spaced,
typewritten paper entitled "CAMPAIGN SPENDING - HRH
AND DEAN, May 18, 1971," in which Strachan reported
the discu@sion at a meeting of that date among
Haldeman, Dean, and Strachan; (2) a talking paper
prepared by Strachan on or about June 30, 197L for
a meeting between Haldeman and Mitchell at which
political intelligence, including a proposal called
"Sand Wedge," was to be discussed; (3) a talking paper
prepared by Strachan on or about December 17, 1971, for
a meeting between Haldeman and Mitchel! at which the
following questions were to be discussed: (a) whether
John Dean should control rather than merely be the
~.ite House contact for political intelligence; (b)
whether Gordon Liddy should be charged with responsibility for all political intelligence activities,
and (c) whether $800,000 should be made available for
Haldeman’s use during the campaign ($300,000 for political intelligence, $300,000 for polling, and $200,000
for miscellaneous matters); (4) a memorandum from
Strachan to Haldeman in late March or early April 1972
suggesting that Haldeman call Mitchell to have Liddy
report to Robert Mardian (Allegedly this memorandum
was returned to Strachan with Haldeman’s handwritten
notation -- "Let ~ean handle." -- on it.); (5) a copy
of a memorandum of March or April 1972 from Jeb
Magruder to Mitchell entitled "Matter of Potential
Embarrassment" in which Magruder urged that a political
prankster for the Republicans should be brought under
Liddy’s control; (6) a talking paper prepared by
Strachan on April 4, 1972, raising the question for a
meeting that afternoon between Haldeman and Mitchell
whether the intelligence system was adequate; and
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(7) a memorandum or notes prepared later in April
1972 by Strachan recording an instruction from
Haldeman to tell Liddy to transfer whatever capability
Liddy had from Muskie to Senator McGovern with particular interest in discovering what the connection
between the latter and Senator Kennedy was.
~_.b_j_ective of the Interview
In general, establish whether Mrs. Gregory can
confirm or deny the information indicated above.
In particular, establish, ~nong other things:
(i)

the period of Mrs. Gregory’s em~loyment
under Strachan;

whether she typed, filed, or otherwise
was aware of any of Strachan’s "political
matters" memoranda, and if so:
(3)

whether the memoranda were seria!ly
numbered and prepared in triplicate;

(4)

who participated in the preparation or
handling of these memoranda (and, in
particular, whether Strachan at any time
prepared the tabs and attachments himself);

(5)

her best recollection of the date, number
(if any), and content of the last "political
matters" memorandum of which she is personally
aware; and

(6)

her recollection ~f an~ of memorandum No.
18 or of any of the details given above
concerning that memorandum.

Also, establish (i) Mrs. Gregory’s recollection (if any)
of the miscellaneous documents identified above and any
others in any way related to political intelligence; and
(2) the date, circumstances, and content of any direct
or indirect contacts between Mrs. Gregory and Strachan
following her termination of employment with him.

¯
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I~EPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
TO

Angelo Lano
FBI Agent
Federal Bureau of Investigation

DATESeptercber 27, 1973

FROM

su~JECr: Inte..rvi____e_w of Ro_9_~er Greaves
B__ac__kground

Roger Greaves is reportedly living in Los
Angeles and working for either Blue Cross or some
other entity involved with Medicare. He was previously employed by Allstate Insurance in Los Angeles.
Greaves was allegedly hired by Herbert Porter
of the Committee to Re-Elect the President on the
recommendation of Ronald Walker, an advanceman for
the Committee who had previously been Greaves’ subordinate at Allstate. Greaves engaged in "Dick Tuck~
type political pranks and also gathered political
intelligence. He was assigned a code name "Sedan
Chair One."

Objective of the Interview
We are not interested for the purposes of this
interview in any pranks or intelligence activities
Rer se performed by Greaves. Rather, we want to
establish the circumstances, date, and content of
any reports Greaves may have sent back to his superiors
on those activities.
In particular, establish, among other things:
(i) the time period in which Greaves performed
(a) as a political prankster and (b) as a
political intelligence-gatherer in the 1972
campaign;
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the date (especially the date of the
first report), method (oral or written),
and content (or at least subject matter)
of each report he made of his activities;
and

(3)

Greaves’ knowledge of and use if any)
in his reports of any code name.
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DEPAKTMENT OF JUS’rlc~.

Memorandum
TO

: ALL STAFF

F~OM : Watergate Task Force~[’

DATE: April i, 1974

..

SUBJECT: Wat~.rgate ca~e~. F~.. ML~i~ "n9 ..Items ; New Checkout.System
The Watergate Task Force is missing a number of items from
its files, including:
(i) Witness File of Fred F. Fielding (inventory attached)
(2) Transcripts of John Dean’s Grand Jury testimony on
November 19 and November 20, 1973.
If you have these or other items from our files, please
return them.
Beginning Tuesday, April 2, we are instituting a new
check-out system for material in our files. Material can be
checked-out by filling out an index card which will be filed
in a check-out box, subject to the following conditions:
- - - Grand Jury testimony and witness interview memoranda
cannot be checked out; copies are in the duplicate
witness files in Central Files, and should be obtained there;
- - - Original evidence cannot ordinarily bechecked out.
It must be used in the file-room. If you need to
work with this material, please make arrangements
to photocopy whatever you need. If evidence is
required to be marked as a Grand Jury Exhibit or
subjected to laboratory analysis, please inform

one of the Task Force attorneys before checklng
the material out.

Reproduced at the National A; chives

24.
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FIELDING, Fred
qorrespondence

Date

Material

5121173

Wertheim memo to AUSA (summarizing
facts indicating possible unlawful
wiretapping of Fielding’s home phone)

Statu~
F

Wertheim letter to AUSA (believes
Fielding’s phone is wiretapped and request-thorough-investigation)

5/23/73

AUSA letter to Wertheim (stating matter
turned over to FBI)

F

Fielding letter to AUSA (on Dean’s
review of FBI reports; Dean meetings
with Kalmbach, LaRue, Parkinson, O’Brien;
and Dean-Fielding conversations)

F
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24.2 Memoranda
Date

.Material

Statu

7/3/72

Two 302’s (Hunt "effects" provided by
Dean and by Fielding)

F

715172

302 (Hunt’s effects, Fielding’s role)

F

Z2/28/72

Notes made by F oK letter written to
Caulfield by Mc~ord--- McCord’-~eviden~ly
called Fielding to read him the letter

0

ud

13 pp. handwritten notes

F

5/23/73

302 (Fielding telephone difficulties)

F

.5/25/73

302 (Fielding on access to WH grounds by
Roy Sheppard)

F

6/5/73

FBI 204, 302 (Fielding telephone
difficulties)

F

6/23/73

Krlindler memo to AC re material in
Hunt’s safe

F

8/7/73

P. Bakes memo re Fielding (interview on
7126/73)

F

8/20/73

Frampton. memo re-areas for Fielding

F

8/20/73

Frampton memo re interview of Fielding
on 8/20/73

F

!0/1/73

Fox - interview with Fred Fielding on
September 26, 1973

F

10/29/73

Breyer memo to files re interview of
Fielding on i0/26/B

F
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(FIELDII~G - cont
24.3 Testimony
Date

Material

5/15/73

Deposition in DNC v. McCord
[

DC GJ Testimony

FOIAIb 3 - Rule 61e , Federal Rules of Crimina! Procedure

[

DC GJ Testimony

Status
F
F

CF
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WATERGATE SPECIA L PROSECUTION FORCE

TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

:

Richard Ben-Veniste

Henry L. Hecht~

Acquisition of Dean’s Notes of Discussions with
Silbert, et al.

As I have indicated to both Phil Lacovara and yourself previously, I believe Dean indicated to me
that he had notes concerning the content of his
meetings with the prosecutors starting in the Spring
of 1973..
These notes may be relevant to the Watergate Trial
particularly with respect to Strachan’s i~munity
claim,
r
I would suggest you discuss.this matter with Lacovara.
Please advise me if i can be of assistance.

cc:

Chron
Files~
Lacovara
Hecht
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The Acting Director i feted several key points and
asked ~e following;
(1) "Dean had an inquiry_ to conduct for the
President~ he was there in an official capaclty...not as
counsel to int~vlewe~...he was as interested as w~ in
getting to ~he bottom of it. (Ask SA’s if h~ Interlarded

(2) "CRP attys for same reason? (But ~ere they
there as cou~s~l to interviewees or as counsel to CRP in
~tlcipation of law suits in future)~
In respons~ to th~ ~bov~ questions, the Supervisor
at WFO ~s advised that concerning qu~stien ~l, ME. Dea~
acted in an official capacity as counsel to the Presid~n~
~d concernln~ q~estion ~2, ~e attorneys present during
the intervicws of employees of the CRP acted as counsel
for ~%e Committee only and not as attorneys for the
Indlvldual~. We hav~ been advised that Mr. Dean and th~
attorneys for th~ CRP did ~ot interfere with the qucstloni~.
It was obvious, however, that all p~ople w~ intervle~ed wer~
previously debriefed by th~ attorneys. They were not
reluctant to answer questions, however, we had to dra~
answexs from t2~em.
The Intervlew£ng Agents p~Inted out that the mere
presence of th~ l~gal counsel dttring the interviews ~as serewhat ~f a hm~.er in view of the fact that any e~ployee would
be reluctant ~o totally furnish any information in the
presence of his "employer.~ The int@rvie~inq Agents
pointed out that the most dlffi~ult encounter was the
schedulin~ o£ e~p!oyees as it was necessary to arrange
interviews ~irough counsel and in ~e presence Of coun~l.

The a~v~ is for information.

John Dean Behind the Mask of Sanity
By Roman Brackman
(Translation of article in New York Russian Language Daily Novoe Russkoe Slovo published on
Sunday, April 28, 1974)

In the middle of April Luis Harris published the results of a recent American public opinion poll.
According to which 52 per cent of Americans trust John Dean’s accusations against President Nixon, 28
per cent do not believe Dean while 20 percent do not have an opinion. So, the majority of Americans, by
believing Dean, apparently did not bother to pay attention to reports about some of the strange personality
traits of Nixon’s only accuser. Some of the details of Dean’s behavior must appear suspiciously familiar to
Russian readers.
Newspapers persist in asserting that Dean "exposed Watergate criminals," including the President.
The word "exposed" has dominated the press. Those who believed Dean impatiently expected a "soul
bearing admittance of guilt", an announcement of the President’s resignation or his conviction by the
courts and Congress. If one is to look closely at John Dean, the central figure behind all the scandalous
accusations, then such expectations appear fantastic.
When the existence of the tape recordings of White House conversations was revealed, Dean, on
hearing the news, started to dance during a party at his home. At that moment he triumphantly declared
that these recordings would confirm his testimony. Nevertheless, reports appearing in the press reveal that
neither the recordings nor the results of the cross-examination in the courts or the documents confirm
Dean’s testimony. Just the opposite, the slowly emerging picture, seemingly hard to explain, shows, that
many details of Dean’s testimony appear shifted in time and place. What supposedly happened, according
to Dean’s testimony, on certain days, actually happened at different times and under absolutely different
circumstances. Moreover, words and complete sentences, which Dean attributed to various defendants,
actually were uttered by Dean himself. No less interesting is the fact that almost all of the words remained
¯ unchanged, while the meaning of the sentences turned out to be absolutely different. For the most part,
Nixon’s old enemies advanced suppositions that such differences should be attributed to forgeries of the
recordings and documents. Nixon’s loyalists, on the other hand, are convinced that Dean is simply a liar.
Nevertheless, a different explanation deserves attention: Dean’s serious psychopathology, only hidden
behind an appearance of sanity. To understand this pathology it is necessary to compare Dean’s statements
with his acts and to look for explanations for these contradictions found in psychiatric literature. In
particular, the well known work of Dr. Harvey Cleckley, M.D. "The Mask of Sanity" (Third Edition, ST.
LOUIS, THE C.V. MOSBY CO., 1955) contains the key to understanding Dean’s pathology.

In describing a pathological personality, Dr. Cleckley cited many examples which show that
statements made by a psychopath have nothing to do with his behavior or goals. Dr. Cleckley writes:
"Completely hidden under apparently normal performance, a serious psychic abnormality influences a
psychopath’s behavior, directing his perfect abilities toward needless or greatly undesirable, and possibly,
even towards achievement, consciously and effectively, destructive and anti-social... Psychopath himself,
more than the people who surround him, is fooled by his apparent normalcy
To....a great extent he is
incapable of dedlfferentiating his pseudo intentions, his pseudo regrets, and his pseudo love and so on
from real feelings of normal people... When other people do not accept his rcorct o[honor, his surprise is
quite real. His subjective experience is so devoid of depth of feelings, that he absolutely does not
understand the meaning of the life of other people" Cleckley continues to say: "A psychopath usually is
accepted by the courts as a quite sane person, but this technical sanity does not differ much from the
simple mimicry of real sanity." Dr. Cleckley concludes that: "One is confronted with a convincing mask of
sanity." (p. 423)
Dr. Cleckley’s observations could be illustrated by the examples from Dean’s statements. Dean
stated that on September 15th 1972, President Nixon congratulated him with the successful destruction of
the Watergate Scandal’s evidence. As proof, Dean quoted what Nixon supposedly said. Dean stated that
on September 15th 1973, Nixon congratulated him on the successful handling of the cover-up, stating that
NLxon had told him, "Bob tells me you are doing a good job..." Senator Gurney of Florida quite naturally
was doubtful: "How can you say that the President knew all about those things from a simple observation
by him that ’Bob tells me you are doing a good job’." This led Dean to change Nixon’s wording slightly
and to complain: "We are quibbling over words." To this Gurney quite pointedly replied: "We are talking
about something very important: the guilt or innocence of the President of the United States." Dean was
unable to foresee that the words he had attributed to Nixon might have an interpretation different from
his. Dean had no qualms about attributing to Nixon, remarks whose meaning were convenient for Dean.
When Dean’s interpretation was challenged, he had no difficulty changing his initial wording.
No less indicative was another of Dean’s traits - he projects and misplaces events and words in a
quite natural way. According to Dean’s testimony, when he introduced Gordon Liddy for the first time to
John Mitchell, Nixon’s Re-election Campaign Manager, in order to unveil the break-in plan, Dean states
that: "Mitchell was amazed. I gave him a look of bewilderment and he winked." There was something
basically wrong with Dean’s statement. Not with its’ grammar, but with its’ logic. Why would Dean give
Mitchell a "look of bewilderment"? Dean had known of the break-in scheme before coming to the
meeting with Mitchell. It was Dean who had recruited Liddy to work for Nixon’s Re-election Committee.
The break-in plan was not a surprise to Dean. So, why would he give Mitchell "a look of bewilderment?"
It was Mitchell who was bewildered by this new plan and rejected it twice. If one shifts the wording of the

