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sU~J~.CT: Haldeman Perjuries
After canvassing the possible perjury charges against
Haldeman, ~/ we have selected two counts -- based on false
statements to the Senate Select Committee this past summer -for inclusion in the Watergate indictment. This memorandum
encloses in Attachment A draft charges setting forth these
counts and also summarizes the principal evidence that the
Government will introduce at trial to prove them.
Count A
Haldeman testified to the Senate Committee with respect
to the funds raised to pay for legal fees and family support
for the Watergate defendants:
"It would appear that, at the White House at
least, John Dean was the only one who knew that
the funds were for ’hush money’, if, in fact, that
is what they were for. The rest of us relied on
Dean and all thought that what was being done was
legal and proper. No one, to my knowled@e, was
aware that these funds involved either blackmail
or ’hush money’ unti~’ this sug.~estion was raised
in March of 1973."’ (Emphasis added.)
The falsity of the underlined statement above is easily proven
through: (a) Dean’s testimony concerning Haldeman’s and Ehrlichman’s roles in approving the payment of legal fees and living
expenses in response to the demands of the Watergate defendants;

~/ For an analysis of these various charges, See Memorandum
from Goldman to Ben-Veniste, .2/4/7.4.
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(b) corroboration that demands for money were made and were
satisfied, as Dean testifies; and (c) the tape of the March 21,
1973, meeting among the President, Haldeman, and Dean.
More particularly, Dean will testify, for example: In
late June 1972 both Haldeman and Ehrlichman approved a request
that Kalmbach be enlisted in fund-raising efforts for the
Watergate suspects; in mid-November both Haldeman and Ehrlichman
listened to the tape of a recent telephone conversation between
Hunt and Colson in which Hunt threatened that the Watergate
defendants would reveal the identity of others responsible for
the Watergate break-in, unless commitments that had been made
to them for payment of legal fees and living expenses were
honored; and in early February 1973 both Haldeman and Ehrlichman
met with Dean and Richard Moore at La Costa Country Club in
California during which payments for the Watergate defendants
in exchange for their silence ~erediscussed. Thus, at least
Haldeman and Ehrlichman, in addition to Dean, were well aware
before March 1973 that the payments for the Watergate defendants
were in response to blackmail threats and were in exchange for
silence.
The tape of the March 21 meeting confirms Haldeman’s
knowledge in this regard. See WSPF Transcript at, e.g., 61
(emphasis added):
"President:

So the hard place is this. Your,
your feeling at the present time is,
to hell with the million dollars [for
the defendants]. In other words, you
say to these fellows, ’I’m sorry, it’s
all off,’ and let them talk, right?

"Dean:

Well ....

"President:

That’s, that’s the way to do it. If
you want to do it clean.

"Haldeman:

That’s the way to do it. That’s the way
you can live with, because the problem
with the blackmail, that’s the thing we
~ept raising wi’th you when you said there’s
a money problem and we need ’t~en~
thousand, or a hundred thousand or something, was ’yeah, that’s what you need
today, but what do you need tomorrow and
next year and five years from now?’
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"Pres ident:

How long?

"Dean :

Well, that was just to get us through
November 7th, though.

"Haldeman:

I understand that, that’s why we had
to. get by November 7th, there’s no
quest/on ....

*/ The March 21 tape also contains damaging evidence against
~aldeman on his motive and willingness to lie. See WSPF
Transcript at 63 (emphasis added):
"Dean:

No, you can’t have a lawyer before
a grand jury.

You can take the Fifth Amendment.

"Haldeman:

You can say you forgot too, can’t you?

"Dean:

Sure.

"President:

That’s right.

"Dean:

But you can’t .
you have a very
high risk of a p~r~ury situation.

"President:

That’s right. If you’re asked, you just
say, ’I don’t remember, I can’t recall, I
can’t give an answer to that, that I can
recall.’

"Haldeman:

You have the same perjury thing on the
Hill, don’t you?

"Dean:

That’s right."