sentence just a bit, one realizes it suddenly begins to make sense: "Mitchell was amazed. He gave me a look
of bewilderment and I_ winked." This minor and harmless example of projection might be amplified by
many more serious samples from Dean’s tes~mony in which he attributes to other people his own plans
and actions. This kind oft~roj#ctiol~ of oneself on others represents the most typical trait of the psychopathic
mechanism of self-defense - a "method by which a psychopathic personality defends itself from
unpleasant impulses, tendencies and characteristics by way of a denial of their existence in him and at the
same time attributing them to others." (Waiter C. Langer, "The Mind of Adolf Hitler)
Indicative in this case is the scandalous history of Howard Hunt’s note books. Last summer,
during his testimony at the Erwin Senatorial Committee, Dean stated that he indignantly refused John
Ehrlichman’s suggestion to destroy documents in Howard Hunt’s safe. Not even a year later, in November
1973, Dean had unexpectedly (for the prosecution), acknowledged that he had hidden Hunt’s notebooks,
and in January 1974 secretly shredded them. Similarly, Dean accused Nixon of personally ordering him to
compile "enemy lists" during his meeting with the president on September 15, 1972. But it turned out that
Dean was preparing "enemy lists" prior to this meeting. John Mitchell’s lawyer, Peter Fleming, compared
documents and tape recordings with Dean’s testimony and proved that Dean not only was not telling the
truth about facts, but also demonstrated how Dean constantly was attributing his words to others.
In some cases of projection, Dean ascribes to himself other people’s words - a reversal of the
pattern. We can call it an appropriation of someone else’s verbal property. On March 20, 1973, after
conversations with President Nixon, Dean told Richard Moore, a White House official, that Nixon did not
know anything about Watergate. "If this is so," said Moore, "it means that the President is badly served."
A while later, Dean ran into Egal Krough (a White House official who had arranged Dean’s employment
at the White House) and told him that the President did not know anything about Watergate and that the
President "was badly served."
Another case also deserves attention. Even before the start of the Senate investigation, Mitchell,
during conversations with reporters said (this statement was published) that despite his repeated refusal to
approve of Gordon Liddy’s break-in plans, "somebody was pushing, pushing and pushing." Dean
appropriated this phrase. Testifying about the planning of the Watergate break-in, Dean stated: "I do not
know to this day who kept pushing for those plans - whether Liddy was pushing, or whether Magruder
was pushing, or whether someone was pushing Magruder." It was Dean who was "pushing" these plans,
manipulating both Jeb Magruder and Gordon Liddy. It was Dean who prompted Liddy to prepare a new
break-in plan after each rejection by John Mitchell. It was Dean who persuaded Magruder not to ftre
Liddy.
Dean is so unaware of his psychic deficiency that he nonchalantly reveals his schemes. Dean said
that when he was five or six years old, he set a fire in the backyard of his parents’ home. For a long time he
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denied his guilt and said that finally a Fire Marshall was called. Dean recalled "He must have been ten feet
tall, wearing a big blue uniform. I can see him to this day. He told me: ’Now John, you haven’t told your
father the truth.’ The impact of the blue uniform as the authority of the law was enormous. I said to
myself: The jig is up’." From that time on Dean was setting fires in various "backyards". At first, denying
his guilt and then partially acknowledging it. With increasing inventiveness he attempts to defend himself,
falsely accusing others, indignantly declaring that he "refuses to be a scapegoat". His smiling face looked at
us from the pages of newspapers and from TV screens. He did not feel any pangs of conscience. Just the
opposite, he certainly assumed his new role as the president’s only accuser. He watched with satisfaction
his own performance on television and then, after a hot bath and a massage, went to bed. He declared that
he had slept well, which in this case we can believe.
Dean was remembered by his associates as a "man in a hurry - very eager to please the boss." He
usually confused the boss’s motives with his own, and when rebuffed, would at first display amazement
and indignation and then would turn against "the boss," plotting against him as he previously plotted for
him on mistaken assumptions. Unavoidably, he always mistook the wishes and thoughts of the "boss" for
his own, and when the "boss" corrected him, Dean expressed sincere surprise and displeasure. Dean’s
assumptions always turned out to be mistaken. Dean first married Karla Hennings, the wealthy daughter of
a Missouri senator, and hastily concocted a business deal, misrepresenting her money as his. He briefly
worked for the law ftrm of ’Welch and Morgan’, and after six months, was f~red for secretly plotting to aid
a competitor in a case the ftrm was handling. Then he asked W~elch and Morgan’ to change the real reason
for his firing in writing. He felt no qualms about "borrowing" election campaign money for his second
honeymoon trip with second wife Maureen without consulting anyone. There could be no doubt that
Dean did all these acts without clear criminal intent. He is simply incapable of distinguishing between what
is appropriate behavior and what is not, as he is incapable of telling what is true and what is a sham, as he
is also incapable of distinguishing reality from his distorted vision of it. Before the term "psychopath" or
"sociopath" gained currency, Dean’s behavior was simply called moral imbecility.
After accusing President Nixon of various crimes, Dean unexpectedly pleaded with the Ervin
Committee to "forgive" Nixon. It is quite obvious (especially if we recall how persistently Dean bargained
for immunity during court proceedings) that Dean was not concerned in the least about the President’s
fate and was not at all interested in soliciting forgiveness for Nixon. In a transfigured and projected form,
he pleaded for forgiveness for himself. It would be easy to explain Dean’s transparent trick simply as
hypocrisy, but when this concerns a psychopath, such explanation would be out of place. Because, as Dr.
Clackley states, a "psychopath’s understanding of feeling contrary of hypocrisy, is so theoretically
insubstantial that it is doubtful that we can apply to him what we usually call hypocrisy. Not having an
understanding about moral values, the psychopath apparently is incapable of feeling in sufficient degree
the nature and substance of the indignation of people affected by his behavior."
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While listening to questions at the trial of Mitchell and Stan (Is ttu’s the correct name?), one
inadvertently feels uncomfortable and tempted to cringe seeing the smiling Dean continue to equivocate
and change his testimony, insisting on the validity of his other statements, while obviously being defeated
by defense lawyers. It is interesting to note that Dean changes his testimony with striking ease. The
tendency to rewrite or revise history is a typical psychopathic trait and Dean demonstrates that tendency in
his "revelations" to the press, in hearings, statements, and in trial testimony. Actually, Dean was rewriting
history much earlier - long before Watergate. As mentioned earlier, after he was f~red from his job in the
law firm, he asked this law firm to change the real reason for his ftring in writing. Dean also asked Gordon
Liddy’s lawyer to give him a written affidavit that he had not met Liddy, although such a meeting actually
took place. It is necessary to cite more instances where Dean rewrites history. Dean also reveals a tendency
to destroy evidence. Sometimes he destroys evidence himself, as it happened, for example, with Hunt’s
notebooks. Sometimes he successfully manipulates other people to destroy evidence, as it happened with
Patrick Grey.
A fateful moment in the whole Watergate affair was Dean’s encounter with Gordon Liddy. In the
field of psychic aberrations, Liddy represents a peculiar phenomenon. People who know Liddy
characterize him as a "cowboy" or as a "crazy" or as a "crazy of a special kind". Liddy’s wife often found
him polishing his guns. Appearing as a candidate at an election meeting, Liddy came with a gun and
sometimes shot into the air to make a point. Of interest is the story of Jack Anderson. At one of election
conferences, Jeb Magruder said that "Anderson constantly reveals secrets of the Republican Election
Campaign and that we should ’get rid’ of Anderson." Liddy understood this remark by Magruder as an
order to kill Anderson and excitedly announced it. Magruder had difficulty convincing Liddy that he did
not have murder in mind. Disappointed, Liddy declared with annoyance in his voice - "Where I come
from, ’get rid of’ means to kill", despite the fact that wherever Liddy comes from, he is not there for long.
And, for obvious reasons, Liddy continues to entertain the romance and intrigue of cloak and dagger in his
imagination.
This fascination with Rlusions had apparently deeply influenced Liddy. When John Dean and Liddy
met, a disaster was bound to happen. While testifying about the preparation of the plans for the Watergate
break-in, Dean declared: "I do not know to the present day who continued to push these plans - was
Liddy pushing, or Magruder, or was someone pushing Magruder?" Being understandably reticent, Dean
naturally did not mention that it was he who was pushing both Liddy and Magruder, manipulating both of
them and skillfully playing on Liddy’s aberrations, and influencing the short-sighted and inexperienced
Magruder, who appears now as a pitiful victim of two psychologically abnormal people. There was a
moment, missed by Magruder, when he almost fired Liddy. Magruder apparently felt some admiration for
Liddy who surrounded himself with an aura of heroic romanticism. In an outburst of this admiration
Magruder put his hand on his hero’s shoulder in a friendly manner. Liddy suddenly turned to Magruder,
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hissed angrily: "Take your hand away, otherwise I’ll kill you." Magmder got scared and wanted to fire this
"nut," but the omnipresent Dean intervened and talked Magruder into forgiving Liddy.
It is worthwhile mentioning that Liddy did not react angrily towards Dean’s friendly hand. After
each one of Mitchell’s refusals to approve any of Liddy’s proposals, Dean, while putting his friendly hand
on Liddy’s shoulder, encouraged the disappointed hero and hinted at a better chance next time. There was
another lost chance to prevent the Watergate Scandal about which Mitchell, with a sigh of regret, told the
Senate Committee. Mitchell said that instead of saying "no" to Liddy’s plans several times he should have
’thrown this nut out the window." And it would have been even better if someone advised Mitchell to also
throw Dean out the same window for full measure. This would have saved Magruder from falling into the
psychopathic trap in which he found himself. But history, unfortunately, does not correct itself by "ifs".
Gordon Strom, in his testimony, said that it was always surprising for him to notice how well Dean
remembered who was doing what. Apparently, it did not occur to him that Dean lived in his own world of
intrigues and knew precisely what component of this intrigue must be galvanized into action and when.
Like all psychopaths, Dean is exceptionally egocentric and in his scheme of intrigues he quite deservedly
occupied the central place. He was the chief inspirational figure behind the scene not only of the
Watergate cover-up, to which almost confessed, but also of the original break-in to the Democratic Party
Headquarters, which unavoidably must surface at the trial in the testimonies of Magruder and Liddy.
(President Carter was asked at a press conference years later whether he could persuade Liddy to tell what
he knew about the break-in. Carter replied, "According to my reading of Liddy’s mind, Liddy would never
talk." But in his January 29, 2001 sworn testimony in a Philadelphia court, Liddy for the first time stated
that the Watergate break-in had been "John Dean’s operation." Liddy said that, in 1991, he read the book,
"The Silent Coup" by Len Colodny which linked Dean’s fiancde Maureen Biner to a call-girl ring that was
used by the staff of the Democratic National Committee. Liddy further told the court, "I said to myself,
’Oh, My God!’ My eyes opened. This was a John Dean op." Liddy testified that the photographs were
located in the desk of Ida Wells, one of the Committee’s secretaries. Ida Wells was suing Liddy for
defamation, seeking $5.1 million in damages, because he publicly linked her to the prostitution operation.
Dean and his wife Maureen sued St. Martin’s Press which published "The Silent Coup", stating that the
book claim that Dean had masterminded the break-in was "baloney." The publisher settled the libel suit in
1997. Liddy testified that John W. Dean III, who had recruited Liddy to work for the Nixon Reelection
Committee, told him at the time:
"An all-out offensive and defensive political operation with a $i million budget was needed for the 1972 election."
Liddy testified that he understood only years later that Dean had wanted to retrieve some photographs,
which linked Dean’s fiancee and future wife, Maureen Biner, to a prostitution ring serving the staff of the
Democratic National Committee at the Watergate complex. Dean, of course, did not tell Liddy that he
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wanted to retrieve Maureen Biner’s photos from the Watergate Headquarters. This important revelation
was buried in the ]Vev¢ York 7"i~aes back page and ignored by most of the media)
Dean probably also wanted to please his "boss" (that is President Nixon) and Deans was certain
that Nixon would approve of Dean’s spying on Democrats when Nixon would learn about it. Within all of
the Watergate stories there was a lot of tragic irony. But, perhaps the most tragic was the fact that the
Nixon was so unaware of Dean’s intrigues that he assigned Dean the criminal to catch a criminal. One
circumstance was conducive to Dean’s intrigues - he used the trust of people who considered him the
President’s Lawyer. This shrewd use of his "President’s Lawyer" title by Dean could not but mislead many
honest and well-meaning people. All these people, including the President, had an assigned place in Dean’s
psychopathic scheme without ever being aware of it. All were busy dealing with thousands of important
problems of foreign and domestic issues. These problems were of no interest to Dean and were replaced
by Watergate, "enemy lists" and other intrigues. The title, "President’s lawyer", in reality is of limited
importance. But in the Dean’s scheme, it acquired a threatening significance. Dean used this title freely and
with criminal shrewdness, utilizing ambivalent hints, careful and probing remarks, false statements, and
characteristic of Dean, the appearance of importance and poise. Dean demonstrated the performance of
an important role during the course of his testimony.
Because Dean had no intention of winding up on the defendant’s bench, he used his impressive
skill at shrewdness and sophistry to cover up his actual role in the Watergate scandal. But when the whole
affair began to crumble, he declared his refusal to be the "scapegoat." It was necessary for him to invent a
"scapegoat" and to construct a new scheme of events in order to absolve himself by accusing innocent
people. A scheme, once it emerges in the mind of a psychopath, continuous to acquire a certain shape until
new circumstances force him to construct a new scheme. A new version of events emerges in his mind
and replaces the preceding scheme. The new version, in turn, demands the destruction of evidence
connected to the old version. The objective truth does not exist. It changes depending on the
circumstance. But while a certain version exists in the psychopath’s mind he accepts it as reality and quite
sincerely is infuriated and annoyed when someone does not agree with him. As is typical for a psychopath,
Dean now believes in what he is saying. He is not lying in the common sense of this word. He tells his
"truth". He said: "I know what I know. I did not fear to be caught lying during interrogation. Indeed to tell
the truth - the easiest thing in the world."
Now Dean is accustomed to believe in his new "truth". Now he sees himself as a kind of Messiah
since he got used to his new role. He said: The "American people would recover only when we discover
the very root of this situation. I see myself in the role of helping in this process". Dean presents himself as
the person who had a "restraining influence on many wild and crazy ideas in the White House. This
ridiculous distortion of the truth would have been simply amusing if this sickening illusion didn’t produce
an appalling impression on those people who accepted Dean as a truthful witness. The mysterious
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atmosphere of secret intrigues in the White House depicted by Dean during his monotonous and lifeless
testimony disturbed many people who apparently did not realize that this picture was not only far from
reality, but simply represented a perverted picture of life in the White House that exited Den’s mind.
It might appear as a fantastic aberration that such an insignificant personality as John Dean could
have created such a disaster, that he could initiate such a turmoil, and ignite so much passion and suspicion
to such an extent, that it clouded our minds and created a danger to the stability of the government, the
country as a whole and even international relations. And, this is indeed what happened because of the
Watergate scandal. It is enough to recall other psychopaths who lived and operated in other countries and
in other circumstances when they had caused tragedies which were immeasurably greater then Watergate.
The ability of psychopaths to create misery for millions of people, to cloud their minds and lead them to
catastrophes is enormous - as Hitler and Stalin had demonstrated with abundant clarity. One thing is clear
-psychopaths pose a danger not only to totalitarian but also to democracies societies.
It is enough to take a look at such headlines as "Could Nixon Survive Dean?" which appeared on
the pages of newspapers and on the covers of magazines, in order to seriously ponder the absurdity and
sickening nature of the current state of affairs. Until now, President Nixon has revealed the will and
stamina in the face of the storm of assaults coming from his domestic and foreign enemies. But the danger
posed by Dean’s accusations continues to hang as a threatening shadow over the President and over the
country. It endangers all us. Dean himself became an almost forgotten figure in the phantasmagoria which
was initiated by him. But his accusations acquired their own dynamics and are being used by irresponsible
trash slingers, creating a sick atmosphere of witch hunting. Dean’s accusations serve as an inducement for
obsessive attempts to discover evil-doers in all corners of the social and political life of the country.
Press reports that Dean had pleaded guilty to numerous crimes were buried in the back pages, if
mentioned at all. In addition, Dean was assigned an office in the prosecutors section of the Justice
Department with his nameplate on the door, as if he was one of the prosecutors. And, as the result of a
plea bargain, his sentence was reduced to four months in a privileged prison facility. Those who exhibit an
unstoppable eagerness and stubbornness in search of new sensational crimes now avoid mentioning Dean,
as if sensing the possibility of winding up in an uncomfortable position themselves. We must return to the
roots of the Watergate malignancy - to Dean. And, before anything else, we need experienced psychiatrists
who could diagnose Dean’s psychiatric condition and at the same time reinstate our own mental balance.
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WATERGATE SPECIAl_ PROSEC(JTION FORCE
United States Department of Justice
1425 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

July 15, 1974
HAND DELIVERED
Mr. Edward G. Docekal
U. S. Probation Officer
U. S. Courthouse, Room 2400
3rd & Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001
Re: Pre-sentence Report--John W. Dean, III.
Dear Mr. Docekal:
In response to your request in connection with your presentence report to Judge Sirica on John W. Dean, III, this
letter sets out the principal facts known to the Special
Prosecutor’s Office respecting the involvement of Mr. Dean
in.the Watergate cover-up, and the nature and extent of his
cooperation with the Government in this area.
Mr. Dean was Counsel to the President of the United
States from July, 1970, to April 30, 1973~
Mr. Dean was not involved in the planning and execution
of the Watergate break-in and bugging .but was involved in
certain activities that eventually led to the break-in and
that were later the subject of the.cover-up conspiracy. In
early 1972, at the invitation of Jeb S. Magruder, Mr. Dean
attended two meetings in the office of then Attorney General
John N. Mitchell at which G. Gordon Liddy presented to Mr.
Mitchell proposed plans and budgets for a political intelligence-gathering and "security" program hhat comprehended a
number of illegal activities including illegal electronic
surveillance. (Mr. Dean had previously had a role in 1971
in referring Mr. Liddy, then a White House employee, to Mr.
Mitchell for employment as General Counsel of the Committee
to Re-Elect the President (CRP).) At the first meeting in
Mr. Mitchell’s office, Mr. Mitchell told Mr. Liddy that this
was not what Mr. Mitchell had in mind and that the budget was
far too expensive. At the second meeting, Mr. Dean arrived
late. After discovering that Mr. Liddy was presenting ~
less expensive, scaled-down version of the origina! program,
Mr. Dean suggested strongly that the meeting be terminated.
JFN:GTF:saf
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Shortly thereafter, Mr. Dean reported the substance of these
meetings to the President’s Chief of Staff in the White
House, H. R. Haldeman, and suggested that the ~Tnite House
should have nothing to do wZth Mr. Liddy’s plan. Mr. Haldeman
agreed, and so instructed Mr. Dean.
After the arrest of five men in the Democratic National
Committee Headquarters at Watergate on June 17, 1972, Mr.
Dean learned from Mr. Magruder on June 19 that the Watergate
break-in had been Gordon Liddy’s operation. With the
authorization of Mr. Ehrlichman, to whom Mr. Dean had reported
Mr. Magruder’s information, Mr. Dean met with Mr. Liddy and
learned that those arrested were Liddy’s men but that Liddy
did not believe the operation could be traced to Liddy or CRP.~
Mr. Dean also learned that the June 17 entry at Watergate
was the second entry and that it had been attempted because.
Liddy’s superiors at CRP were dissatisfied with the fruits
of electronic surveillance from a prior illegal entry and
implantation of bugging devices. Mr. Dean reported this
information to Mr. Ehrlichman, who hadpreviously asked Mr.
Dean to ascertain the involvement of ~. Colson, if any, in
the break-in. Mr. Ehrlichman asked Mr. Dean to keep abreast
of the Justice Department’s activities in connection with any
investigation into the break-in and to keep Mr. Ehrlichman
advised.
On June 19 and shortly thereafter, Mr. Dean also learned
from Gordon Strachan, political aide to H. R. Haldeman, that
as a result of the Watergate arrests Mr. Strachan had destroyed
documents on Mr. Haldeman’s instructions.
At Mr. Ehrlichman’s request, Mr. Dean attended a meeting
with Messrs. Ehrlichman and Colson on. June 19 at which Mr.
Ehrlichman instructed that a White House safe belonging to E.
Howard Hunt, Jr. be opened and that Mr. Dean take custody of
the contents. After receiving these contents the next day
and examining them, Mr. Dean reported to Mr. Ehrlichman that
they included possibly incriminating evidence and written
material unrelated to the break-in that could be highly embarrassing to the White House. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr.
Dean shred the documents and "deep-six" a briefcase containing
what appeared to be electronic equipment. To avoid this
instruction, however, Mr. Dean subsequently suggestedito Mr.
Ehrlichman that the evidentiary matter had to be turned over
to the FBI since a large number of people knew about Hunt’s
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safe and the fact that contents had been removed; Mr. Dean
also suggested that embarrassing papers not related to Watergate be given directly and personally to L. Patrick Gray,
Acting FBI Director, rather than to FBI agents. Mr. Ehrlichman
agreed to this procedure and it was carried out with the
exception of a spiral notebook and telephone index which Mr..
Dean mislaid in the file cabinet where the other contents of
Mr. Hunt’s safe had been temporarily lodged before being
transferred to FBI agents and to Mr. Gray. Mr. Dean destroyed
the notebook and threw the telephone index into a wastebasket
in or about February, 1973, when he discovered them still
lodged in one of his file cabinets.
Also on June 19, Mr. Dean was instructed by Mr. Ehrlichman
to have Mr. Hunt ordered out of the country. Mr. Dean passed
this message to Mr. Liddy but protested to Mr. Ehrlichman
that this was inadvisable. Mr. Ehrlichman then countermanded
the instruction.
Onthe evening of June 19, Mr. Dean attended a meeting
in the apartment of Mr. Mitchell at which Messrs. Mitchell,
Mardi~an,-Magruder, and LaRue were also present and at which
there was some discussion relating to Mr. Magruder’s files.
At that time or shortly after, Mr. Dean learned that as a
result of that discussion Mr. Magruder had destroyed CRP
files relating to the break-in.
During.the week following June 17, Mr. Dean was asked by
Mr. Mitchell and by Maurice Starts, Chairman of the Finance
Committee to Re-Elect the President (FCRP), to secure White
House assistance in "avoiding embarrassment" over the fact
that Messrs~ Liddy and Bernard Barker had been involved in
"laundering" certain campaign contributions to FCRP. As a
result, Mr. Dean began a series of conversations with Mr.
Gray to determine how the FBI was handling its investigation
into the Watergate break-in. For the next several months,
Mr. Dean reported to officials at CRP (including Messrs.
Mitchell, Mardian, and LaRue) and at the White House (including
Messrs. Haldeman and Ehrlichman) information Mr. Dean received
about the investigation from Mr. Gray and from Henry Petersen,
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division.
Mr. Dean secured this information by representing to Mr. Gray
and Mr. Petersen that Mr. Dean was seeking information for
the President.
~
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At the urging of Messrs. Mitchell and Mardian, and with
the approval of Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. Dean also obtained written
FBI reports relating to the Watergate investigation from Mr.
Gray on a number of occasions during 1972, which Mr. Dean
made available to officials at CRP and to CRP’s attorneys;
Mr. Dean also reported to~ Mr. Ehrlichman any significant
information about the direction and progress of the investigation that could be gleaned ~from these reports.
At the suggestion of Messrs. Mardian and Mitchell, Mr.
Dean raised with Mr. Ehrlichman the possibility that the CIA
might provide covert funds to those directly involved in the
break-in in response to demands that were being made by these
individuals that "commitments" owed to them be fulfilled by
payment of money for bail, attorney fees, and income, and in
response to the belief by officials at CRP that such payments
should be made. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr. Dean follow
up on this idea by contacting General Vernon Walters, Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Dean_met with Mr.
Walters to pursue this possibility on June 26 and, at Mr.
Ehrlichman’s urging, broached the subject again with General
Walters. General Walters declined to provide the requested
assistance.
Shortly thereafter, on the suggestion of Mr. Mitchell,
Mr. Dean sought and received the approval of Messrs. Haldeman
and Ehrlichman to contact the President’s personal attorney,
Herbert W. Kalmbach, and request that Kalmbach secretly raise
and distribute untraceable cash funds to and for the benefit
of those directly involved in the break-in. Dean explained
this assignment to Kalmbach at a meeting in Washington, D.C.,
and Kalmbach agreed to undertake it. Thereafter, Dean was
present at several meetings between Mr. Kalmbach and Fred C.
LaRue in Dean’s office at which the progress of the assignment
was discussed. Mr. Dean was aware that during the next severa!
months Mr. Kalmbach--acting on instructions primarily from
Mr. LaRue--raised and caused to be distributed large amounts
of cash to and for the benefit of the five men who had been
arrested and, in addition, Messrs. Hunt and Liddy. In
September, 1972, Mr. Kalmbach made an accounting of the cash
funds he had distributed to Mr. Dean and Mr. LaRue in Dean’s
office. Thereafter, Mr. LaRue assumed responsibility for
this assignment.
Within a short time after the break-in on June ~7~ Mr.
Dean learned that Mr. Magruder was developing a false cover

- 5 -

story" to explain the large amounts of cash that had been
disbursed to Mr. Liddy for the intelligence program that
resulted in the Watergate break-ins and bugging; Mr. Dean
reported this to Messrs. Haldeman and Ehrlichman. Mr. Dean
also learned (and reported), that Herbert Porter, Director of
Surrogate Scheduling for CRP, would corroborate Mr. Magruder’s
story. Prior to Mr. Magruder’s appearance before ~the Watergate Grand Jury in August, .1972, Mr. Magruder reviewed the
testimony he would give with Mr. Dean and Mr. Dean helped
prepare~Mr. Magruder for questioning by playing the role of
the prosecutor. Mr. Dean reported his meeting with Mr.
Magruder to Lawrence Higby, Mr. Haldeman’s assistant, for
transmission to Mr. Haldeman. After Mr. Magruder’s grand jury
appearance in August, Mr. Dean learned from others at CRP
that Mr. Magruder’s desk diary had been subpoenaed by the
prosecutors and that Mr. Magruder would probably be questioned
further by the grand jury about the two meetings Magruder,
Dean, and Liddy had attended in early 1972 in the Attorney
General’s office. Shortly before Mr. Magruder appeared in
the grand jury again in September, Mr. Dean met with Mr.
Magruder and Mr. Mitchell to discuss what Mr. Magruder would
.say about these meetings if asked. At this meeting it was
suggested that Mr. Magruder could say that one of these meetings was cancelled and the other was for the purpose of
discussing provisions of campaign financing laws.
In the fall of 1972, Mr. Dean learned that the Watergate
defendants, and particularly Mr. Hunt, .were making increasing
demands for-cash payments. Soon after the election, Mr. Dean
received from Charles W. Colson a tape recording of a telephone
conversation between Messrs. Colson .and Hunt in which Hunt
pressed Colson vigorously on the importance of meeting the
"commitments" made to the defendants and made thinly-veiled
references to the fact that the defendants were protecting
higher-~ps but that this was a "two-way street." Mr. Dean
played a copy of this recording for Messrs. Haldeman and
Ehrlichman, who told Mr. Dean that this was something Mr.
Mitchell should take care of. Mr. Dean then played the recording for Mr. Mitchell as well. In or about December, Mr.
Mitchell requested Mr. Dean to secure the permission of Mr.
Haldeman to make available part of a~ $350,000 White House
cash fund then under Mr. Haldeman’s control for continuing
payments to the Watergate defendants. Mr. Dean relayed this
message to Mr. Haldeman, who approved the action. Mr. ~ean
then requested Mr. Strachan, Mr. Haldeman’s former assistant
and the custodian of the fund, to make a payment of
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approximately $50,000 to Mr. LaRue.. In early January, at
Mr. Mitchell’s request, Mr. Dean asked for and received Mr.
Haldeman’s approval for Mr. Strachan to transfer the balance
of this fund to Mr. LaRue.
In early January, i~73, Mr. Dean learned that Mr. Hunt
was considering pleading guilty but was seeking assurances of
continued support from the iWhite House. Mr. Dean and Mr.
Ehrlichman urgedMr. Colson to meet with William O. Bittman,
Hunt’s attorney. After Mr. Colson and Mr. Bittman met, Mr.
Colson reported that Mr. Hunt was concerned about the length
of time he might have to spend in jail should he receive a
long sentence on his plea. Specifically, Mr. Colson reported
Mr. Bittman’s view that Hunt probably could not "stand" more
than a year in jail. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr.
Colson reassure Mr. Bittman concerning this matter without
making any overt commitments. Mr. Colson, after meeting with
Mr. Bittman the next day, reported to Messrs. Dean and
Ehrlichman that he h~d reassured Mr. Bittman concerning executive intervention in this regard without.actually using the
word "executive clemency," and had done so by using phrases
such as "a year is a long time,".and (in regard to clemency)
"this kind of thing usually comes up around Christmas."
Thereafter, upon Mr. Ehrlichman’s prior authorization, Mr.
Dean was involved in extending similar assurances to James W.
McCord and in keeping others advised of such assurances.
In mid-February, ~1973, Mr. Dean met with Messrs. Haldeman
and Ehrlichman in California. Mr. Ehrlichman raised the
question of whether the Watergate defendants would continue
to maintain their present posture, and there was adiscussion
of the need to raise additional funds for making payments to
the defendants. At this meeting, the fourth participant,
Richard Moore, was instructed to inform Mr. Mitchell that
raising funds for the defendants was.~omething Mr. Mitchell
should attend to.
Beginning in late February, 1973, Mr. Dean had a number
of meetings with the President generally concerning the Watergate and related matters. On or about March 19, 1973, Mr.
Dean learned from Paul O’Brien, an attorney for CRP, that
Mr. Hunt was demanding $120,000 prior to his sentencing which
was scheduled for March 23 and had threatened to tell the
"seamy things" he had done for Ehrlichman and others ~ the
White House if he did not receive the money. Mr. Dean
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Dean to inform Mr. Mitchell; Mr. Dean did so. Mr. Dean also
had a conversation with ~. LaRue .in which he informed LaRue
about Hunt’s threat and told LaRue.lthat he (Dean) wanted to
have nothing further to do wi~h any payments and would not
instruct or authorize LaRue What to do.
On the evening of March 120, 1973, Mr. Dean told the
President that he wanted to meet with him the next day to
outline a number of things tke President did not know or did
not fully realize concerning Watergate.~ On the morning of
March 21, Mr. Dean met with ithe President and reported to
him in great detail information Dean knew first-hand or had
obtained from others concerning the planning of. the Watergate
break-in and subsequent efforts to cover it up, including his
own liability and that of others (including Messrs. Mitchell,
Magruder, Porter, Strachan, Krogh, Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and
Kalmbach) in the area of obstruction of justice and, in
some cases, perjury. Mr. Dean also told the President about
Mr. Hunt’s recent demand for money and Hunt’s threat.
On March 21 and 22,.Mr. Dean had a number of meetings
with thePresident and Messrs. Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and
Mitchell. Rather than characterize what occurred in those
conversations, we would simply refer to the transcripts of
Presidentia! tapes, of some of those meetings that have now
been made public and to Mr. Dean’s public testimony.
On March 22, Mr. Dean met with Messrs. Mitchell, Haldeman,
and Ehrlichman and those present learned, from Mitchell that
Hunt’s problem had been "taken care of."
On March 23, Mr. Dean went to Camp David but was unable
to complete the "report." Soon after Mr. Dean returned from
Camp David on March 28 he engaged an attorney and instructed.
the attorney to approach the United States Attorney’s Office
about cooperating with the Watergate prosecution. Beginning
on April 5, 1973, Mr. Dean and his attorney held a number of
meetings in which a great deal of information concerning the
cover-up conspiracy was imparted to the prosecutors. On the
basis of this information and similar information received
in mid-April from Mr. Magruder, the United States Attorney
reported to the Assistant Attorney General and Attorney General
that they had uncovered a widespread conspiracy to cover~up
responsibility for and knowledge of the Watergate matter.
In mid and late April and in May, Mr. Dean had a number of
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additional meetings with the prosecutors. On April 30, the
President announced that he was "accepting Mr. Dean’s
resignation."
In June, 1973, Mr. Dean testified under a formal grant
of use immunity before the Senate Select Committee on
Presidential Campaign Activities concerning his knowledge
of and involvement in the background to and cover-up of the
Watergate bugging, and concerning other matters. Nevertheless,
Mr. Dean thereafter pleaded guilty to a one-count information
charging in broad terms a conspiracy to obstruct justice in
connection with the cover-up.
Following his plea, Mr. Dean has been interviewed on
numerous occasions by the staff of the Watergate Task Force,
Special Prosecutor’s Office, and testified on three occasions
before the original Watergate grand jury. Throughout the
period following Mr. Dean’s guilty plea, he has made himself
available for extensive de-briefing by the Watergate Task
Force and has freely supplied all the information and documents
in his possession relating to the Watergate cover-up including
numerous leads that might further the investigation.
In assessing the quality of Mr. Dean’s cooperation, it
should be noted that much of Mr. Dean’s testimony before the
Senate Select Committee has been subsequently corroborated
by other testimony and evidence, including Presidential tape
recordings and transcripts. We have observed no reluctance
by Mr. Dean to own up to the areas of his own involvement
in Watergate and related matters.
If we can provide any further information in connection
with this matter, or if amplification or clarification of any
materials herein contained would be helpful, please do not
hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,

~ .~/

¯

.James F. Neal
-Associate Special Prosecutor

WATb, RGATE SPECIAl_ PROSECUTION FORCE
United States Department of Justice
1425 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

July 15, 1974
HAND DELIVERED
Mr. Edward G. Docekal
U. S. Probation Officer
U. S. Courthouse, Room 2400
3rd & Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001
Re: Pre-sentence Report--John W. Dean, III.
Dear Mr. Docekal:
In response to your request in connection with your presentence report to Judge Sirica on John W. Dean, III, this
letter sets out the principal facts known to the Special
Prosecutor’s Office respecting the involvement of Mr. Dean
in the Watergate cover-up, and the nature and extent Of his
cooperation with the Government in this area.
Mr. Dean was Counsel to the President of the United
States from July, 1970, to April 30, 1973~
Mr. Dean was not involved in the planning and execution
of the Watergate break-in and bugging but was involved in
certain activities that eventually led to the break-in and
that were later the subject of the cover-up conspiracy. In
early 1972, at the invitation of Jeb S. Magruder, Mr. Dean
attended two meetings in the office of then Attorney General
John N. Mitchell at which G. Gordon Liddy presented to Mr.
Mitchell proposed plans and budgets for a political intelligence-gathering and "security" program hhat comprehended a
number of illegal activities including illegal electronic
surveillance. (Mr. Dean had previously had a role in 1971
in referring Mr. Liddy, then a White House employee, to Mr.
Mitchell for employment as General Counsel of the Committee
to Re-Elect the President (CRP).) At the first meeting in
Mr. Mitchell’s office, Mr. Mitchell told Mr. Liddy that this
was not what Mr. Mitchell had in mind and that the budget was
far too expensive. At the second meeting, Mr. Dean arrived
late. After discovering that Mr. Liddy was presenting ~
less expensive, scaled-down version of the origina! program,
Mr. Dean suggested strongly that the meeting be terminated.
JFN:GTF:saf
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Shortly thereafter, Mr. Dean reported the substance of these
meetings to the President’s Chief of Staff in the White
House, H. R. Haldeman, and suggested that the ~Tnite House
should have nothing to do with Mr. Liddy’s plan. Mr. Haldeman
agreed, and so instructed Mr. Dean.
After the arrest of five men in the Democratic National
Committee Headquarters at Watergate on June 17, 1972, Mr.
Dean learned from Mr. Magruder on June 19 that the Watergate
break-in had been Gordon Liddy’s operation. With the
authorization of Mr. Ehrlichman, to whom Mr. Dean had reported
Mr. Magruder’s information, Mr. Dean met with Mr. Liddy and
learned that those arrested were Liddy’s men but that Liddy
did not believe the operation could be traced to Liddy or CRP.
Mr. Dean also learned that the June 17 entry at Watergate
was the second entry and that it had been attempted because
Liddy’s superiors at CRP were dissatisfied with the fruits
of electronic surveillance from a prior illegal entry and
implantation of bugging devices. Mr. Dean reported this
information to Mr. Ehrlichman, who hadpreviously asked Mr.
Dean to ascertain the involvement of ~. Colson, if any, in
the break-in. Mr. Ehrlichman asked Mr. Dean to keep abreast
of the Justice Department’s activities in connection with any
investigation into the break-in and to keep Mr. Ehrlichman
advised.
On June 19 and shortly thereafter, Mr. Dean also learned
from Gordon Strachan, political aide to H. R. Haldeman, that
as a result of the Watergate arrests Mr. Strachan had destroyed
documents on Mr. Haldeman’s instructions.
At Mr. Ehrlichman’s request, Mr. Dean attended a meeting
with Messrs. Ehrlichman and Colson on. June 19 at which Mr.
Ehrlichman instructed that a White House safe belonging to E.
Howard Hunt, Jr. be opened and that Mr. Dean take custody of
the contents. After receiving these contents the next day
and examining them, Mr. Dean reported to Mr. Ehrlichman that
they included possibly incriminating evidence and written
material unrelated to the break-in that could be highly embarrassing to the White House. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr.
Dean shred the documents and "deep-six" a briefcase containing
what appeared to be electronic equipment. To avoid this
instruction, however, Mr. Dean subsequently suggestedito Mr.
Ehrlichman that the evidentiary matter had to be turned over
to the FBI since a large number of people knew about Hunt’s
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safe and the fact that contents had been removed; Mr. Dean
also suggested that embarrassing papers not related to Watergate be given directly and personally to L. Patrick Gray,
Acting FBI Director, rather than to FBI agents. Mr. Ehrlichman
agreed to this procedure and it was carried out with the
exception of a spiral notebook and telephone index which Mr.
Dean mislaid in the file cabinet where the other contents of
~. Hunt’s safe had been temporarily lodged before being
transferred to FBI agents and to Mr. Gray. Mr. Dean destroyed
the notebook and threw the telephone index into a wastebasket
in or about February, 1973, when he discovered them still
lodged in one of his file cabinets.
Also on June 19, Mr. Dean was instructed by Mr. Ehrlichman
to have Mr. Hunt ordered out of the country. Mr. Dean passed
this message to Mr. Liddy but protested to Mr. Ehrlichman
that this was inadvisable. Mr. Ehrlichman then countermanded
the instruction.
On the evening of June 19, Mr. Dean attended a meeting
in the apartment of Mr. Mitchell at which Messrs. Mitchell,
Mardian, Magruder, and LaRue were also present and at which
there was some discussion relating to Mr. Magruder’s files.
At that time or shortly after, Mr. Dean learned that as a
result of that discussion Mr. Magruder had destroyed CRP
files relating to the break-in.
During the week following June 17, Mr. Dean was asked by
Mr. Mitchell and by Maurice Stans, Chairman of the Finance
Committee to Re-Elect the President (FCRP), to secure White
House assistance in "avoiding embarrassment" over the fact
that Messrs. Liddy and Bernard Barker had been involved in
"laundering" certain campaign contributions to FCRP. As a
result, Mr. Dean began a series of conversations with Mr.
Gray to determine how the FBI was handling its investigation
into the Watergate break-in. For the next several months,
Mr. Dean reported to officials at CRP (including Messrs.
Mitchell, Mardian, and LaRue) and at the White House (including
Messrs. Haldeman and Ehrlichman) information Mr. Dean received
about the investigation from Mr. Gray and from Henry Petersen,
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division.
Mr. Dean secured this information by representing to Mr. Gray
and Mr. Petersen that Mr. Dean was seeking information for
the President.