This evidence, of course, may be used in prosecuting each of
the perjuries that is charged against Haldeman.
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Haldeman’s knowledge of the falsity of his statement
to the Senate Committee is also plain. Obviously he could
not have forgotten that both he and Ehrlichman had been
informed of the blackmail and cover-up aspects of the fundraising efforts for the Watergate defendants. Nor is there
any question as to the materiality of his testimony to the
Senate’s investigation. The statement had a natural tendency
to influence the Committee’s findings concerning the identity
of White House officials in making payments to the Watergate
burglars for their silence -- a matter expressly within the
mandate of the Committee to investigate for the light that
it would shed on the need for remedial legislation. ~/

*/ Senate Resolution 60, establishing the Senate Select
~ommittee to investigate 1972 presidential campaign abuses,
specifically provides that the Committee’s investigation is
to include:
"Whether an[ persons, actin@ individually or in
combination with others, planned the activities
mentioned . . . [above, ancluding the Watergate breakin and bugging], or employed any of the participants
in them, or made any payments or promises of payments
of money or other things of value to the participants
in such-~ctivities or their families for their activities,
or for concealin@ the truth in respect to them or any
of the’. persons havin@ an~ connection with them or their
activities, and, if so, the source of the moneys used
in such payments, and the identities and motives of the
persons plannin@ such activities or employing the
participants in them;
"Whether any ~ ersons participating in any of the
activities mentioned .
[above, including the Watergate break-in and bugging’and payment of "hush" money]
have been induced by bribery, coercion, threats, or any
other means whatsoever to plead guilty to the charges
preferred against them in the District Court of the
District of Columbia or to conceal or fail to reveal any
knowle~@e of any of the activities mentioned . . . [above],
and, if so, the identlt~es of the persons inducin9 them to
do such thin@s, a~d the identities of any other persons or
any committees or or@anizations for whom they acted ....
Sections 2(5) and (6).
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Count B
Haldeman made several false statements before the
Senate Committee concerning Dean’s conversation with the
President on the morning of March 21, 1973. We propose to
join two of these in one count of perjury. */ Haldeman
stated that in the latter part of April 197~ he listened
to the tape made on the White House recording system of the
entire meeting, including the beginning portion when he was
not present. Haldeman then testified:
"[Dean] also reported on a current Hunt blackmail
threa~ ¯ . . The President pursued this in considerable
detail, obviously trying to make Qut what was really
going on .... He asked how much money would be
involved over the years and Dean said ’probably a
million dollars -- but the problem is that it is
hard to raise.’ The Pre~dent said ’there is no
problem in raising a million dollars, we can do that,
but it would be wron@~’ ¯ ¯ ." (Emphasis added.)
Haldeman further testified, in response to a question by Senator
Gurney whether he recalled "any discussion by Dean about
Magruder’s false testimony before the Grand Jury" (at 6464):
"There was a reference to his feeling that
Magruder had known about the Watergate planning
and break-in ahead of it, in other words, that
he was aware of what had gone on at the Watergate.
I don’t believe there was any reference to Ma@ruder
committing perjury." (Emphasis added.)
The proof that the underlined statements above were perjurious
consists of (a) Dean’s testimony; (b) the tape of the March 21

*/ Although the two statements were made on different days,
t--hey both concern what Haldeman learned from listening to the
March 21 tape and involve, to some extent at least, the same
proof. It will suffice for conviction if the jury finds that
either statement was perjurious.

- 6 ting itself; and (c) notes that, Haldeman admitted to the
grand jury, he took while listening to the tape on two successive
occasions in late April 1973 and that he consulted in preparing
for his Senate appearance.
with respect to the first statement, our transcript of
the tape shows, and Dean will confirm, */ that the President
never stated in the March 21 meeting that it would be "wrong"
to raise a million dollars for the Watergate defendants. Indeed, the transcript of the meeting reveals that the President
at no time ruled out the continuation of "hush" money payments
on ethical or legal grounds. To the contrary, he repeatedly
emphasized that it appeared necessary, in his view, to meet
Hunt’s most recent demand for money, while the question of
additional payments after that was left open for further
discussion among Haldeman, Ehrlichman, Mitchell, and Dean.
Nor can Haldeman persuasively contend that he was merely
mistaken in his testimony. The closest that the President came
to making the "it-would-be-wrong" comment was after a discussion
concerning the political impossibility of ever delivering
executive clemency to Hunt or to any of the other defendants.
At that point Dean remarked, "That’s right, it may further
involve you in a way you shouldn’t be involved ~" to which the
President responded, "No, it’s wrong, that’s for sure." WSPF
Transcript at 38. Haldeman cannot persuasively base a claim of
mistake on this comment, since the discussions of executive
clemency and of "hush" money during the March 21 meeting were
clearly separate subject matters, as Haldeman himself recognized