At the urging of Messrs. Mitchell and Mardian, and with
the approval of Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. Dean also obtained written
FBI reports relating to the Watergate investigation from Mr.
Gray on a number of occasiQns during 1972, which Mr. Dean
made available to officials at CRP and to CRP’s attorneys;
Mr. Dean also reported to~ Mr. Ehrlichman any significant
information about the direction and progress of the investigation that could be gleaned from these reports.
At the suggestion of Messrs. Mardian and Mitchell, Mr.
Dean raised with Mr. Ehrlichman the possibility that the CIA
might provide covert funds to those directly involved in the
break-in in response to demands that were being made by these
individuals that "commitments" owed to them be fulfilled by
payment of money for bail, attorney fees, and income, and in
response to the belief by officials at CRP that such payments
should be made. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr. Dean follow
up on this idea by contacting General Vernon Walters, Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Dean_met with Mr.
Walters to pursue this possibility on June 26 and, at Mr.
Ehrlichman’s urging, broached the subject again with General
Walters. General Walters declined to provide the requested
assistance.
Shortly thereafter, on the suggestion of Mr. Mitchell,
Mr. Dean sought and received the approval of Messrs. Haldeman
and Ehrlichman to contact the President’s persona! attorney,
Herbert W. Kalmbach, and request that Kalmbach secretly raise
and distribute untraceable cash funds to and for the benefit
of those directly involved in the break-in. Dean explained
this assignment to Kalmbach at a meeting in Washington, D.C.,
and Kalmbach agreed to undertake it. Thereafter, Dean was
present at several meetings between Mr. Kalmbach and Fred C.
LaRue in Dean’s office at which the progress of the assignment
was discussed. Mr. Dean was aware that during the next several
months Mr. Kalmbach--acting on instructions primarily from
Mr. LaRue--raised and caused to be distributed large amounts
of cash to and for the benefit of the five men who had been
arrested and, in addition, Messrs. Hunt and Liddy. In
September, 1972, Mr. Kalmbach made an accounting of the cash
funds he had distributed to Mr. Dean and Mr. LaRue in Dean’s
office. Thereafter, Mr. LaRue assumed responsibility for
this assignment.
Within a short time after the break-in on June ~7, Mr.
Dean learned that Mr. Magruder was developing a fals~ "cover
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story" to explain the large amounts of cash that had been
disbursed to Mr. Liddy for the intelligence program that
resulted in the Watergate break-ins and bugging; Mr. Dean
reported this to Messrs. Haldeman and Ehrlichman. Mr. Dean
also learned (and reported) that Herbert Porter, Director of
Surrogate Scheduling for CRP, would corroborate Mr. Magruder’s
story. Prior to Mr. Magruder’s appearance before the Watergate Grand Jury in August, 1972, Mr. Magruder reviewed the
testimony he would give with Mr. Dean and Mr. Dean helped
prepare Mr. Magruder for questioning by playing the role of
the prosecutor. Mr. Dean reported his meeting with Mr.
Magruder to Lawrence Higby, Mr. Haldeman’s assistant, for
transmission to Mr. Haldeman. After Mr. Magruder’s grand jury
appearance in August, Mr. Dean learned from others at CRP
that Mr. Magruder’s desk diary had been subpoenaed by the
prosecutors and that Mr. Magruder would probably be questioned
further by the grand jury about the two meetings Magruder,
Dean, and Liddy had attended in early 1972 in the Attorney
General’s office. Shortly before Mr. Magruder appeared in
the grand jury again in September, Mr. Dean met with Mr.
Magruder and Mr. Mitchell to discuss what Mr. Magruder would
say about these meetings if asked. At this meeting it was
suggested that Mr. Magruder could say that one of these meetings was cancelled and the other was for the purpose of
discussing provisions of campaign financing laws.
In the fall of 1972, Mr. Dean learned that the Watergate
defendants, and particularly Mr. Hunt, were making increasing
demands for cash payments. Soon after the election, Mr. Dean
received from Charles W. Colson a tape recording of a telephone
conversation between Messrs. Colson and Hunt in which Hunt
pressed Colson vigorously on the importance of meeting the
"commitments" made to the defendants and made thinly-veiled
references to the fact that the defendants were protecting
higher-Dps but that this was a "two-way street." Mr. Dean
played a copy of this recording for Messrs. Haldeman and
Ehrlichman, who told Mr. Dean that this was something Mr.
Mitchell should take care of. Mr. Dean then played the recording for Mr. Mitchell as well. In or about December, Mr.
Mitchell requested Mr. Dean to secure the permission of Mr.
Haldeman to make available part of a $350,000 White House
cash fund then under Mr. Haldeman’s control for continuing
payments to the Watergate defendants. Mr. Dean relayed this
message to Mr. Haldeman, who approved the action. Mr. ~ean
then requested Mr. Strachan, Mr. Haldeman’s former assistant
and the custodian of the fund, to make a payment of

approximately $50,000 to Mr. LaRue. In early January, at
Mr. Mitchell’s request, Mr. Dean asked for and received Mr.
Haldeman’s approval for Mr. Strachan to transfer the balance
of this fund to Mr. LaRue.
In early January, 1973, Mr. Dean learned that Mr. Hunt
was considering pleading guilty but was seeking assurances of
continued support from the .White House. Mr. Dean and Mr.
Ehrlichman urged Mr. Colson to meet with William O. Bittman,
Hunt’s attorney. After Mr. Colson and Mr. Bittman met, Mr.
Colson reported that Mr. Hunt was concerned about the length
of time he might have to spend in jail should he receive a
long sentence on his plea. Specifically, Mr. Colson reported
Mr. Bittman’s view that Hunt probably could not "stand" more
than a year in jail. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr.
Colson reassure Mr. Bittman concerning this matter without
making any overt commitments. Mr. Colson, after meeting with
Mr. Bittman the next day, reported to Messrs. Dean and
Ehrlichman that he had reassured Mr. Bittman concerning executive intervention in this regard without actually using the
word "executive clemency," and had done so by using phrases
such as "a year is a long time," and (in regard to clemency)
"this kind of thing usually comes up around Christmas."
Thereafter, upon Mr. Ehrlichman’s prior authorization, Mr.
Dean was involved in extending similar assurances to James W.
McCord and in keeping others advised of such assurances.
In mid-February, 1973, Mr. Dean met with Messrs. Haldeman
and Ehrlichman in California. Mr. Ehrlichman raised the
question of whether the Watergate defendants would continue
to maintain their present posture, and there was a discussion
of the need to raise additional funds for making payments to
the defendants. At this meeting, the fourth participant,
Richard Moore, was instructed to inform Mr. Mitchell that
raising funds for the defendants was ~omething Mr. Mitchell
should attend to.
Beginning in late February, 1973, Mr. Dean had a number
of meetings with the President generally concerning the Watergate and related matters. On or about March 19, 1973, Mr.
Dean learned from Paul O’Brien, an attorney for CRP, that
Mr. Hunt was demanding $120,000 prior to his sentencing which
was scheduled for March 23 and had threatened to tell the
"seamy things" he had done for Ehrlichman and others l%n the
White House if he did not receive the money. Mr. Dean
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Dean to inform Mr. Mitchell; Mr. Dean did so. Mr. Dean also
had a conversation with Mr. LaRue in which he informed LaRue
about Hunt’s threat and told LaRue that he (Dean) wanted to
have nothing further to do wilth any payments and would not
instruct or authorize LaRue What to do.
On the evening of March 120, 1973, Mr. Dean told the
President that he wanted to meet with him the next day to
outline a number of things thle President did not know or did
not fully realize concerning Watergate. On the morning of
March 21, Mr. Dean met with the President and reported to
him in great detail information Dean knew first-hand or had
obtained from others concerning the planning of the Watergate
break-in and subsequent efforts to cover it up, including his
own liability and that of others (including Messrs. Mitchell,
Magruder, Porter, Strachan, Krogh, Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and
Kalmbach) in the area of obstruction of justice and, in
some cases, perjury. Mr. Dean also told the President about
Mr. Hunt’s recent demand for money and Hunt’s threat.
On March 21 and 22, Mr. Dean had a number of meetings
with the President and Messrs. Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and
Mitchell. Rather than characterize what occurred in those
conversations, we would simply refer to the transcripts of
Presidential tapes of some of those meetings that have now
been made public and to Mr. Dean’s public testimony.
On March 22, Mr. Dean met with Messrs. Mitchell, Haldeman,
and Ehrlichman and those present learned from Mitchell that
Hunt’s problem had been "taken care of."
On March 23, Mr. Dean went to Camp David but was unable
to complete the "report." Soon after Mr. Dean returned from
Camp David on March 28 he engaged an attorney and instructed
the attorney to approach the United States Attorney’s Office
about cooperating with the Watergate prosecution. Beginning
on April 5, 1973, Mr. Dean and his attorney held a number of
meetings in which a great deal of information concerning the
cover-up conspiracy was imparted to the prosecutors. On the
basis of this information and similar information received
in mid-April from Mr. Magruder, the United States Attorney
reported to the Assistant Attorney General and Attorney General
that they had uncovered a widespread conspiracy to cover~up
responsibility for and knowledge of the Watergate matter.
In mid and late April and in May, Mr. Dean had a number of
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additional meetings with the prosecutors. On April 30, the
President announced that he was "accepting Mr. Dean’s
resignation."
In June, 1973, Mr. Dean testified under a formal grant
of use immunity before the Senate Select Committee on
Presidential Campaign Activities concerning his knowledge
of and involvement in the background to and cover-up of the
Watergate bugging, and concerning other matters. Nevertheless,
Mr. Dean thereafter pleaded guilty to a one-count information
charging in broad terms a conspiracy to obstruct justice in
connection with the cover-up.
Following his plea, Mr. Dean has been interviewed on
numerous occasions by the staff of the Watergate Task Force,
Special Prosecutor’s Office, and testified on three occasions
before the original Watergate grand jury. Throughout the
period following Mr. Dean’s guilty plea, he has made himself
available for extensive de-briefing by the Watergate Task
Force and has freely supplied all the information and documents
in his possession relating to the Watergate cover-up including
numerous leads that might further the investigation.
In assessing the quality of Mr. Dean’s cooperation, it
should be noted that much of Mr. Dean’s testimony before the
Senate Select Committee has been subsequently corroborated
by other testimony and evidence, including Presidential tape
recordings and transcripts. We have observed no reluctance
by Mr. Dean to own up to the areas of his own involvement
in Watergate and related matters.
If we can provide any further information in connection
with this matter, or if amplification or clarification of any
materials herein contained would be helpful, please do not
hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,

~ ~/

¯ James F. Neal
Associate Special Prosecutor
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July 15, 1974
HAND DELIVERED
Mr. Edward G. Docekal
U. S. Probation Officer
U. S. Courthouse, Room 2400
3rd & Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001
Re: Pre-sentence Report--John W. Dean, III.
Dear Mr. Docekal:
In response to your request in connection with your presentence report to Judge Sirica on John W. Dean, III, this
letter sets out the principal facts known to the Special
Prosecutor’s Office respecting the involvement of Mr. Dean
in the Watergate cover-up, and the nature and extent Of his
cooperation with the Government in this area.
Mr. Dean was Counsel to the President of the United
States from July, 1970, to April 30, 1973;
Mr. Dean was not involved in the planning and execution
of the Watergate break-in and bugging but was involved in
certain activities that eventually led to the break-in and
that were later the subject of the cover-up conspiracy. In
early 1972, at the invitation of Jeb S. Magruder, Mr. Dean
attended two meetings in the office of then Attorney General
John N. Mitchell at which G. Gordon Liddy presented to Mr.
Mitchell proposed plans and budgets for a political intelligence-gathering and "security" program hhat comprehended a
number of illegal activities including illegal electronic
surveillance. (Mr. Dean had previously had a role in 1971
in referring Mr. Liddy, then a. White House employee, to Mr.
Mitchell for employment as General Counsel of the Committee
to Re-Elect the President (CRP).) At the first meeting in
Mr. Mitchell’s office, Mr. Mitchell told Mr. Liddy that this
was not what Mr. Mitchell had in mind and that the budget was
far too expensive. At the second meeting, Mr. Dean arrived
late. After discovering that Mr. Liddy was presenting ~
less expensive, scaled-down version of the original program,
Mr. Dean suggested strongly that the meeting be terminated.
JFN:GTF:saf
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Shortly thereafter, Mr. Dean reported the substance of these
meetings to the President’s. Chief of Staff in the White
House, H. R. Haldeman, and s~ggested that the White House
should have nothing to do ~£th Mr. Liddy’s plan. Mr. Haldeman
agreed, and so instructed Mr. Dean.
After the arrest of five men in the Democratic National
Committee Headquarters at Watergate on June 17, 1972, Mr.
Dean learned from Mr. Magruder on June 19 that the Watergate
break-in had been Gordon Liddy’s operation. With the
authorization of Mr. Ehrlichman, to whom Mr. Dean had reported
Mr. Magruder’s information, Mr. Dean met with Mr. Liddy and
learned that those arrested were Liddy’s men but that Liddy
did not believe the operation could be traced to Liddy or CRP.Mr. Dean also learned that the June 17 entry at Watergate
was the second entry and that it had been attempted because.
Liddy’s superiors at CRP were dissatisfied with the fruits
of electronic surveillance from a prior illegal entry and
implantation of bugging devices. Mr. Dean reported this
information to Mr. Ehrlichman, who hadpreviously asked Mr.
Dean to ascertain the involvement of ~. Colson, if any, in
the break-in. Mr. Ehrlichman asked Mr. Dean to keep abreast
of the Justice Department’s activities in connection with any
investigation into the break-in and to keep Mr. Ehrlichman
advised.
On June 19 and shortly thereafter, Mr. Dean also learned
from ~Gordon Strachan, political aide to H. R. Haldeman, that
as a result of the Watergate arrests Mr. Strachan had destroyed
documents on Mr. Haldeman’s instructions.
At Mr. Ehrlichman’s request, Mr. Dean attended a meeting
with Messrs. Ehrlichman and Colson on. June 19 at which Mr.
Ehrlichman instructed that a White House safe belonging to E.
Howard Hunt, Jr. be opened and that Mr. Dean take custody of
the contents. After receiving these contents the next day
and examining them, Mr. Dean reported to Mr. Ehrlichman that
thgy included possibly incriminating evidence and written
material unrelated to the break-in that could be highly embarrassing to the White House. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr.
Dean shred the documents and "deep-six" a briefcase containing
what appeared to be electronic equipment. To avoid this
instruction, however, Mr. Dean subsequently suggestedito Mr.
Ehrlichman that the evidentiary matter had to be turned over
to the FBI since a large number of people knew about Hunt’s
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safe and the fact that contents had been removed; Mr. Dean
also suggested that embarrassing papers not related to Watergate be given directly and personally to L. Patrick Gray,
Acting FBI Director, rather than to FBI agents. Mr. Ehrlichman
agreed to this procedure and it was carried out with the
exception of a spiral notebook and telephone index which Mr.~
Dean mislaid in the file cabinet where the other contents of
~. Hunt’s safe had been temporarily lodged before being
transferred to FBI agents and to Mr. Gray. Mr. Dean destroyed
the notebook and threw the telephone index into a wastebasket
in or about February, 1973, when he discovered them still
lodged in one of his file cabinets.
Also on June 19, Mr. Dean was instructed by Mr. Ehrlichman
to have Mr. Hunt ordered out of the country. Mr. Dean passed
this message to Mr. Liddy but protested to Mr. Ehrlichman
that this was inadvisable. Mr. Ehrlichman then countermanded
the instruction.
Onthe evening of June 19, Mr. Dean attended a meeting
in the apartment of Mr. Mitchell at which Messrs. Mitchell,
Mardian,-Magruder, and LaRue were also present and at which
there was some discussion relating to Mr. Magruder’s files.
At that time or shortly after, Mr. Dean learned that as a
result of that discussion Mr. Magruder had destroyed CRP
files relating to the break-in.
During the week following June 17, Mr. Dean was asked by
Mr. Mitchell and by Maurice Stans, Chairman of the Finance
Committee to Re-Elect the President (FCRP), to secure White
House assistance in "avoiding embarrassment" over the fact
that Messrs, Liddy and Bernard Barker had been involved in
"laundering" certain campaign contributions to FCRP. As a
result, Mr. Dean began a series of conversations with Mr.
Gray to determine how the FBI was handling its investigation
into the Watergate break-in. For the next several months,
Mr. Dean reported to officials at CRP (including Messrs.
Mitchell, Mardian, and LaRue) and at the White House (including
Messrs. Haldeman and Ehrlichman) information Mr. Dean received
about the investigation from Mr. Gray and from Henry Petersen,
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division.
Mr. Dean secured this information by representing to Mr. Gray
and Mr. Petersen that Mr. Dean was seeking information for
the President.
~
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At the urging of Messrs. Mitchell and Mardian, and with
the approval of Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. Dean also obtained written
FBI reports relating to the Watergate invest±gation from Mr.
Gray on a number of occasions during 1972, which Mr. Dean
made available to officials at CRP and to CRP’s attorneys;
Mr. Dean also reported to~ Mr. Ehrlichman any significant
information about the direction and progress of the investigation that could be gleaned from these reports.
At the suggestion of Messrs. Mardian and Mitchell, Mr.
Dean raised with Mr. Ehrlichman the possibility that the CIA
might provide covert funds to those directly involved in the
break-in in response to demands that were being made by these
individuals that "commitments"owed to them be fulfilled by
payment of money for bail, attorney fees, and income, and in
response to the belief by officials at CRP that such payments
should be made. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr. Dean follow
up on this idea by contacting General Vernon Walters, Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Dean_met with Mr.
Walters to pursue this possibility on June 26 and, at Mr.
Ehrlichman’s urging, broached the subject again with General
Walters. General Walters declined to provide the requested
assistance..
Shortly thereafter, on the suggestion of Mr. Mitchell,
Mr. Dean sought and received the approval of Messrs. Haldeman
and Ehrlichman to contact the President’s persona! attorney,
Herbert W. Kalmbach, .and request that Kalmbach secretly raise
and distribute untraceable cash funds to and for the benefit
of those directly involved in the break-in. Dean explained
this assignment to Kalmbach at a meeting in Washington, D.C.,
and Kalmbach agreed to undertake it. Thereafter, Dean was
present at several meetings between Mr. Kalmbach and Fred C.
LaRue in Dean’s office at which the progress of the assignment
was discussed. Mr. Dean was aware that during the next several
months Mr. Kalmbach--acting on instructions primarily from
Mr. LaRue--raised and caused to be distributed large amounts
of cash to and for the benefit of the five men who had been
arrested and, in addition, Messrs. Hunt and Liddy. In
September, 1972, Mr. Kalmbach made an accounting of the cash
funds he had distributed to Mr. Dean and Mr. LaRue in Dean’s
office. Thereafter, Mr. LaRue assumed responsibility for
this assignment.
Within a short time after the break-in on June ~7, Mr.
Dean learned that Mr. Magruder was developing a fals~ "cover
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story" to explain the large amounts of cash that had been
disbursed to Mr. Liddy for the intelligence program that
resulted in the Watergate break-ins and bugging; Mr. Dean
reported this to Messrs. Haldeman and Ehrlichman. Mr. Dean
also learned (and reported) that Herbert Porter, Director of
Surrogate Scheduling for CRP, would corroborate Mr. Magruder’s
story. Prior to Mr. Magruder’s appearance before the Watergate Grand Jury in August, 1972, Mr. Magruder reviewed the
testimony he would give with Mr. Dean and Mr. Dean helped
prepare. Mr. Magruder for questioning by playing the role of
the prosecutor. Mr. Dean reported his meeting with Mr.
Magruder to Lawrence Higby, Mr. Haldeman’s assistant, for
transmission to Mr. Haldeman. After Mr. Magruder’s grand jury
appearance in August, Mr. Dean learned from others at CRP
that Mr. Magruder’s desk diary had been subpoenaed by the
prosecutors and that Mr. Magruder would probably be questioned
further by the grand jury about the two meetings Magruder,
Dean, and Liddy had attended in early 1972 in the Attorney
General’s office. Shortly before Mr. Magruder appeared in
the grand jury again in September, Mr. Dean met with Mr.
Magruder and Mr. Mitchell to discuss what Mr. Magruder would
.say about these meetings if asked. At this meeting it was
suggested that Mr. Magruder could say that one of these meetings was cancelled and the other was for the purpose of
discussing provisions of campaign financing laws.
In the fall of 1972, Mr. Dean learned that the Watergate
defendants, and particularly Mr. Hunt, were making increasing
demands for.cash payments. Soon after the election, Mr. Dean
received from Charles W. Colson a tape recording of a telephone
conversation between Messrs. Colson ~and Hunt in which Hunt
pressed Colson vigorously on the importance of meeting the
"commitments" made to the defendants and made thinly-veiled
references to the fact that the defendants were protecting
higher-~ps but that this was a "two-way street." Mr. Dean
played a copy of this recording for Messrs. Haldeman and
Ehrlichman, who told Mr. Dean that this was something Mr.
Mitchell should take care of. Mr. Dean then played the recording for Mr. Mitchell as well. In or about December, Mr,
Mitchell requested Mr. Dean to secure the permission of Mr.
Haldeman to make available part of a $350,000 White House
cash fund then under Mr. Haldeman’s control for continuing
payments to the Watergate defendants. Mr. Dean relayed this
message to Mr. Haldeman, who approved the action. Mr. ~ean
then requested Mr. Strachan, Mr. Haldeman’s former assistant
and the custodian of the fund, to make a payment of