*/ We have not questioned Dean in detail about this because
~f concern about playing the tape for him or ~owing him the
transcript at this time. Without having his memory refreshed,
he recalls that the President said "it would be wrong" on one
(but only one) occasion, the context of which Dean is presently
unsure about. As explained in the text infra, that comment
appears on our transcript at only one point and that, during a
discussion of granting clemency and not making further "hush"
money payments. With his memory refreshed from listening to
the tape, Dean accordingly can be expected to support what our
transcript demonstrates.

m

in describing the meeting in his opening statement. *_/
His notes of the tape, moreover, indicate that the
President’s statement was made in the ontext of the
former and not the latter topic.**/ Finally, Haldeman

*/ Haldeman testified: "Regarding the post-June 17th
~ituation, he ~[Dean] indicated concern about two problems,
money and clemency." (Sen. Select at 6112)
**/

Haldeman’s notes record the following exchange:
,, p -

suppose you got the money & way t hdle it
wld seem to me that wld be worthwhile
have prob Hunt clemency

"D -

right & the others - may be untenable
not sure you can delv on clem

"P -

not before 74 elect for sure

"D -

may further involve you

"P -

& its wrong"

From the context of the President’s last remark it would
appear that he was merely stating that granting clemency
would be politically, nor morally, wrong, which would
further belie any claim of mistake by Haldeman. Haldeman’s
notes, however -- introducing (incorrectly, according to
our transcript), as they do, the President’s comment by
an "and" -- allow him an argument that he did not so
understand the President’s intent.

t only repeated his testimony concerning the ’it-would-bewronq" comment numerous times, but stated on~ one occasion that
he w~s "absolutely positive" about it. (Sen. Select at 6329.) */
The materiality of Haldeman’s lie is essentially the same
as in the case of his Senate perjury concerning "hush" money
discussed above with one important exception: This lie was
calculated to protect the President rather than Haldeman and
Ehrlichman. **___/

*/ Aside from the "it-would-be-wrong" comment in the context of
~lemency, there are inaudible or elliptical portions of the March
21 tape where the President could have said that it was "wrong" to
raise money for the Watergate defendants. See WSPF Transcript at
24-25, 54, 60. In addition, he did say at one point (at 55):
"[I]t’s gonna require approximately a million dollars to take care
of the jackasses that are in jail. And that can be, that can be
arranged. That can be arranged. But you realize that after we’re
gone and assuming, incidentally, that they’re going to crack, you
know what I mean." (Emphasis added.) Haldeman, however, cannot
base a defense on any of these portions of the tape. First, he
did not misunderstand the "after-we’re-gone" comment, since his
notes indicate that he correctly heard that remark. Nor can he clair
that an ellipsis or inaudible portion of the tape hides an "it-would
be-wrong" comment. He testified, as best he could recall, that that
statement was made before he joined the meeting, see Sen. Select.. at
e.g., 6279, so that his source of knowledge of the comment must have
been limited to listening to the tape. And his notes of the tape
reflect an "it-would-be-wrong" comment at only one point -- in the
con~xt of the clemency discussion.

**/ It may be argued that the President’s involvement with "hush"
money payments in March 1973 was immaterial to the Committee’s investigation, since its mandate directed it to investigate only payments that were made before the election and not afterwards. Section
2(6) of Senate Resolution 60, however, which is set out in the
footnote on page 4 , supra, refutes this contention by expressly
referring to inducements to plead guilty to Watergate charges -pleas that were not in fact entered until January 1973, as the
Senate well knew when the Resolution was passed. Furthermore, any
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The proof with respect to Haldeman’s second statement
concerning Dean’s March ~21 morning meeting with the President
is as follows: Dean testified to the Senate that he told the
President that he (Dean) had as~sted Magruder in preparing
the latter’s false story for presentation to the grand jury.
(Dean Statement at 197.) Our transcript of the tape of the
meeting shows that Dean stated that "I know that Magruder has
perjured himself in the grand jury," WSPF Transcript at 13;
that "they set up this scenario which they ran by me . .
[and] I said
if this is what you going to hang on, Sine,"
id.; and that " i chell and . . . Magruder are potential
p--~rjuries." Id. at 26. Moreover, after Haldeman entered the
meeting, poss~-~ly Dean (though probably Haldeman) stated that
to keep the cut-off point of the cover-up at Liddy "requires
continued perjury by Magruder." Id. at 53. Finally, Haldeman
observed that Magruder’s exposure f---or perjury was "the best
leverage you’ve got on Jeb. He’s got to keep his story straight
or he’s in real trouble." Id.~6~.These statements -- which
Dean, once more, can be counted on to authenticate -- clearly
belie Haldeman’s statement that he did not "believe there was
any reference to Magruder committing perjury."_*/ Haldeman’s
notes that "Mag did perjure self," that "they ran test. by me D said.
if that’s yr. story - fine," that "M & Mag potential
perjure~s~" and that "where are now req’s continued perjury by
Mag" similarly demonstrate Haldeman’s knowledge of the falsity
of his statement.
(Footnote continued)
limitation on the Committee’s mandate like the one proposed would
be artificial, since the continuation of the cover-up after the
election bore meaningfully on the problems of campaign abuse; the
~continuation, for example, demonstrated the difficulty of stopping
a conspiracy aimed at assuring the election of a candidate even
after that objective was achieved. In any event, even if the argument above is accepted, Haldeman’s testimony concerning the "itwould-be-wrong" comment was material, because it was relevant to
whether the President participated in or had knowledge of preelection "hush" money payments.
*/ These statements also belie Haldem~n’s further testimony
~quoted in the draft charges attached) that he did not recall
Dean having indicated that he (Dean) had coached Magruder on
perjured testimony. The evidence is much more powerful, however,
that Haldeman knew his statement discussed in the text to have
been false than this further testimony.
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Haldeman may attempt to defend himself in this
connection by arguing, first, that Gurney’s question was
ambiguous, since it followed in a line of examination introduced by a question incorporating certain testimony by Dean
about "the March 21 meeting" and that testimony (apparently
unbeknownst to Gurney), in fact, dealt with Dean’s afternoon
rather than morning meeting with the President. This
argument, however, should not succeed because Haldeman’s
answer with respect to that question began with a reference
to the period of the meeting at which he was not present -a description that fit the morning and not the afternoon
meeting on March 21. ~/ In other words, even if Gurney’s
line of questioning was unclear, Haldeman’s responses
adopted an interpretation making his answer concerning
Magruder perjurious.
Haldeman may also attempt to defend himself on the
ground that his testimony was not material to the Senate’s
inquiry, particularly since (unlike the case with respect
to "hush" money payments) there is no specific provision
in the Senate Committee’s mandate that directed the Committee
to inquire into the commission of perjury or subornation of
perjury.
The Committee’s mandate, however, did direct the
Committee to investigate, in addition to the matters
speci~cally listed:
"Any other activities, circumstances, materials,
or transactions having a tendency to prove or
disprove that persons acting either individually
or in combination with others, engaged in any
illegal, improper, or unethical activities in
connection with the presidential election of
1972 or any campaign, canvass, or activity related to such election .... " Sec. 2(15).

~/ For this same reason Haldeman cannot persuasively argue
that he thought Gurney’s questions were limited to what
Haldeman heard when he was actually present with Dean and
the President.
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Since Magruder’s perjury (like the payment of "hush" money)
was committed in part for the purpose of concealing facts
that would have seriously damaged the President’s chances
for re-election, the fact of the perjury and the identity
of those who helped plan or were informed of it were
material to the Committee’s investigation. Haldeman’s
denial that Magruder’s perjury was discussed during the
March 21 meeting, in turn, had a natural tendency to
influence the Committee’s findings concerning those who
were involved in what Magruder had done. Cf. the second
footnote on page 8, supra. */

*/ Haldeman’s falsehood was also material because it hid the
~act, demonstrated by Haldeman’s own comments on March 21,
that he percefved the need for Magruder to keep ~s story
straight for the cover-up to continue and also recognized
that Magruder might have to be induced to continue to conceal
his knowledge concerning Watergate. See footnote on page 4,
supra.

WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTION FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF~~

Memorandum
TO

:

Richard Ben-Veniste

DATE: Jan. i0, 1974

FROM :

SUBJECT:

Evidence of Haldeman’s Participation in the
Conspirac[ to Obstruct Justice.

This memorandum sets out in summary form the principal
evidence of Haldeman’s participation in the conspiracy to obstruct investigation of the Watergate break-in of June 17,
1972, and related misconduct. ~/

Motive
In December 1971 Gordon Liddy became general counsel
to the Committee to Re-Elect the President (CRP) with the
understanding that he would have responsibility for political
intelligence as well aslega~:.matters. On January 27 and February 4, 1972, he._met with John Mitchell, Jeb Magruder, and John
Dean in Mitchell’s office and presented for the latter’s approval
elaborate proposals for political intelligence-gathering, including electronic surveillance. After Mitchell turned down
these plans primarily because of their cost (Dean, Magruder,
McCord, Hunt), Liddy prepared yet a third proposal at a reduced
budget of $250,000. (Magruder, Mason, Reisner, Hunt)
Then
on March 30, 1972, Mitchell, Magruder, and Fred LaRue met in Key
Biscayne to review various campaign matters, including Liddy’s
proposal. (Magruder, LaRue) This time, Mitchell gave his
approva!. (Magruder; but see LaRue (Mitchell deferred decision
for portion of meeting when LaRue was present))
Pursuant to Liddy’s plan a team of men under his supervision broke into the Watergate over Memorial Day weekend for
the purpose of photographing documents and planting "bugs" to

Possible perjury charges against Haldeman will be discussed
in a separate memorandum.

(Sources: Ehrllchman’s DNC Deposirlon,
~. C. Grand 3ury Testimony, and Senate
Appropriation Sub-committee Testimony)
I. Initial Contac~

Ehrllchman called Haldeman on the Sunday after the
Watergare break-in (DCGJ 5/3/73 59; DCGJ 519/73 159).

Haldeman was out-of-town on the day of ~he break-in (DNC
Dep. 218), .in Florida (DCGJ 5/3/73 59-60). At ~he time
of Ehrlichman’s phone call, Haldemanwas already aware
of’the arrests,,.having heard about it from Ziegler and
the newspapers (DCGJ 5/3/73 60).
Haldeman has. told Ehrlichman that he (H~ideman) had
no advance knowledge of the break-in or of the meetings
~e~d before ,~e ~reak-ln (DNC .Dep..140)..
2. Hunt|s Safe "
Haldeman was fully informed of the problem of Hun~’s.
status at the Whi=e House (DCGJ 5/3/73 71). Ehrlichman
believes ~ha~ either Dean.or Kehrli discussed ~his
with Haldeman (DCGJ.5/3 /73 71).
3. ~rategy MeetlnEs
Beginning in May, 1972 and con~inulng up ro and after
the date of ~he break-ln,. Ehrllchman and Haldeman
attended twice-weekly campaign strategy sessions along wlth
Mitchell, MacGregor, Harlowand Coison (DCGJ 5/9/73 15IS;DNC Dep. 9-I0), The firs~ meerlng of the .Eroup after
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the break-in was on Thursday., June 22, 1972 in Haldeman’s "
office (DCGJ 519173 20-21). No meeting, was held on Monday,

June 19 because Haldeman was out-of-town with the President

(DCGJ 5/9/73 21). The polltical impllcati~ns of thebreakin were discussed at this meeting (DCG~ 5/3/73 72).
4. CL~,,,Meetlng
Nixon asked Haldeman, on the basis of speciaI information which Nixon apparently had (Sen. 304) to convene.a
me~Ing with Helms and Walters after the Watergate break-in
p. Haldeman told

(Sen. 28.9; 321, 343;J .