approximately $50,000 to Mr. LaRue.. In early January, at
Mr. Mitchell’s request, ~Mr. Dean asked for and received Mr.
Haldeman’s approval for Mr. Strachan to transfer the balance
of this fund to Mr. LaRue.
In early January, 19~73, Mr. Dean learned that Mr. Hunt
was considering pleading guilty but was seeking assurances of
continued support fromthe ~White House. Mr. Dean and Mr.
Ehrlichman urged. Mr. Colson to meet with William O. Bittman,
Hunt’s attorney. After Mr. Colson and Mr. Bittman met, Mr.
Colson reported that Mr. Hunt was concerned about the length
of time he might have to spend in jail should he receive a
long sentence on his plea. Specifically, Mr. Colson reported
Mr. Bittman’s view that Hunt probably could not "stand" more
than a year in jail. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr.
Colson reassure Mr. Bittman concerning this matter without
making any overt commitments. Mr. Colson, after meeting with
Mr. Bittman the next day, reported to Messrs. Dean and
Ehrlichman that he h~d reassured Mr. Bittman concerning executive intervention in this regard without actually using the
word "executive clemency," and had done so by using phrases
such as "a year is a long time," and (in regard to clemency)
"this kind of thing usually comes up around Christmas."
Thereafter, upon Mr. Ehrlichman’s prior authorization, Mr.
Dean was involved in extending similar assurances to James W.
McCord and in keeping others advised of such assurances.
In mid-February, 1973, Mr. Dean met with Messrs. Haldeman
and Ehrlichman in California. Mr. Ehrlichman raised the
question of whether the Watergate defendants would continue
to maintain their present posture, and there was adiscussion
of the need to raise additional funds for making payments to
the defendants. At this meeting, the fourth participant,
Richard Moore, was instructed to inform Mr. Mitchell that
raising funds for the defendants was ~omething Mr. Mitchell
should attend to.
Beginning in late February, 1973,.Mr. Dean had a number
of meetings with the President generally concerning the Watergate and related matters. On or about March 19, 1973, Mr.
Dean learned from Paul O’Brien, an attorney for CRP, that
Mr. Hunt was demanding $120,000 prior to his sentencing which
was scheduled for March 23 and had threatened to tell the
"seamy things" he had done for~ Ehrlichman and others ~ the
White House if he did not receive the money. Mr. Dean
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Dean to inform Mr. Mitchell; Mr. Dean did so. Mr. Dean also
had a conversation with Mr. LaRue in which he informed LaRue
about Hunt’s threat and told LaRue.lthat he (Dean) wanted to
have nothing further to do wi~h any payments and would not
instruct or authorize LaRue What to do.
On the evening of Marchi20, 1973, Mr. Dean told the
President that he wanted to meet with him the next day to
outline a number of things tke President did not know or did
not fully realize concerning Watergate. On the morning of
March 21, Mr. Dean met with ithe President and reported to
him in great detail information Dean knew first-hand or had
obtained from others concerning the planning of the Watergate
break-in and subsequent efforts to cover it up, including his
own liability and that of others (including Messrs. Mitchell,
Magruder, Porter, Strachan, Krogh, Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and
Kalmbach) in the area of obstruction of justice and, in
some cases, perjury. Mr. Dean also told the President about
Mr. Hunt’s recent demand for money and Hunt’s threat.
On March 21 and 22,~Mr. Dean had a number of meetings
with the President and Messrs. Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and
Mitchell. Rather than characterize what occurred in those
conversations, we would simply refer to the transcripts of
Presidential tapes, of some of those meetings that have now
been made public and to Mr. Dean’s public testimony.
On March 22, Mr. Dean met with Messrs. Mitchell, Haldeman,
and Ehrlichman and those present learned, from Mitchell that
Hunt’s problem had been "taken care of."
On March 23, Mr. Dean went to Camp David but was unable
to complete the "report." Soon after Mr. Dean returned from
Camp David on March 28 he engaged an attorney and instructed
the attorney to approach the United States Attorney’s Office
about cooperating with the Watergate prosecution. Beginning
on April 5, 1973, Mr. Dean and his attorney held a number of
meetings in which a great dea! of information concerning the
cover-up conspiracy was imparted to the prosecutors. On the
basis of this information and similar information received
in mid-April from Mr. Magruder, the United States Attorney
reported to the Assistant Attorney General and Attorney General
that they had uncovered a widespread conspiracy to cover~p
responsibility for and knowledge of the Watergate matter.
In mid and late April and in May, Mr. Dean had a number of
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additional meetings with the prosecutors. On April 30, the
President announced that he was "accepting Mr. Dean’s
resignation."
In June, 1973, Mr. Dean testified under a formal grant
of use immunity before the Senate Select Committee on
Presidential Campaign Activities concerning his knowledge
of and involvement in the background to and cover-up of the
Watergate bugging, and concerning other matters. Nevertheless,
Mr. Dean thereafter pleaded guilty to a one-count information
charging in broad terms a conspiracy to obstruct justice in
connection with the cover-up.
Following his plea, Mr. Dean has been interviewed on
numerous occasions by thestaff of the Watergate Task Force,
Special Prosecutor’s Office, and testified on three occasions
before the original Watergate grand jury. Throughout the
period following Mr. Dean’s guilty plea, he has made himself
available for extensive de-briefing by the Watergate Task
~Force and has freely supplied all the information and documents
in his possession relating to the Watergate cover-up including
numerous leads that might further the investigation.
In assessing the quality of Mr. Dean’s cooperation, it~
should be noted that.much of Mr. Dean’s testimony before the
Senate Select Committee has been subsequently corroborated
by other testimony and evidence, including Presidential tape
recordings and transcripts. We have observed no reluctance
by Mr. Dean to own up to the areas of his own involvement
in Watergate and related matters.
If we can provide any further information in connection
with this matter, or if amplification or clarification of any
materials herein contained would be helpful, please do not
hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,

Associate Special Prosecutor
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CC 886-73
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Violation T 18, USC 371
(Cons~pitacy to Obstruc~Justice and Defraud the United States)~ (Information)

LEG,~L RESIDENCE

AGE 35

O^TE

DATE OF BIRTH

10-14-38
Akron, OH

RACE

Caucas Jan

SEX Male

CITIZENSHIP

United States

EDUCATION

BA Degree, Juris Doctrate

MAR:TAL STATUS

Married

DEPENDENTS

One

soc. sEc. NO.

I19-30-7511

FBINO.

None Assigned

PLEA
Pled guilty to above Information before Judge John J. Sirica
on 10-19-73.

CUSTODY
On personal bond since
plea of guilty was entered.
ASST. U.S. ATTY
Watergate Special Prosecutors; Archibald Cox, James F. Neal,
Richard Ben-Venlste
1425 K Street, N.W.
DEFENSECOUNSEL Charles Norma~ Shaffer,
342 Hungerford Drive, Rockville, MD
PENALTY:
Five (5) years, $I0,000
fine, or both.

DETAINERS OR CHARGES PENDING."

None

CODEFEN DANTS (Dispo~ti~)

None

~EAN, John W.,III
OFFENSE:
In Criminal Case No. 886-73, John W. Dean, III is charged with the
violation of T 18, USC 371 (Conspiracy to Obstruct ~ustice and Defraud the
United States of America).
On October 19, 1973 before then Chief Judge John J. Sirica, John
W. Dean, III entered a plea of guilty to the charge of Conspiracy to Obstruct
Justice and Defraud the United States of America, an Information. The Court
referred the matter for presentence investigation and report and allowed the
defendant to remain at liberty on bond.
(It is noted for the Court that the Probation Office had requested
the Watergate Special Prosecutor to provide a prosecutive memorandum whlch
would specify characterization of the defendant’s~offense, however, as of this
writing, this memorandum has not yet been received. The undersigned had been
advised by the Special Prosecutor’s office (Mr. L. lason) that a memorandum
is being prepared. As soon as such is available, we shall forward the same
to Your Honor. At this juncture following regarding the offense is submitted).
INFORMATION
The United States of America, by its Attorney, the Special
Prosecutor, Watergate Special Prosecution Force, charges:
I. At all times material herein, JOHN W. DEAN, III, the
DEFENDANT, was Counsel to the President of the United States..
2. At all times material herein, the United States Attorney’s
Office for the District of Columbia and the Federal Bureau of
Investigation were parts of the Department of Justice, an agency
of the United States, and the Central Intelligence Agency was an
agency of the United States.
3. On orabout June 5, 1972,a Grand Jury of the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia was duly empanelled and sworn. Beginning on or about June 23, 1972, and at
all times material herein, the said Grand Jury was conducting an
investigation in conjunction with the United States Attorney’s
Office for the District of Columbia and the Federal Bureau of Investigation to determine whether violations of 18 U.S.C. 371, 2511
and 22 D.C. Code 1801(b), and of other statuesof the United States
and of the District of Columbia, had been commuted in the District
of Columbia and elsewhere, and to identify the individual or individuals who had committed, Caused the commission of~ or conspired
to commit such violationS,

DEAN, John W., III

I

OFFENSE : (continued)
4. On September 15, 1972, in connection with the said investigation, the said Grand Jury returned an indictment in Criminal
Case No. 1827-72 in the United States District Court for the District
of Columbia.
5. From on or about June 17, 1972 up to and including March
29, 1973, in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, JOHN W. DE~, III,
the DEFENDANT, unlawfully, willfully and knowingly did combine, conspire, confederate and ~gree with co-conspirators unnamed herein to
commit offenses against the United States, to wit, violations of
Title 18, United States Code, Section 1503, and to defraud the
United States and Agencies and Departments £hereof, to wit, the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI) and the Department of Justice, by interfering with and obstructing their lawful governmental functions by deceit and dishonest means.
6. It was a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators
and defendant would corruptly influence, obstruct and impede, and
corruptly endeavor to influence, obstruct and impede, the~due administration of justice in connection with the investigation referred
to in paragraph three (3) above and in connection with the trial
of Criminal Case No. 1827-72 in the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia by the following means, among others:
(a) influencing witnesses to give false, deceptive and.misleading
statements and testimon~ concerning matters relevant to the investigation and the trial; (b) concealing and destroying evidence
relevant to matters which were the subject of the investigation
and the trial; and (c) giving false, deceptive and misleading statements and testimony concerning matters relevant to the investigation and the trial.
7. It was further a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators and defendant would covertly raise, acquire, transmit,
distribute and pay cash funds for the benefit of the individuals
named in the indictment in Criminal Case No. 1827-72 in the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia, both prior to
and subsequent to the return of the indictment on September 15, 1972,
for the purpose of concealing and causing to be concealed the identities of others who were responsible for, participated in, or
had knowledge of the activities which were the subject of the
investigation and trial, and for the purpose of concealing and
causing to be concealed the scope of these and related activities.

DEAN, John W., III
OFFENSE: (continued)
8. It was further a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators and defendant would make and cause to be made offers of
leniency, executive clemency, and other benefits to certain of the
individuals named in the indictment in Criminal Case No. 1827-72
in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia
for the purpose of concealing and causing to be concealed the
identities of others who were responsible for, participated in,
or had knowledge of the activities which were the subject of the
investigation and trial, and for the purpose of concealing and
causing to be concealed the scope of these and’ related activities.
9. It was further a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators and defendant would interfere with and obstruct the lawful governmental functions of the CIA by attempting, by deceit and
dishonest means, to use the CIA to obstruct the investigation referred to in paragraph three (3) above and to provide covert
financial assistance to persons who were subjects of the investigation.
I0. It was further a part of the conspiracy that the co-conspirators and defendant would interfere with and obstruct the lawful govenmental functions of the FBI and the Department of Justice
by obtaining and attempting to obtain from the FBI and the Department of Justice, by deceit and dishonest means, information con-.
cerning the investigation referred to in paragraph three (3) above
for the purpose of hindering, impeding~ obstructing and delaying
the said investigation.
II~ In furtherance of, and in order to effectuate the objects of the conspiracy, the co-conspirators and defendant did
perform and did cause to be performed the following overt acts,
among others, in the District of Columbia:
OVERT ACTS
I. On or about June 19, 1972, JOHN W. DEAN, III directedG. Gordon Liddy to tell E. Howard Hunt to leave the United States.
2. On or about June 27, 1972, ~OHN W. DEAN, III asked
General Vernon A’ Walters,~Deputy Director of the CIA, whether the
CIA could usecovert funds to pay the bail and salaries of those
involved in the break-in at the Watergate Office Complex.

Repr:.d~ceg at tRe Na[iopai

WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSEC1
ITION FORCE
United States Department of lustice
1425 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20011
July

5, 1974

HAND DELIVERED
Mr. Edward G. Docekal
U. S. Probation Officer
U. S. Courthouse, Room 2400
3rd & Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001
Re: Pre-sentence Report--John

. Dean, III.

Dear Mr. Docekal:

In response to your request in cgnnection with your presentence report to Judge Sirica on Joan W. Dean, III, this
letter sets out the principal facts kaown to the Special
Prosecutor’s Office respecting the in
volvement of Mr. Dean
in the Watergate cover-up, and the na
:ure and extent Of his
cooperation with the Government in th
Ls area.
Mr. Dean was Counsel to the PresLdent of the United
States from ~July, 1970, to April 30, L973~
Mr. Dean was not involved in theplanning and execution
of the Watergate break-in and buggingbut was involved in
certain activities that eventually le~ to the break-in and
that were later the subject of the co’er-up conspiracy. In
early 1972, at the invitation of Jeb ¯ Magruder, Mr. Dean
attended two meetings in the office oI then Attorney General
John N. Mitchell at which G. GordonL~ddy presented to Mr.
Mitchell proposed plans and budgetsf(~r a political intelligence-gathering and "security" prograr that comprehended a
number of illegal activities includinc illegal electronic
surveillance¯ (Mr. Dean had previousiZ had a role in 1971
in referring Mr. Liddy, then a White ouse employee, to Mr.
Mitchell for employment as General Cot
nsel of the Committee
to Re-Elect the President (CRP).) At he first meeting in
Mr. Mitchell’s office, Mr. Mitchell t¢ld Mr. Liddy that this
was not what Mr. Mitchell had in mind and that the budget was
far too expensive. At the second meeting, Mr. Dean arrived
late. After discovering that Mr. Lid~y was presenting ~
less expensive, scaled-down version o~ the original program,
Mr. Dean suggested strongly that the neeting be terminated.
JFN:GTF:saf
Dean Witness Fi~Le~
Watergate II~/~
Frampton

Central File~
~Neal
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Shortly thereafter, Mr. Dean reported the substance of these
meetings to the President’s. Chief of Staff in the White
House, H. R. Haldeman, and suggested. that the }Tnite House
should have nothing to do wZth Mr. Liddy’s plan. Mr. Haldeman
agreed, and so instructed Mr.~ Dean.
After the arrest of five men in the Democratic National
Committee Headquarters at Watergate on June 17, 1972, Mr.
Dean learned from Mr. Magruder on June 19 that the Watergate
break-in had been Gordon Liddy’s operation. With the
authorization of Mr. Ehrlichman, to whom Mr. Dean had reported
Mr. Magruder’s information, Mr. Dean met with Mr. Liddy and
learned that those arrested were Liddy’s men but that Liddy
did not believe the operation could be traced to Liddy or CRP.
Mr. Dean also learned that the June 17 entry at Watergate
was the second entry and that it had been attempted because
Liddy’s superiors at CRP were dissatisfied with the fruits
of electronic surveillance from a prior illegal entry and
implantation of bugging devices. Mr. Dean reported this
information to Mr. Ehrlichman, who hadpreviously asked Mr.
Dean to ascertain the involvement of ~. Colson, if any, in
the break-in. Mr. Ehrlichman asked Mr. Dean to keep abreast
of the Justice Department’s activities in connection with any
investigation into the break-in and to keep Mr. Ehrlichman
advised.
On June 19 and shortly thereafter, Mr. Dean also learned
from Gordon Strachan, political aide to H. R. Haldeman, that
as a result of the Watergate arrests Mr. Strachan had destroyed
documents on Mr. Haldeman’s instructions.
At Mr. Ehrlichman’s request, Mr. Dean attended a meeting
with Messrs. Ehrlichman and Colson on, June 19 at which Mr.
Ehrlichman instructed that a White House safe belonging to E.
Howard Hunt, Jr. be opened and that Mr. Dean take custody of
the contents. After receiving these contents the next day
and examining them, Mr. Dean reported to Mr. Ehrlichman that
they included possibly incriminating evidence and written
material unrelated to the break-in that could be highly embarrassing to the White House. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr.
Dean shred the documentsand "deep-six" a briefcase containing
what appeared to be electronic equipment. To avoid this
instruction, however, Mr. Dean subsequently suggested~to Mr.
Ehrlichman that the evidentiary matter had to be turned over
to the FBI since a large number of people knew about Hunt’s
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safe and the fact that contents had been removed; Mr. Dean
also suggested that embarrassing papers not .related to Watergate be given directly and personally to L. Patrick Gray,
Acting FBI Director, rather than to FBI agents. Mr. Ehrlichman
agreed to this procedure and it was carried out with the
exception of a spiral notebook and telephone index which Mr.
Dean mislaid in the file cabinet where the other contents of
Mr. Hunt’s safe had been temporarily lodged before being
transferred to FBI agents and to Mr. Gray. Mr. Dean destroyed
the notebook and threw the telephone index into a wastebasket
in or about February, 1973, when he discovered them still
lodged in one of his file cabinets.
Also on June 19, Mr. Dean was instructed by Mr. Ehrlichman
to have Mr. Hunt ordered out of the country. Mr. Dean passed
this message to Mr. Liddy but protested to Mr. Ehrlichman
that this was inadvisable. Mr. Ehrlichman then countermanded
the instruction.
On the evening of June 19, Mr. Dean attended a meeting
in the apartment of Mr. Mitchell at which Messrs. Mitchell,
Mardian,~Magruder, and LaRue were also present and at which
there was some discussion relating to Mr. Magruder’s files.
At that time or shortly after, Mr. Dean learned that as a
result of that discussion Mr. Magruder had destroyed CRP
files relating to the break-in.
During the week following June 17, Mr. Dean was asked by
Mr. Mitchell and by Maurice Stans, Chairman of the Finance
Committee to Re-Elect the President (FCRP), to secure White
House assistance in "avoiding embarrassment" over the fact
that Messrs. Liddy and Bernard Barker had been involved in
"laundering" certain campaign contributions to FCRP. As a
result, Mr. Dean began a series of conversations with Mr.
Gray to determine how the FBI was handling its investigation
into the Watergate break-in. For the next several months,
Mr. Dean reported to officials at CRP (including Messrs.
Mitchell, Mardian, and LaRue) and at the White House (including
Messrs. Haldeman and Ehrlichman) information Mr. Dean received
about the investigation from Mr. Gray and from Henry Petersen,
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division.
Mr. Dean secured this information by representing to Mr. Gray
and Mr. Petersen that Mr. Dean was seeking information for
the President.
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At the urging of Messrs. Mitchell and Mardian, and with
the approval of Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. Dean also obtained written
FBI reports relating to the Watergate investigation from Mr.
Gray on a number of occasiQns during 1972, which Mr. Dean
made available to officials at CRP and to CRP’s attorneys;
Mr. Dean also reported to Mr. Ehrlichman any significant
information about the direction and progress of the investigation that could be gleaned from these reports.
At the suggestion of Messrs. Mardian and Mitchell, Mr.
Dean raised with Mr. Ehrlichman the possibility that the CIA
might provide covert funds to those directly involved in the
break-in in response to demands that were being made by these
individuals that "commitments" owed to them be fulfilled by
payment of money for bail, attorney fees, and income, and in
response to the belief by officials at CRP that such payments
should be made. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr. Dean follow
up on this idea by contacting General Vernon Walters, Deputy
Director of Central Intelligence. Mr. Dean~met with Mr.
Walters to pursue this possibility on June 26 and, at Mr.
Ehrlichman’s urging, broached the subject again with General
Walters. General Walters declined to provide the requested
assistance.
Shortly thereafter, on the suggestion of Mr. Mitchell,
Mr. Dean.sought and received the approval of Messrs. Haldeman
and Ehrlichman to contact the President’s personal attorney,
Herbert W. Kalmbach, and request that Kalmbach secretly raise
and distribute untraceable cash funds to and for the benefit
of those directly involved in the break-in. Dean explained
this assignment to Kalmbabh at a meeting in Washington, D.C.,
and Kalmbach agreed to undertake it. Thereafter, Dean was
present at several meetings between Mr. Kalmbach and Fred C.
LaRue in Dean’s office at which the progress of the assignment
was discussed. Mr. Dean was aware that during the next severa!
months Mr. Kalmbach--acting on instructions primarily from
Mr. LaRue--raised and caused to be distributed large amounts
of cash to and for the benefit of the five men who had been
arrested and, in addition, Messrs. Hunt and Liddy. In
September, 1972, Mr. Kalmbach made an accounting of the cash
funds he had distributed to Mr. Dean and Mr. LaRue in Dean’s
office. Thereafter, Mr. LaRue assumed responsibility for
this assignment.
Within a short time after the break-in on June ~7, Mr.
Dean learned that Mr. Magruder was developing a fals~ "cover
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story" to explain the large amounts of cash that had been
disbursed to Mr. Liddy for the intelligence program that
resulted in the Watergate break-ins and bugging; Mr. Dean
reported this to Messrs. Haldeman and Ehrlichman. Mr. Dean
also learned (and reported), that Herbert Porter, Director of
Surrogate Scheduling for CRP, would corroborate Mr. Magruder’s
story. Prior to Mr. Magruder’s appearance before the Watergate Grand Jury in August, 1972, Mr. Magruder reviewed the
testimony he would give with Mr. Dean and Mr. Dean helped
prepare-Mr. Magruder for questioning by playing the role of
the prosecutor. Mr. Dean reported his meeting with Mr.
Magruder to Lawrence Higby, Mr. Haldeman’s assistant, for
transmission to Mr. Haldeman. After Mr. Magruder’s grand jury
appearance in August, Mr. Dean learned from others at CRP
that Mr. Magruder’s desk diary had been subpoenaed by the
prosecutors and that Mr. Magruder would probably be questioned
further by the grand jury about the two meetings Magruder,
Dean, and Liddy had attended in early 1972 in the Attorney
General’s office. Shortly before Mr. Magruder appeared in
the grand jury again in September, Mr. Dean met with Mr.
Magruder and Mr. Mitchell to discuss what Mr. Magruder would
say about these meetings if asked. At this meeting it was
suggested that Mr. Magruder could say that one of these meetings was cancelled and the other was for the purpose of
discussing provisions of campaign financing laws.
In the fall of 1972, Mr. Dean learned that the Watergate
defendants, and particularly Mr. Hunt, .were making increasing
demands for cash payments. Soon after the election, Mr. Dean
received from Charles W. Colson a tape recording of a telephone
conversation between Messrs. Colson and Hunt in which Hunt
pressed Colson vigorously on the importance of meeting the
"commitments" made to the defendants and made thinly-veiled
references to the fact that the defendants were protecting
higher-~ps but that this was a "two-way street." Mr. Dean
played a copy of this recording for Messrs. Haldeman and
Ehrlichman, who told Mr. Dean that this was something Mr.
Mitchell should take care of. Mr. Dean then played the recording for Mr. Mitchell as well. In or about December, Mr.
Mitchell requested Mr. Dean to secure the permission of Mr.
Haldeman to make available part of a $350,000 White House
cash fund then under Mr. Haldeman’s control for continuing
payments to the Watergate defendants. Mr. ~Dean relayed this
message to Mr. Haldeman, who approved the action Mr. ~ean
then requested Mr. Strachan, Mr. Haldeman’s former assistant
and the custodian of the fund, to make a payment of