Ehrllchman that the’ President wanted him (Ehrlichman)
to sit in on .~he..,.~eeting (Sen. 289). The meeting was held
in Ehrl!chman’~"office (Sen. 289-290;.J

,,

p on

Nixon ~ad outlined to Half’man the questions to be
¯

asked of ~he CIA men (Sen...3"~). Haldeman told the meeting
~hat the President was ~ncerned that a. full FBI inves~igatlo~ into Waterga~e°"might uncover some CIA activity,
/

,""

ai,ledif the ,C~ had a part°"in the Watergate break in and

eelms ando.-N~iters s~I-d"it did not (Sen, 2901 DNC Dep.
193;/I .... p; Helms and Wal~ers said that no
p,a’~t opera-tions of the CIA would be ~eopardized by a
.,;;o°i~ves~:ilgation, but tl’~t present l~xLcan ope~ations might

o¯

raise a concern (Sen. 290; DC~ Dep. 194). Ehrlichnmn

thought +~hat Haldeman*s question had "hi~ a bull~s eye,"
since Wal~ers’ answer raised suspicionsof C~ Involv~e~t
(Sen. 296, 29~, 301; DNC Dep. 195-196).
As a resul~ of Walters’ equivocal response respecting
CIA Mexican 0pera~ions, Wa1~ers was asked, ~y either
Ehrllc~an or Halde~n, ~o con~ac~ FBI Director Gray and
~o give him all ~he fac~s (Sen. 291, 308, 345; DNC Dep. 195).
Ehrlic~an thinks ~alters called Gray fr~ Ehrllc~n~s
outer office to arranEe to see Gray ~edlately (Sen. 291).
Walters would not have been told to. contact Gray if Walte~s’
equivocal answer ~’t raised suspicions of a C~
connection (S~. ~298-299).
Helms and Walters were told that Dean was followinE’
the Watersate ~tter closely, for the President and
any future ~i~e House contact could ~e ~th h~ (Sen. 292).
E~lic~n ~told Dean of the mee~inE, of Walters’
M~ic~ operations response, and of Walters~ contact~E Gray
(Sen. 292). Later De~ told Ehrlic~n t~t he (De~) had
been In touch wi~h Wal~ers and that the C~ did not believe
~ investiEatlon would ha~ ~heir operations (Sen. 292).
Subsequent to ~he Helms-Walrers-~lde~n-~llc~
Walters had talked. ~o ~y of his subord~tes ~and ~d.

satisfied himself tha~

a Ft~:[~investigation wou’ld uncover

no CIA involvemen~ (Sen..302).
During the firs~ week in July., 1972, Nixon told
~hrlichman that Gray had told him (Nixon) tha~ Walters had
told Gray. there were no CIA objections to.a full FBI
investigation of ~he Mexican aspects of the Watergate case
(Sen. 292; DNC Dep. 197).
The only purpose of ~he June23 Haldeman-EhrlichmanWal~ers-Helms meeting was to get the C~A and FB~ ~o operate
together (Sen. 309)~ not~to get into the facts themselves
(Sen. 309). That is why Ehrlichmandld not pursue
Walters’ equivocal answer (Sen. 309).
Ehrllchman and Haldeman did no, attempt to coerce the
CL% into accpeting b~ame for.~he Waterga~e break-~n at the
meeting (Sen. 310).
;
Haldeman did not tell Walters that i~ was the. President’s
wish that Wal~ers See.Gray until after Walters~ answers¯
raised the possibility of ClAinvolvemen~ (Sen. 319).
Ehrllchman doesn’t recall whether Nixon’s°name was.lnvoked
in the order to Walters to see Gray (Sen. 319),
Haldeman may have suggested at ~he meeting that the
whole Wacerga~e affair was g~tting embarrassing (Sen. 320).
Ehrllchman does not recall any sta~emen~ or inference that
since the suspects had been arrested there was no need .to