approximately $50,000 to Mr. LaRue.. In early January, at
Mr. Mitchell’s request, Mr. Dean asked for and received Mr.
Haldeman’s approval for Mr. Strachan to transfer the balance
of this fund to Mr. LaRue.~
In early January, 1973, Mr. Dean learned that Mr. Hunt
was considering pleading, guilty but was seeking assurances of
continued support from th~ .White House. Mr. Dean and Mr.
Ehrlichman urgedMr. Colson to meet with William O. Bittman,
Hunt’s attorney. After Mr. Colson and Mr. Bittman met, Mr.
Colson reported that Mr. Hunt was concerned about the length
of time he might have to spend in jail should he receive a
long sentence on his plea. Specifically, Mr. Colson reported
Mr. Bittman’s view that Hunt probably could not "stand" more
than a year in jail. Mr. Ehrlichman suggested that Mr.
Colson reassure Mr. Bittman concerning this matter without
making any overt commitments. Mr. Colson, after meeting with
Mr. Bittman the next day, reported to Messrs. Dean and
Ehrlichman that he had reassured Mr. Bittman concerning executive intervention in this regard without.actually using the
word "executive clemency," and had done so by using phrases
such as "a year is a long time," and (in regard to clemency)
"this kind of thing usually comes up around Christmas."
Thereafter, upon Mr. Ehrlichman’s prior authorization, Mr.
Dean was involved in extending similar assurances to James W.
McCord and in keeping others advised of such assurances.
In mid-February, 1973, Mr. Dean met with Messrs. Haldeman
and Ehrlichman in California. Mr. Ehrlichman raised the
question of whether the Watergate defendants would continue
to maintain their present posture, and there was adiscussion
of the need to raise additional funds for making payments to
the defendants. At this meeting, the fourth participant,
Richard Moore, was instructed to inform Mr. Mitchell that
raising funds for the defendants was ~omething Mr. Mitchell
should attend to.
Beginning in late February, 1973, Mr. Dean had a number
of meetings with the President generally concerning the Watergate and related matters. On or about March 19, 1973, Mr.
Dean learned from Paul O’Brien, an attorney for CRP, that
Mr. Hunt was demanding $120,000 prior to his sentencing which
was scheduled for March 23 and had threatened to tell the
"seamy things" he had done for Ehrlichman and others lln the
White House if he did not receive the money. Mr. Dean

7reported this threat to Mr. Ehrlichman, who instructed Mr.
Dean to inform Mr. Mitchell; Mr. Dean did so. Mr. Dean also
had a conversation with Mr. LaRue in which he informed LaRue
about Hunt’s threat and told LaRue.lthat he (Dean) wanted to
have nothing further to do wilth any payments and would not
instruct or authorize LaRue What to do.
On the evening of March 120, 1973, Mr. Dean told the
President that he wanted to meet with him the next day to
outline a number of things tke President did not know or did
not fully realize concerning Watergate. On the morning of
March 21, Mr. Dean met with ithe President and reported to
him in great detail information Dean knew first-hand or had
obtained from others concerning the planning of the Watergate
break-in and subsequent efforts to cover it up, including his
own liability and that of others (including Messrs. Mitchell,
Magruder, Porter, Strachan, Krogh, Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and
Kalmbach) in the area of obstruction of justice and, in
some cases, perjury. Mr. Dean also told the President about
Mr. Hunt’s recent demand for money and Hunt’s threat.
On March 21 and 22, Mr. Dean had a nimlber of meetings
with the President and Messrs. Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and
Mitchell. Rather than characterize what occurred in those
conversations, we would simply refer to the transcripts of
Presidential tapes of some of those meetings that have now
been made public and to Mr. Dean’s public testimony.
On March 22, Mr. Dean met with Messrs. Mitchell, Haldeman,
and Ehrlichman and those present learned from Mitchell that
Hunt’s problem had been "taken care of."
On March 23, Mr. Dean went to Camp David but was unable
to complete the "report." Soon after Mr. Dean returned from
Camp David on March 28 he engaged an attorney and instructed
the attorney to approach the United States Attorney’s Office
about cooperating with the Watergate prosecution. Beginning
on April 5, 1973, Mr. Dean and his attorney held a number of
meetings in which a great deal of information concerning the
cover-up conspiracy was imparted to the prosecutors. On the
basis of this information and similar information received
in mid-April from Mr. Magruder, the United States Attorney
reported to the Assistant Attorney General and Attorney General
that they had uncovered a widespread conspiracy to cover~up
responsibility for and knowledge of the Watergate matter.
In mid and late April and in May, Mr. Dean had a number of
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additional meetings with the prosecutors. On April 30, the
President announced that he was "accepting Mr. Dean’s
resignation."
In June, 1973, Mr. Dean testified under a formal grant
of use immunity before the Senate Select Committee on
Presidential~ Campaign Activities concerning his knowledge
of and involvement in the background to and cover-up of the
Watergate bugging, and concerning other matters. Nevertheless,
Mr. Dean thereafter pleaded guilty to a one-count information
charging in broad terms a conspiracy to obstruct justice in
connection with the cover-up.
Following his plea, Mr. Dean has been interviewed on
numerous occasions by the staff of the Watergate Task Force,
Special Prosecutor’s Office, and testified on three occasions
before the original Watergate grand jury. Throughout the
period following Mr. Dean’s guilty plea, he has made himself
available for extensive de-briefing by the Watergate Task
¯ Force and has freely supplied all the information and documents
in his possession relating to the Watergate cover-up including
numerous leads that might further the investigation.
In assessing the quality of Mr. Dean’s cooperation, it
should~be noted that much of Mr. Dean’s testimony before the
Senate Select Committee has been subsequently corroborated
by other testimony and evidence, including Presidential tape
recordings and transcripts. We have observed no reluctance
by Mr. Dean to own up to the areas of his own involvement
in Watergate and related matters.
If we can provide any further information in connection
with this matter, or if amplification or clarification of any
materials herein contained would be helpful, please do not
hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,

.o~/

!
.James F. Neal
¯ Associate Special Prosecutor
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National Commission on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws
Pub. L. 89-801, Nov. 8, 1966, 80 Star. 1516, as amended by Pub. L. 91-39, July 8, 1969,
83 Stat. 44, provided for the establishment of the National Commission on Reform of
Federal Criminal Laws, its membership, duties, compensation of the members, the
Director, and the staff of the Commission, established the Advisory Committee on
Reform of Federal Criminal Laws, required the Commission to submit interim reports to
the President and the Congress and to submit a final report within four years from Nov. 8,
1966, and further provided that the Commission shall cease to exist sixty days after the
submission of the final report.
In 1966, Congress created the National Commission on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws.
The Commission, whose chairman was former California Governor Edmund G. Brown, submitted
its recommendations to Congress and the President in a Final Report on January 7,’1971. On
January 4, 1973, Senators John McClellan, Roman Hruska, and Sam Ervin, all of whom served
on the Brown Commission, introduced S. 1, the first in a series of omnibus bills to reform, revise,
and recodify the Federal Criminal Code

Louis B. Schwartz, University of Pennsylvania School of Law, recently Director, The
National Commission on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania;
P-residcnt’s Coiiiiaaiss~c,n ez Lzw Enforcement a.,’.d A~ efjueficc, The
~ in a F~ee ~ncut r~mul~ O

"
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1966 National Commission on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws, Final Repo~
(Proposed New Federal Criminal Code), Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,
1971
Former Governor Pat Brown of California, who ought to know that when one proposes
legislation one must be extremely wary of how the legislative body considers it.
4~ Professor Louis B. Schwartz of the University of Pennsylvania Law School, formerly
reporter for the American Law Institute’s Model Penal Code.
~, Richard A. Greene, a senior partner in the Washington law firm of Stohlman,
Beuchert, Egan & Smith, was a _deputy director of the Federal Judicial Center and of the
National Commission on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws.
.BByr°n 0~ House, IL State Supreme Court Justice: He served as a member of the President’s
National Commission on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws from December 1967, until his
death. So was Robert: W. Kastenmeier, R -Wisonsin
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THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON REFORM
OF FEDERAL CRIMINAL LAWS
1 11 I TWENTIETH STREET NW.
WASHINGTON, D.C.

20036

JA~VARY 7, 1971.
To the President and Congress :
I hereby transmit to you the Final Report of the National Commission on Reform of Federal CriminM Laws pursuant to Section 8 of
Public Law 89-801, as amended by Public Law 91-39.
The Commission submits this proposed revision of Title 18, United
States Code as a work b~sis upon which the Congress may undertake
the necessary reform of the substantive federal criminal laws. The
scope and organization of the proposed Code, its general approach to
the problem of federal jur!sdiction, and the basic outlines of its sentencmg system, hold promise as a logical framework for a twentieth
century penal code. Individually we have reservations, sometimes
strong, on the resolution of particular issues. Nevertheless, we are, as a
Commission, satisfied that the provisions embodied in the text, together
with their noted alternatives, fairly expose the relevant policy issues
an_d should facilitate the necessary legislative choices by the Cougress.
It is to be hoped that this work oirreform, so necessary to the fair
and effective administration of justice, may merit the due consideration
of the Congress and that it will contribute to the resolution, on a constructive basis, of these difficult issues.
By Direction of the Commission,
Edmund G. Brown

:EDmuND G. BROWN,

cc : The President
The President of the Senate
The Speaker of the House of
Representatives

Chairman

APPENDIX A
Public Law 89-801
89th Con _gr~s, H.R. 15766
Noveinber 8, 1966

AN ACT
To establish a National Commission on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws.

United 8tares of A~ca in 5’~gress ~semotea,lna~ me ~atlona~
Co~ission on Refo~ of Federal Cr~al Laws is hereby
~blish~.
MEMB~SHIP OF CO~I~ION

S~c. 2. (a) The Commission shall be composed of(l) three Members of the Senate appointed by the President of
the Senate,
(2) three Members of the House of Representatives appointed
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
(3) three members appointed by the President of the United
States, one of whom he shall designate as Chairman,
(4) one United States circuit judge and two United States district judges appointed by the Chief Justice of the United States.
(b) At no time shall more than two of the members appointed under
paragraph (1), paragraph (2), or paragraph (3) be persons who are
members of the same political party.
(c) Any vacancy in the Commission shall not affect i~s powers but
shall be filled in the same manner in which the original appointment
was made, and subject to the same limitations with respect to party
affiliations as the original appointment was made.
(d) Seven members shall constitute a quorum, but a lesser number
may conduct hearings.
DEITIES OF THE CO~£ISSION

S~-c. 3. The Commission shall make a full and complete review and
study of the statutory and case law of the United States which constitutes the federal system of criminal justice for the purpose of formulating and recommending to the Congress legislation which would
improve the federal s~.stem of criminal justice. It shall be the further
duty of the Commission to make recommendations for revision and
recodification of the criminal laws of the United States, including the
repeal of unnecessary or undesirable statutes and such changes in the
penalty structure as the Commission may feel will better ~rve the ends
of justice.
.%55

eOm’ENSAT~ON OF MEmbERS OF Tr~E COMMISSION
Sr~. 4. (a) A member of the Commission who is a Member of
Congress, in the executive branch of the Government, or a judge shall
serve without additional compensation, but shall be reimbursed for
travel, subsistence, and other necessar~y expenses incurred in the pqrformance of duties vested in the Commission.
(b) A member of the Commission from private life shall receive
$75 per diem when engaged in the actual performance of duties vested
in the Commission, plus reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and
other necessary expenses incurred in the performance of such duties.
THE DIRECTOR AND STAFF

SEC. 5. (a) The Director of the Commission shall be appointed by
th0 Commission without regard to the civil .service laws and Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and his compensation shall be fixed
by the Commission without regard to the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended.
re~orter
~-~
~,,1~
¯ (b) The Director
¯
¯ shall serve as the
¯ Commission’s
¯
r" the ,act~v~tms
~-~., .~.".~"
]e.ct to the direction of the Com_mlss~on,
shall supervnse
o~ ~)ersons employed under the Commission, the preparation of reports,
an~t shall perform such other duties as may be assigned him within
the scope of the functions of the Commission.
(c) Within the limits of funds appropriated for such purpose, indivi.du.als may_be employed by the Commission for service with the Commission staff without regard to civil service laws and the Classification
Act of 1949.
(d) The Chairman of the Commission is authorized to procure
services to the same extent as is authorized for departments by section
15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to exceed
$75 per diem for individuals.
EsTABLISI-IMENT OF TIIE ADVISORY COM:]~[IT’I’EE

SEC. 6. (a) There is hereby established a committee of fifteen merebern ~ be known ~ the Ad~ Committee on Reform of Fede~l
Cri~i~al Laws (hemina~er mfer~ to as the "Advisory Committee").
to advise and ~nsult with the Commi~ion. The Adviso~ Committe~
~hall be appointed by the Commission ~nd shall include lawyers,
United Stat~ attorneys, and other pemons compe~nt ~ provide
advice for the ~mmi~ion.
(b) Membe~ of the Advisory ~mmit~ shall not be deem~ ~
be officem or employ~s of the United States by vi~ue of such servi~
and shall receive no compensation, but shall be mimbu~d for travel
subsistence, and other ne~a~ ex~ns~ incurred by ~em by vi~ue of
such ~ce ~ fl~e Commi~ion.
GOVERNMENT AGENCY COOPERATION

SEC. 7. The Commission is authorized to request from any department, agency, or independent instrumentality of the Government any
information and assistance it deems necessary to carry out its functions under this Act; and each such department, agency, and instru356

mentality is authorized to cooperate with the Commission and, to the
extent permitted by law, to furnish such information a~d assistance
to the Commission upon request made by the Chairman or any other
member when acting as Chairman.
REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ; TERML-NrATION

SEC. 8. The Commission shall submit interim reports to the President and the Congress at such times as the Commission mav deem
appropriate, and in any event within two years after the date~ of this
Act~ ~nd shall submit its final report within three years after the date
of this Act. The Commission shall cease to exist sixty days after the
date of the submission of its final report.
AD:M:I1WISTRATIVE SERVICES

S~c. 9. The General Services Administration shall provide administrative services for the Commission on a reimbursable basis¯
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SFZ. 10. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such amounts, not
to exceed a total of $500,000, as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act.
Public Law 91-39
91st Congress, H.R. 4297
July. 8~ 1969

AN ACT
To amend the Act of November 8, 1966.