push the inquiry (Sen. 320-321).
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5. Dean Meetings
Dean reported to Haldeman and Ehrllchman from time to
time on occurrences in the Watergate metier (DNC. Dep. 146),
including the Grand Jury investigation, civil sult, and
related developments (DCGJ 5/9/73 93). For example, Dean
briefed Ehrlichman and Haldeman at Newport Beach, Va.
in July, 1972 to report to them on the progress in the case
(DCGJ 5/9/73 44), and in November’or December, 1972, Dean
met with Ehrlichman and Haldeman a~ Camp David (DCG~
5/9/73 63). Dean met with Ehrlichman. and Haldeman in
Florida right after the election concerning the problem of
Segretti.(DCGJ 5/9/73 64). Dean had interviewed Segrettl
in California and had a tape of the conversation (DCG~
5/9/73 64, 71). To the best of Ehrlichman*s recollection
nothing on that tape indicated that Segretti may have violated the law (DCGJ 5/9/73 64). Ehrlichman recalls n~
reference in the tape to letters allegedly distributed
wi~h respect to Senator Jackson or Senator Humphrey-(DCGJ 5/9/73 65), at least as regards.their sex lives.
Ehrlichman does recall some ~alk on the tape about handbills Segrettl distributed (DCGJ 5/9/73 66). Ehrlichman,
Dean, and Haldeman did not turn ~he tape over to the
Depart’ment of 3ustice because ~hey concluded tha~ wi~h ~he
election either abou~ to be over ~r over the whole SeEret~i
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s.to~ ough|: to have been made pubil;c (DCGJ 5/9/73 66-67).
The tape, ’however, was never released (DCGJ 519/73 67)
Perlodically over the .next few months, Haldeman, Dean and
Ehrlichman would renew their decision to release the ~ape,
bu~ it was never done (DCGJ 5/9/73 67). The decision to
release was based on the. fact that the Segretti story could
no longer hurt anyone poli~ically and should be. put behind
them (DCGJ 5/9/73~ 69).
Ehrlichman .me~ wi~h Dean and Haldeman from 3:.45 ~o
6:00 on March 21, 1973 ~o discuss the negotiation of ground
rules with the Ervin Committee (D.CGJ 5/9/73 117). The
attemp~ to negotiate those rules through Kleindienst was
The meeting was an attempt
not proving successful
to straighten out these problems (DCGJ 5/9/73

118).

Haldeman was present on at leas~ one occasion when
Ehrllchman interviewed Dean on Watergate pursuant to Nixon’s
instructions (DNC Dep. 65, 157-158). This meeting took
place in April, 1973 in Ehrlichnmn*s office (DNC Dep. 157158. The conversation was not recorded and no notes were
made of it. Ehrllchman asked Dean whether Dean should
appear .before a grand JUrY or ~he U.S. Attorney in ~he near
future (DNC Dep. 158-159), i_.e_., what the proper policy should
be for the Counsel to ~he President. (DNC Dep. 159-.160)..

During early 1973, Haldeman .kep~ pressing Dean £or

amemo o£ facts about Uatergate, but Dean produced noth.inl~.
Dean kept saying he didn’t have the ~ime. Finally, N~x.on
sent Dean to Camp David, where Dean stayed for six days
Without producing anything (DNC Dep. 154).. Within 24 hours
Nixon relieved Dean (DNC Dep. 155).
In March, 19730 Dean sugges~.ed to Ehrllchman tha~
Ehrllchman had stated at a 4 p.m. meetlnE held on June 19,
1972, a~tended by Dean, Colson, Kehrll, C1awso~ and
Ehrlichman, that Hunt should leave the country (DCGJ.

5/9/73 II, 31). Haldeman may have been present at the time
Dean alleged this (DCGJ 5/9/73 33). Ehrllchman did not.
recall making such a statement, so he contacted the other

particlpan~s in the meeting, Colson, Kehrll, and Clawson,
on the telephone (DCGJ 519/73 12,32).

No one recalled any

such thing happening (DCGJ 5/9/7332).
6. _MacGreEo~s Sta~.ement & CRP
Ehrl£chman, Haldeman, Malek, and.MacGregor had discussed the idea of MacGregor’s making a Statement in .early

September, 1972 about CRP’s involvement, but MacGregor
felt he didn’~ have anything new ~o add (DNC.Dep. 202).

MacGregor had interrogated all of the key people at CEP
and felt he didn’t know of anything new. So the statement

was never issued. (DNC Dep. 203).