Be it e~aeted by the Senate and House of Representatives o~ the
United States of Ame~*iea in Congress assembled, That section 8 of the
Act of November 8, 1966 (80 Stat. 1516) is amended by striking out
"within three years after the date of this Act" and in~rting in lieu
thereof "within four years after the date of this Act".
S~c. 2.~ S.~tio_n. 10 of such Act is amended by striking out "not to
exceed a ~om~ of $500,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "not to exceed
a total of $850,000", and adding at the end thereof a new sentence as
follows: "Authority is hereby granted for appropriated money to
remain available until expended.
OC’~(~aER 12, 1970.
Hon. EnlvfuNn G. (PAT) BROWN,
Chairman, The National Commission on Reform of Federal C~iminal
Laws, 1111 ~Oth Street NW., Room 531, Wa~hlngton, D.C. 20036
DF~R CHAra~A~ BROW~ : I herewith enclose a copy of the resolution
on the final report of the National Commission on Reform of Federal
Criminal Laws adopted by the Committee on the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives on September 29, 1970, at a meeting of the

full committee on that date. This resolution, unanimously adopted,
has been spread upon the minutes of that meeting and the staff director’s certified copy is herewith attached to this communication.
With cordial regards, I am,
Sincerely yours,
Emanuel Celler, Chairman.
RESOLUTION -" COMMITTEE OF THE JUDICIARY
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ON THE

FINAL RFeORT OV
THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON REFOP~ oF FEDERAL CRIMINAL LAWS

Whereas, Public Law 89-801 created the National COmmission on the
Reform of Federal Criminal Laws, charging such Commission to
make a full and complete review of the statutes and case law of the
Federal system of criminal justice; and
Whereo~v, one-half of the members of said Commission (six members)
are also Members of COngress, to wit, three Members of the Senate
and three Members of the House of Representatives; and
Whereas, Public Law 91-39 provided that said Commission should
submit its Final Report by November 8, 1970 but not terminate until sixty days thereafter, to wit on January 8,1971 ; and
Whdreas, A Study Draft of a Federal Criminal Code and accQmpanying Working Papers were published by August 1970 and comment
thereupon by government agencies and other interested parties is
""
.... being received and considered by the Comm~sslon
"m" mary
still
preh
to the drafting of its Final Report; and
Whereas, The forthcoming Congressional elections and the recent large
volume and paramount importance of Congressional legislative
business has precluded and will impede the hill participation of the
six Congressional members of the Commission and the attainment
of a quorum at COmmission meetings wherein the provisions, of the
Final report were to be voted upon prior to l~ovember 8, 1970;
Therefore, Be It Resolved, That itis the sense of the Committee on
the Judiciary that the Commission should submit its Final Report by
January 8, 1971, and that such submission shall be deemed compliance. with the statutory mandate that such Final Report be submltted by November 8, 1970.
OCTORE~t 13, 1970.
Hon. EDMUND (~. BROWN,
The National Commission on Ref~ of Feder~
1111 ~Oth Street NW.,
W~hi~t~, D.~.
DEAR ]~ffR. CHAIP~AN : Enclosed for the apropriate attention of the
Commission is a copy of a Resolution of the Judiciary Committee of
October 6, 1970, in reference to the submission date of the Final Report
of the National Commission on the Reform of Federal Criminal Laws.
Sincerely,
James O. Eastland.

RES0LUT~ON : CoMMrFrE]~ ON TH~ JUDICL~RY
UNrrsn STATES S~ATE
ON THE

FINAL RE~ORT OV
TH~ NATIONAL COMMISSION ON REFOP~ OF FEDERAL CRIMINAL LAWS
Whereas, Public Law 89-801 created .the National COmmission on the
Reform of Federal Criminal Laws, Charging such Commission to
make ’a full and complete review of the statutes and case law of the
Federal system of criminal justice; and
Whereas, one-half of t’he .members of said Commission (six members)
are also Members of Congress, to wit, three Members of the Senate
and three Members of the House of Representatives; and
Whereas, Public Law 91-39 provided ,that said Commission should
submit its Final Report by November ’8, 1970 but not terminate
until sixty days thereafter,,to wit on January 8,1971 ; and
Whereas~ A Study Draft of-a Federal Crhninal Code and accompanying Worl~ing Papers were published by August, 1970 and comment
thereupon by governmen.t a~encies and other interested parties
is still being received and considered by the Commission preliminary
to the drafting of its Final Report; and
Whereas, The forthcoming Congressional elections and t’he recent large
volume ~nd paramount importance of COngressional legislative
business has precluded and will impede the full participation of the
six Congressional members of the Commission and the attainment
of a quorum at Commission meetings wherein the provisions of the
Final Report were to be voted .upon prior to November 8, 1970,
Therefore, Be I$ Resolved, That it is the sense of .t.he Committee on
the Judiciary that the Commission should submit its Final Report
by January 8, 1971, and that such submission shall be deemed compliance with the statutory mandate that such Final Report be submitted by November 8, 1970.

Hon. JoHN N. MITCII:~LL,
Attorney General,
U.S. Department of Justice,
Washlngton~ D.C. ~0530

OCTOBER 29,1970.

DEAR M~. 2~kTTORN~Y GENERAL : The National Commission on Reform
of Federal Criminal Laws respectfully requests to be advised by the
President, or alternatively the Attorney General on behalf of the
President and as ,his legal advisor, whether it is agreeable that the
Commission submit its Final Report to the President by January 8,
1971, instead of by November 8, 1970 as originally contemplated.
The reasons for this request and pertinent background materials
are set forth in ~he attached identical Resolutions of the House and
Senate Judiciary Committees. These Resolutions were secured by the
Cemmission since it is mandated by law to submit it.s Report to the
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Congress. A similar .authorization from or on behalf of the President
is :being sought herein since .the Commission is likewise mandated ~o
report to the President.
Very truly yours,
.
Ed~md (~. Brown
Edmund G. Brown, Chairman.
NOVEMB~a 3, 1970.
Hen. EDMUND G. (PAT) BROWN,
Chairman, National Commi~sion on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws,
1111 20th Street NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036
DEAR MR. C~AIRMAN: The Attorney General has asked ~hat I
respond to your letter of October 29.
Please be advised that the Department of Justice, the department
most intimately involved in any reform of our nation’s crimin.al !aws,
h.as no objection to the brief additional period afforded ~he Commission to prepare and submit its final report.
It is my understandin~ that both the Senate and House Committees
on the Judiciary h, ave ~ndicated .tha~ t’he two ~nonth postponement
of the submission of the final report is agreeable to the Committees.
Looking forward to ~he opportunity to have the re’port examined
in detail~ I remain,
Sincerely,
Richard G. Kleindienst
lgi~hard G. Kleindienst,
Deputy Attorney General.
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APPENDIX B
BIOGRAPHIES OF COMMISSION MEMBERS
ED~Tr~-~ Gt. BRowx, 5~hai~na~ Governor Bm~ w~ appoin~d
Chairman of the ~~on by P~id~t Jo~n. He is a fomer
S~ Fmnci~ D~t~ A~ey and California At~mey ~neml and
~rved as Gove~or of Califo~ia for eight years. He pmcti~ law as
~ pa~ner ~ the Beverly Hills~ Califo~ia law tim of Ba~ Hunt~
Ha~ Brown ~d B~itz.
A~D H. Po~ V~e Ghai~n. ~n~man Poff of Radford~
r~h author of the Act w~ch cma~ the Co~ion~ w~ cho~n
Vice Chaiman by his fellow Commission mem~m. He h~ ~rved
in the House of Repr~enmtives since his election in 1952 and is a
member of the Judicia~ Co~it~.
G~oa~z C. E~w~s, Ja. Jud~ Edwards, of Detroit, ~c~n, serv~
on the United Stat~ ~u~ of Appeals for the Sigh Cimuit. He is
a fomer Michi~n Supreme Cou~ Justi~ and Police Commi~ioner
of Detroit. He is Chai~an of the Commit~e on Adm~istration of
Cr~inal Laws of the Judicial Conference of the Uni~d Sta~ and is
a member of i~ Advisory Co~it~e on Rul~ of Criminal Procedure.
S~ J. Ea~ Ja, Sena~r E~in~ of North Carolina, is a mem~r
of the Sena~ Judicia~ Co~itt~ and Chairman of its Subcommit~ on Con~itutional Right, Re~sion and Codification and Separation of Powem. Before en~g the Sena~ in 1954~ Sena~r E~in
~rved as a Jud~ of ~e Burke Co~ty (Noah Carolina) Criminal
Cou~ a Ju~ on the Noah Carolina Superior Cou~ and A~iate
J~ice of ~e Noah ~m~a Sup~me ~ou~. He is a fo~er ~airm~ .o~ the Noah ~rolha ~mmi~ion for Improv~ent of the
A~m~mtion of Julia. Senator E~n al~ ~ed in the Hou~ of
~p~tativ~
~ ~ ~~~ Jm Ju~ Hig~botham~ of PMhdelphia
Pe~lv~ ~ on the U~d~ta~ Di~rict Court for ~e Ea~~ D~t~ct pf ~e~ylvania. He is a fomer ~mmi~ioner of the
~eral ’l~de Co~ion~ A~i~nt Di~ri~ At~ey for Philad~phia and Special Deputy Attorney General for the Commonw~lth
of ~e~sylv~ia. He w~ Vice Chai~an of the National ~i~ion
on the Cau~ and Pmven~on of Violence.
~a~ L. ~u~. ~nator H~ska~ of Neb~k~ is the mnkhg
~nority mem~r of the Senate Judicia~ ~m~t~e and of its Sub~t~e on C~hal Laws ~d P~du~. He ~rved in the Hou~
of ~p~n~ti~ ~fom b~g elated ~ the Senate in 19~. He was
a m~r of the National ~i~on on the Cau~ and P~ntion
of Viol~.
~ W..~~ Co--an K~eier, of Water~, W~~a ~ m~r o~ the ~ou~ Judiciary Co~itt~ and
¢na~an ox ~ ~ua~m~ ~o. 8~ which d~ls with m~sions of

~?~

361

the laws. He is a member of the House Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee and serves on the Subcommittees on Indian Affairs, National Parks and t{ecreation and Public Lands. He was first elected to
Congress in 1958.
THOMAS J. MACBRIDE. Judge MacBride, of Sacramento, California,
is Chief Judge of the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of California. He is a former Deputy Attorney General for
the State of California and a former member of the California House
of Representatives. Judge MaeBride is a member of the Judicial Conferen~e Committee to Implement the Criminal Justice Act of 1964.
JOHN L. McCLELLAN. ~Senator McClellan, of Arkansas, is a member
of the Senate Judiciary Committee and chairman of its Subco~nmittee
on Criminal Laws and Procedures. Senator McClellan is a former
rosecuting attorney. He served in the House of Representatives beore being elected to ~he United States Senate in 1942.
AB~ J. Mr~vA. Congressman Mikva, of Chicago, Illinois is a
member of the House Judiciary Committee. He served in the Illinois
General Assembly, where he was chairman of the House Judiciary
Committee and ills Subcommittee on Revision of the Illinois Criminal
Code., enacted in 1961. He was first elected to Congress in 1968.
DONALD Sco2~r THOMAS. Mr. Thomas is a partner in the law firm of
Chrk, Thomas, H~rris, Den]us and Wintersin Austin, Texas. He is a
Fellow of the American College of Trial Lawyers.
Tn"Eovom~ VOORHEES. Mr. Voorhees practices law in Washin~on,
D.C. as a partner in the Philadelphia law firm of Dechert, Price &
Rhoads. He is a former Chancellor of the Philadelphia B~r Association, former President of the National Legal Aid and Defender Association and past Chairman of the Conference of Bar Presidents. Mr.
Voorhees is a member of the Office of Economic Opportunity National
Advisory Committee on Legal Services Program.
CONGRESSMAN DON EDWARDS of San Jose, California, a member of
the House Judiciary Committee, served on the Commission until his
resignation in October 1969, at which time he was replaced by Congressman Mikva. J~m~E JA~ES M. CARTER, appointed to the Commission when he was Chief Judge of the UnitedStates District Court
for the Southern District of California, resigned upon his elevation to
the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in December
1967. The Act establishing the Commission requires that there be two
District Judges and only one Circuit Judge. Judge Carter was re¯ placed by Judge MacBride.
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APPENDIX C
BIOGRAPHIES
OF
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS
TOM. C. CLARK~ ~r~ai~/~a~o Justice Clark m~ ~ 1967 a~r ~~g 18 y~m ~ an Am~iate Ju~ice of the Supreme Cou~ of the
Uni~d Stat~ He ~ as At~mey General of the Uni~ Sta~
in the y~m 194~9 and ~fom then w~ an Ami~ant At~mev ~n~1 ~ char~ of the ~tit~st Dive]on ~d the C~minal D(vi~i~n.
He r~ently ~ed ~ Dieter of the Federal Judicial ~r.
C~:A~S L. ~= Maj.or ~neral ~ker, fo~er Jud~ Advoca~ General of the Um~ ~tat~ A~y, ~rved as Ex~utive Di~r
of the National ~fender Proj~t for 6 yea~ and is now a ~nsultant
on mattem pedaling to crim~al justin.
B~ P. G~s. Mr. G~t~ is the Uni~d S~t~ At~rney for
the Eas~m Dist~ct of Vir~ia. He formerly ~ed as a ~nior~al
at~rney ~ the Cri~nal Division, Or~n~ Cr~e S~tion, U.S.
pa~m~t of Ju~i~ from July 1962 ~ July 1967. Mr. ~tt~ ~rved
~ Executive D~c~r and Co~l for the Ho~ ~publi~n Task
For~ on C~me from July 1967 to 1968. He has also ~rved ~ a cons~mnt to the ~w Enfom~ent ~tan~ A~mtion.
P~ RO~TS ~IS. Mm. Ha~ fo~er Uni~ S~
b~ador ~ ~ux~m~urg ~d fo~er ~n and Prefer of Law at
~o~a~ye~ty_Law School, is now ~p~ti~g la~er in W~h~n,.D.C. ~.th~law fi~_of Str~r, Spi~lberg~ Fr~, Fr~ &
~am~an. ~ne has ~ed ~ an at~ey m the App~ls ~d Re~e~ion of ~e C~hal Di~sion o~ the U.S. ~pa~ment of

~w ~ ~ n~ ~ M~ & J~n ~ Charlot~,
~ro~a. ~o ~s a tormer p~utmg a~mey, a mem~r of
o~mn ~or Improvement ~ Ad~istmtion of J~i~ h Noah
Camlha.
B~o~ O. Ho~ (dece~ed). J~i~ Hou~ w~ a mem~r of the
Illhois Su~e Co~, and a fo~er S~’s At~mey for
Co~ty, Ilhnois. He di~ h Sep~m~r 1969.
How~ R. L~. Mr. ~a~ is the Police ~mmi~ioner of New
York City and fo~erly was ~e Poli~ Commi~ioner of Philadelphia,
P~sylv~.
At~mey
ROB~T
MO~E~U.
Mr. Mor~nthau
~ed for
as United
States
for~.the
~uthem Dist~
of New York
appmxima~ly
~e yearn and m~ntly ~ a Deputy Mayor of New York City.
~ H. Po~x. Dean Poll~k is ~an of the Yale ~w Sch~l
and a Prefer of Constitutional Law. He has ~ed ~ a director of
the N~CP Le~l Defen~ and Education Fund.

C~zm F. POOL~ Mr. Peele served as United States Attorney for
the Northern District of California for approximately eight years. He
recently served as a Professor of Law at the University of California
at Berkeley and is presently engaged in private practice in the San
Francisco law firm of Jacobs, Sills and Coblentz.
M~.To~ G. RZCTOR. Mr. Rector is the Director of the National
Council on Crime and Delino~uency and ser.ves on th.e Board of Dir.~tors of the American Correctional Association. He is a member of the
New York City Coordinating Council on Crimin_al Justices The
tional Legal Aid and Defender Association and the International
Center for Comparative Criminology. He was a delegate to the United
Nations 2nd and 3rd World Congress on Prevention of Crime and
Treatment of Offenders.
JA~s Vo~n~.m~. Professor Vorenberg is a Professor of Law at
Harvard I~w School and the former Executive Director of the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice.
WmLL~g F. WALSH. Mr. Walsh is a practicing criminal defense attorney in Houston, Texas, and former chairman of the Criminal Law
Section of the American Bar Association. He is a Fellow of the American College of Trial Lawyers.
MARv~ E. WOLF~ANG. Dr. Wolfgang is a Professor of Sociology
and Criminal Statistics, head of the Department of Sociology, and
Director of the Center for Studies in Criminology and Criminal Law
at the University of Pennsylvania. He is a former President of the
American Society of Criminologists~ the author of numerous works on
criminology, a member of the President’s Commission on Obscenity
and Pornography and Associate Secretary General of the International Society of Criminology.
EI~IOT L. RICH~SON. Mr. Richardson, now Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfar~ has served as the Attorney General of
Massachusetts and as United States Attorney for the District of Massachusetts. Mr. Richardson has also served as Lieutenant Governor of
Massachusetts. He served on the Advisory Committee until his appointment as Undersecretary of State in early 1969.
Gus T~LF~. Mr. Tyler is Assistant President of the International
Ladies .Garment Workers Union. He is the author of the bool~ "Orga~i_’zed Crime in America" and numerous articles on organized crime
and the problems of recidivism.
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The Hard Right
John Dean asks why today’s conservatives are so intolerant.
CONSERVATIVES WITHOUT CONSCIENCE
By John W. Dean.
246 pp. Viking. $25.95.
By NICK GILLESPIE

~ N route to getting shellacked by historic
1-~ proportions in the-1964 presidential
1 ",race, the Republican challenger, Sena~l-~tor Ba~rry Goldwater, suffered through
a smear job every bit as oversize and ugly as
Lyndon B. Johnson’s gallbladder scar. Not the
infamous "daisy ad" circulated by the Johnson
campaign, in which a young girl innocently
pulled the petals from a flower until a mushroom cloud filled the frame. While setting a
new standard for negative campaigning, that
TV commercial was at least rooted in Goldwater’s loose tall about using "low yield"
atomic bombs in the escalating Vietnam War.
The truly low blow came in the pages of.
Fact magazine, which claimed to have asked
some 12,000 psychiatrists whether Goldwater
was "psychologically fit to serve as president of
the United States." Among the more than 1,800
replies were long-distance diagnoses pronouncing the challenger a "dangerous lunatic" and a
"compensated schizophrenic" similar to Hitler
and Stalin. The year after the election, Goldwater sued in federal court for defamation of
Character and won $75,000 in punitive damages.
The ghost of Barry Goldwater hovers over
"Conservatives Without Conscience," the new
study of "authoritarian" Republicans by the
Watergate-era White House counsel John W.
Dean. The book, whose title is a play on the
senator’s 1960 polemic, "The Conscience of a
Conservative," was conceived as a collaboration between Goldwater and the Nixon administration’s most fawas
mous heretic. Dean
shared the senator’s
.dislike of the "so-called
social conservatives"
who have risen to
prominence within Republican ranks over
the past several dec-,
ades, and the pair
planned a book for
which they would tall
"with people like Chuck Colson, Pat Robertson
and Jerry Falwell" and "attempt to understand their strident and intolerant politics."
The project was cut short by Goldwater’s
death in 1998, but Dean remained dedicated to
unmasking what he sees as the new and dangerous breed of "tough, coldblooded, ruthless
authoritarians" who have "co-opted" conservatism. For Dean, who sounded similar notes
in "Worse Than Watergate: The Secret Presidency of George W. Bush" (2004), the president, Vice President Dick Cheney, the disgraced former House majority leader Tom DeLay, the cashiered speaker of the House Newt
Gingrich, the felonious lobbyist Jack Abramoff
and many others are not simply misguided or
repugnant ideologues, relentlessly pushing an
agenda at odds with Dean’s own (he variously
describes himself as a centrist, a registered independent and "a ’Goldwater conservative’ on
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Nick Gillespie is the editor in chief of Reason
magazine and the editor of "Choice: The Best
of Reason:"

many issues"); they are also rainmakers
uniquely deranged by their lust for power,
their limited ability "to see the world from any
point of view other than their own" and their
willingpess to submit to authority.
The book draws heavily on the work of the
social psychologist Bob Altemeyer, the creator
of a scale for measuring "right-wing authoritarian" (R.W.A.) tendencies. Dean writes that
Altemeyer is "not given to hyperbole in his
scholarly work," yet quotes him as saying,that
many "High R.W.A.’s" would "attack France,
Massachusetts or the moon ff the president
said it was necessary ’for freedom.’" Altemeyer says it’s "a scientifically established
fact" that political, religious and economic conservatives are High R.W:A.’s, and Dean concludes that our government "is ran by an array
of authoritarian personalities" who are "dominating, opposed to equality, desirous of personal power, amoral, intimidating ... vengeful,
pitiless, exploitive, manipulative, dishonest,
cheaters, prejudiced, meanspirited, militant,
nationalistic and two-faced." The estimated 20
to 25 percent Of High R.W.A.’s among us, he
warns, "will take American democracy where
no freedom-ioving person would want it to go."
With Ahab-like monon~ania, Dean discovers that~ every objectionable conservative Republican action --from "taking America to
war in Iraq on false pretenses" to Dick Cheney’s obscene outburst at Senator Patrick
Leahy to harsh right-wing criticism of the nomination of Harriet Miers to the .Supreme Court
-- reflects triumphant authoritarianism. For
those of us with little or nothing good to say
about the Bush administration, the Republican
Party or conservatives in general, Dean’s book
is ideological comfort food, providing not only
tasty anecdotes about abuse of power but a rationale for dismissing political opponents out of
hand, Did you know, for instance, that Senator
Bill Frist has confessed to dishonestly procur:
ing cats for experiments during his medical
school days, writing in his autobiography, "I
was totally schizoid about the entire matter"?
But "Conservatives W~ithout Conscience"
does little to advance a true understanding of
contemporary politics, conservative or otherwise. Dean’s schema doesn’t go far in explaining, for example, the huge increases in nondefense discretionary and entitlement spending under President Bush and a conservative
Congress. Alas, eyen the distortions and exaggerations used to build the case for war in Iraq
are hardly unprecedented. (Remember the
Maine? And the Gulf of Tonkin?) What Dean
sees as dark new developments read far more
like politics m and politicians -- as Usual.
Just as important, Dean’s book calls to
mind nothing so much as the scurrilous treatment of Barry Goldwater back in the 1964
campaign. Yeah, yeah, politics ain’t beanbag
and all that. But our political discourse is rancorous enough without attempting to psychologize our adversaries out of decent debate¯
When Ronald Reagan nominated Sandra Day
O’Connor to the Supreme Court, the Rev. Jerry
Falwell said every good Christian should oppose her selection¯ Goldwater, rising to the
defense of a fellow Arizonan, responded that
"every good Christian ought to kick Falwell’s
ass." If the politician nicknamed Mr. Conservative -- to whom Dean’s book is dedicated m
were to revisit today’s political scene, he might
find another target at which to swing his leg. []
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Biographical Note
1938 October 14 Bom Akron, Ohio
1961 B.A., College of Wooster, Wooster, Ohio
1964 Law clerk in the firm of Hollabaugh & Jacobs, Washington, D.C.
1965 Junior associate in the law firm of Welch & Morgan, Washington, D.C.
1966-1967 Chief minority counsel for the Judiciary Committee, United States House of
Representatives
1967-1968 Associate Director of the National Commission on Reform of Federal
Criminal Laws, Washington, D.C.
1969-1970 Associate Deputy Attomey General, Office of Criminal Justice, Department
of Justice
1970 July 9-April 30, 1973 Counsel to the President
1973 June 25-29 Testified in hearings before the Select Committee on Presidential
Campaign Activities, United States Senate
1973 October 19 Pleaded guilty to a charge of conspiracy to obstruct Justice; sentenced
by Judge John Sirica on August 2, 1974, to serve 1 to 4 years (U.S.v. John W. Dean
USDC 886-73)
1974 September 3-January 8, 1975 Served a prison term at Fort Holabird, Maryland
1974 October 16-25 Testified in the Watergate cover-up trial, United States v. John N.
Mitchell, et al.
1976 Columnist for Rolling Stone magazine; published Blind Ambition.
1982 Published Lost Honor
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October I0, 1973

Mr. Earl J. Silbert
Principal Assistant
United States Attorney
United States Courthouse
Washington, D.C.
20001
Dear Earl:
I enclose a memorandum wrltten by Jim Neal
after his conference with you, Seymour, Don and
others on September 28, 1973. I would llke assurance
from each of you that your recollection and position
are accurately stated; if not, would you let me know
about any differences.
I suppose that your reluctance to take a
position on the best course to follow arises from the
fact that you no longer’have any responsibility.
Nonetheless, it would be helpful to have you note any
comments, criticisms or suggestions with respect to an
indictment against Dean based upon his approaches to
CIA and the o~fer of executive clemency to McCord.

I looked in last week but you were out of the
office.
With best wishes.

Sincere ly,

ARCHI/B~D COX
Spec&a I Prosecutor
File
C~ron
Nea i
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ERGATE SPECIA L ~OSECUTION FORCE

~PARTMENT OF JUSTICE

fferaorandum
TO

:

FROM :

SUBJECT

The Files

DATE: Sept. 28, 1973

James F. Neal

Interview of Earl Silbert, Seymour Glanzer
and Donald Campbell.

This afternoon Henry Ruth, Peter Rient, Jill Volner,
Rick Ben-Veniste, George Frampton, Jerry Goldman and I conferred with the above in an effort to determine the extent
of the taint problem involved in the prosecution of John
Dean arising out of the relationship between Dean and his
counsel, on the one hand, and the former prosecutors on the
other.
We explained to the former prosecutors our tentative
conclusion to prosecute Dean in a two count indictment limited
to the offer of executive clemency to McCord. We gave the
former prosecutors most all of the reasons underlyin@~ our
tentative decision and asked if they agreed this was the
wisest course to take. Their response was our reasons for
proceeding in the manner outlined were sound but they declined to express themselves as to the wisest possible course.
When they declined to take a position on the best
course to take with respect to Dean we got into the different
areas of criminal activities comprising the "cover-up" following the Watergate break-in, and we got their position with
respect to each area. Their positions are as follows:
i. Executive Cle~ncy: Silbert et al agreed there
is no taint prbblem ’in this area arising from their relationship with Dean or his counsel. They state categorically they
got no information in this area from Dean and this is supported
by the fact that McCord testified in the grand jury on April
6 to the promise of executive clemency.
2. Dean-Walters Contacts for Use of CIA Covert
Funds to. Pay. Defendants.
Silbert et al agreed that there
is no taint in this area and that Dean gave them no information

II
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concerning these activities other than the following:
Silbert did say that Dean mentioned to him that Ehrlichman
put him in touch with Walters (Glanzer and Campbell do not
even remember this), but Silbert says he got no other information and that he did nothing with this. He says that the
conversations between Dean and Walters commencing on June 26
in which Dean sought to have Walters use CIA funds to pay
the defendants came from Walters totally independent of Dean.
3. Payment of Funds to Defendants, their Families,
and Lawyers.
Silbert et al agreed that Dean did tell them
about these payments and that this area is tainted.
4. Magruder Perjury and Subornation of Perjury.
Silbert et al state that Dean did tell them about his activities in working with Magruder to prepare Magruder’s cover
stories to the FBI and to the grand jury in two meetings.
Silbert et al contend, however, that thereafter Magruder
came in independently of Dean, and within a few days after
Dean, and that Magruder completely covered the Dean information without them even asking any questions that were prompted
by Dean’s disclosures. In fact, they say that Magruder’s
counsel conducted the interrogation of Magruder and disclosed
this area. Thus, they take the position that Magruder could
testify against Dean about this aspect of the cover-up and
they could establish that Magruder’s testimony was independent
of his relationship with Dean or his counsel. (I have some
serious question here.)
5. CIA-FBI Cover-up.
One aspect of the cover-up
in this case is the efforts to use the CIA to slow down or
halt the FBI investigation into the Mexican sources of money
going through the Barker bank account. This area of the coverup involves contacts between Dean and Gray, then a meeting between Helms, Walters, Ehrlichman, Haldeman in the White House
and follow-up contacts between Dean and Gray to implement
the Helms-Walters meeting. Dean was active in getting Gray
to slow down the FBI investigation by alleging the investigation would uncover unrelated CIA activities. Silbert et al
take the position that Dean did not disclose to them any
information concerning this so-called "CIA cover-up" but
they do admit that Dean told them of meetings with Gray,
of delivery of documents from Hunt’s safe to Gray and of
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Ehrlichman’s suggestion to "deep-six" certain documents.
They further admit that based on their conversation with
Dean they did suspect activities by Dean amounting to
obstruction of Justice involving his contacts with Gray
and they get very vague when questioned as to whether
they were prompted to interview Gray by any information
imparted to them by Dean. Indeed, Glanzer admits this is
a "troublesome area" in respect to the taint problem.
The conclusion I reached as a result of this conference is that we have two areas free from any significant
taint problem -- executive clemency to McCord and the DeanWalters meetings to get CIA covert funds to pay the defendants;
one area that is completely tainted and unavailable to us -the payments to the defendants by Kalmbach, LaRue, et al;
and two areas that are bound to be bothersome -- the
Magruder perjury and subornation perjury, and the use of
the CIA to slow down or stop the FBI investigation.
It is a difficult decision but I am still inclined
to believe we should proceed on the limited area outlined
by Peter Rient, i.e., executive clemency, but with perhaps
including in the conspiracy count the Dean-Walters meeting
of June 26.

CC.

Archibald Cox
Henry Ruth
Peter Rient
Richard Ben-Veniste
George Frampton
Gerald Goldman
Jill Volner

ROCKVlLLE,~ARYLAND ~0850

June 18, 1973

The Honorables-Sam J. Ervin, Jr.
Chairman
Senate Select Committee on Presidential
Campaign Activities
1418 New Senate Office Building
Vv’ashington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Ervin:
In the strongest terms possible we wish to register an Objection in behalf of our client, ~ohn W. Dean, III, who is scheduled to appear
before your Committee in Executive Session preparatory to a public appearance
before your Committee covered by national television and other news media.
As the transcript of the proceedings will reflect, we immediately raised this
objection on Friday, June 15,,.1973, when our client first appeared before The
Honorable Howard I-I. Baker, Jr., the Vice Chairman of your Committee, and
As la%qters for MW. Dean.charged with the guardianship of his
legal welfare, and as officers of the Court, we respectfully call your attention
to the fact that the Executive Branch is conducting a Grand Jury inquiry and as
late as lqlay 22, 1973, in an unusual but, nonetheless official communication
the United States Attorney and his Assistants in charge ofthe inquiry advised
our client that they intended to seek his indictment and would not drop charges
against him but would permit a guilty plea to a one count indictment charging
a conspiracy to obstruct justice. Although the offer has not been accepted, IWlr.
Dean remains a prospective defendant against whom the prosecutors seek a
Grand Jury indictment.
Ac¢ordingly, at this juncture we are very much concerned about:
(i) our client giving any testimony at this time (notwithstanding the "use" immunity your Committee has accorded him) because of his status as a prospective

The Honorable Sam I. Ervin, k.
June 18, 1973

targeted defendant, and (2) the effect nationwide television and other publicity accorded to your hearings during our client’s testimony will have upon
the basic rights of our client to a speedy, fair and impartial trial.
As yo.u we!l know, assuming but not conceding the prosecutors
will be in a position to overcome their obvious problem about leads furnished
them by our client, .your nationally televised Committee hearing, at least during our client’s appearance, will afford the public a wide-spread preview of
the prosecutio~’s case against our client without any of the safeguards that would attend a criminal trial.
Our concerns-are not novel but are well-founded and are shared
in many quarters of the legal .community including the Special Prosecutor, The
Honorable Archibald Cox, who, according to press reports, first tried to dissuade
you and your Committee from further proceeding publicly. We know when he failed in that endeavor the Special Prosecutor, in an effort to curb some public aspects of the Committee hearings, sought an Order from The Honorable [ohn
Sirica, Chief Judge of the United States District Court, to condition the conferral of "use" immunity to our client upon the absence of television and/or national
media coverage which the Chief Judge refused to do.
Understanding that Mr. Cox’s legal maneuver was a novel one,
was contrary to the terms of the Congressional "Use" Immunity Statute, Title 18,
United States Code, Section 6005, flew in the face of the Constitutional doctrine
of Separation of Powers and relying upon the early learned maxim "Quad vanum
et inutile est: ]ex non requirit" Co. Litt. 319, we abided the inevita]~le Court
ruling and now timely address our-request in the forum having the power to grant

it
The facts will show we have never been a volunteer before this
Committee or any other public testimonial forum. Your reco~’ds Will ~h0wthaton May 9, 1973, we were subpoenaed to appear, to testify and to produce on
May 10th (which date has been adjourned) documentary evidence ab6ut the mat~
ters you have under inquiry. Were it not for your subpoena our client would not
appear in a public forum but would have continued his cooperation with the prosecutors in secret as outlined in an affidavit of his counsel dated June II, 1973,
and recently filed in support of a motion to quash his Grand Jury subpoena (a copy
of which is attached hereto).

The Honorable Sam I. Ervin Jr.
lune 18, 1973
Page Three

Since one branch of the Government has sta~ed its intention
to prosecute and another branch has .stated and demonstrated its intention to
publicly legislate, our client - on the one hand being the prospective defendant and on the other hand the compelled witness - is caught in the middle.
Since Gonstitutional rights are involved, we ask you. and your
Committee to recognize what the Court noted in Delaney v. United States, 199
F.2d 107, ii0, 112-113 (Ist Cir. 1952):
"
"One cannot assume that the average juror is-~o
endowed with a sense of detachment, so clear in
his introspective perception of his own mental
processes that he may confidently exclude even the unconscious influence of his precohceptions ~
"
as to probable guilt, endangered by a pervasive
pr~-trial publicity. This is particularly true in
the determination of issues involving the credibility
of witnesses "
(Emphasis added).

-

Being compelled to testify before your Committee our client must

tell the truth. That truth is not limited to the actions of others but includes his
own as well. Publicity about our client’s involvement will completely vitiate
the safeguard of your "Use" Immunity Statute which on its face is designed to
insure that our client wi!l not be convicted out of his own r~outh but rather upon
evidence from others. How can anyone assure that a jury drawn from a community saturated with news media co~vera~e of our client’s testimony, will ever be
in a position to give him a fai~ trial? "
Accordingly, we earnestlY and respectfully request in the altern
ative (I) you excuse our client from any testimony at this time, and/or: (2) should
he be required to give testimony, he give it only in Executive Session under the
strictures of Rule 27 of your Rules of Procedure and that such testimony not be
made public until after the Government concludes-its prosecution of him, and!or
(3) if our client is required to testify in public, the sessions not be televised
or recorded by movie film for subsequent presentation on television.
We trust you will not interpret the postion we take as obstrucL
rive of the announced aims of your Committee’s work but will realize the

The Honorable Sam J;~ Ervin, It.
June 18, 1973

circumstances in wh:~ch our client no~ finds h[mseH requ~eswe take.
-
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Attorney and Assistant United States Attorney, respectively, about Dean coop-

eruting with their (’;rand Jury investigation into the Watergate br6ak-in and re" fated matters as a knowledgeable person willing to come forward and disciose

to competent authority his full knowledge about the criminal conduct involve

In the matters then under inquiry, subject to the condition equivalent to the

concept of "use" immunity- that whatever Dean said In disclosing hisknow
edge would not be used agal.n@t him and that Dean v,,,ould rely upon the prose-

curets’ good fafth and fair treatment of him with respect to the leads from the
information Dean 9rovided..
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proposa!,’ the

5, Thereafter, !~ ac~eptanc~ of his ....

Government personnel, and Donald Campb~l!, also an Assistant United States
Attorney (hereinafter referred to as the Prosecutors ) met with Dean for ex~
tended p~rloas of time on numerous occasions arranged at the request of the
Prosecutors d~ing which Dean provided a plethora of information-explaining

¯ the involvement of Dean and Others In activities which preceded and followed
the incident which occ~red on Iune 17, 1972, at Democratic National Corn-

" -.. 6. Upon Information and belief Dean’s cooperation on"~hese

occasions within the limits of his #ecoliectfng within h6UrS ~vents spanning
more than a Year, thefatigue of {I~ Prosecutors and the time avat.lable to
harassed teain of prosecutors wsrktng during the day
provided and meetfng with Dean late at night and on w~eke~d~i ~as, as .... ~oven by a number of subsequent events, reliable and of ~aterfal assistance

-to and furthered i:he Grand Jury’s ongoing Inquiry Into new matter within the
spirit of the natfonall~ televised Presidential dh’ective of April 30, 1973o
"that no stone be left unturned."

~""

"

7. During the above-described phase ofDean’s cooperation, on
or about May 8, 1973, the Senate Select Committee on Pr6sidential Campai.qn

is sufficiently r:ecessmu/ to the public interest so as to ustify, at the very
minimum

¯ :"

"use i~mu~its;"Tu~d&[: tlie Statute.

.-; :~- ~--. ;:,L -~. 2-..-~ ’: ~. ~:~--~ ._--" _~ " -~-: .... <-":~--’

Prosecutors to assimilate, ups~ Infs~matt0h and belief, the voluminous an.d
st~king work of the old prosecutors can be de~onstratedhot-o{~lY by

that the [nvesttgatlon under way spans th~ wsrk 6f t;vsbtfu)Sa~ed

-,,~o~e~-~cl cover-up that followed but also the admission of one of_the-SpeclalProsecutors to thi~ Honorable Cou~ last Frtd~yl lune 8 ~-1973~ dU~[nj
¯ -

-

- .-.

--_
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ment on the aforementioned Governraent motion now su)judice t~t because of
the volume of evidence to be reviewed he would not hazard a guess~as to a

speclftc date whc~ indictments wo~d be r~tur~d but thS e~{~cStati6~ ~;¢as be~-

fore the Crand fury at this %fee, under the clx’cumstances that
(i) he Is a prospective defondAnt;

. .-’-

.

-... (2) he will exercise his Fifth Amendment privilege;
(3) the old Prosecutors have In[creed Dean that:

-

tho c:rand jury In the fuji di:?closure Of your

evidence concerning.tn,~ 9u[It of others
-"
Prosecutors Ici:tcr to Dean dated ,,.~ay 22, 1973
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