Haldeman and perhaps Dean were the only ones at the
White House, wi:th direct contact with CRP and the Finance
Committee, who would give suggestions as to how the campaign should be handled (DNC Dep. 206). Ehrllchman never
received any budgetary information from CRP. Ehrllchman
doesn’t know whether Haldeman did, but he knows tha.t
Strachan did (DNC Dep. 222).
¯ 7. Strachan
Haldeman said he received nothing from Strachan to
indicate there .wereintelllgence proposals (DCGJ 5/3/73
128), although Haldeman said he knew Strachan was going
across the .street to CP~ headquarters tO get information
(DCG~ 5~/3/73 128). Haldeman said that the ~nTorma’~ion
S~rachan brought back no longer existed (DCGJ. 5/3/73 129),

because all information and material of a general nature
had been destroyed following the election (DCGJ 5/5/73

129).
Strachan’s Job had been to keep Haldeman advised on
goings-on at CRP (DNC Dep. 49). Strachan told Ehrllchman
he (Strachan) ~ook the materlal sent over from CEP and
would show Haldeman that which looked important (DNC Dep. 50).
Strachan was sort of a data bank for information, nov..all
of which was always passed on to Haldeman, .about the campalgn.. (DNC Dep. 137-138). Strac~an wash ~ ~ sure whether
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he had .shown Haldeman the synopses which he later speculated may have been the fruits of bugging the DNC (DNC
Dep. 50).
8 ,.- ~350,000....FUnd

Ehrllchman flrs~ became aware of the $350.000 sent
to ~he ~hi~e House in March, 1973 (DCGJ 5/9/73 98), when
Haldeman told him (Ehrlichman) about it (DNC Dep. 107).
Haldeman told Ehrllchman that the $350,000 was for confldentlal polling if it had become necessary, that the fund
was never used, and ~hat it therefore was returned to the
Committee (DNC Dep. I07). Actually, Haldeman said $22,000
of the fund was used for an advertisement (DNC Dep. 138),
Haldeman was not ~otally aware of the whereabouts of the
fund. Safekeeping was arranged by Strachan and H.IEby.
Haldeman’s executive assistan~ (DNC Dep. 139).
Haldeman. told Ehrlichumn ~hat Stracha~. had reminded
Haldeman after ~he election that this fund of money was
on hand, and asked what should be done with it (DCGJ
¯ 5119/73 103)’. Haldeman said it should be sent back ~o
the Finance Con~ni~tee (DCGJ 5/9/73 103). Ehrllchman was
not aware of .any campaign law problems with that procedure
(DCGJ 5/9/73 I03).
When Ehrlichman heard ~ha~ the money had .been returned
to LaRue at LaRue~s apartment, Ehrllclunan considered it
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unusual° (DCGJ 5/9/73 104) and he quesuloned Haldeman and
Strachan about i~ (DCGJ 5/9/73 104). This was in April,
1973 (DCGJ 5/9/73 104). Strachan advised Haldeman that ~he
fund had been returned ~o LaEue at LaRue’s residence (DCGJ
5/9/73 98, 103), rather than to the Finance Committee
directly. The instruction to return it to LaRue came from
Dean (DCGJ 5/9/73 99, 107).
Ehrllchman had spoken to Strachan d~rlng the time
Strachan was testifying before ~he Grand Jury (DCGJ 5/9/73
-105). S~rachan came ~o Ehrlichman for advice because,
after testlfylnE before the Grand Jury, Srrachan realized
he had testified that he had returned the entire $350,000 ~
fund to the Finance Committee, having forgotten that some
of the fund had been spenE for advertising. (DCG~ 5/9/73
i05). Ehrlichnmn thinks he met with Strachan alone abnut
this problem (DCGJ 5/9/73 105), but Haldeman may have been
presen~ (DCGJ 5/9/73 106). Ehrlichman advised Strachan
to ~alk to an attorney, who would, probably advise S~rachan
to contact the U.S. Attorney immediately .to tell the .U.S.
Attorney he (Strachan) wanted to correct his testimony

(DCC~ 5/91~ 106).
Ehrllchman denies that Strachan told him that LaRue
accepted the money at his apartment with gloves on (DCG~

5/ 9/)3 10Z).
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9. LaCosta Meeting -- February, 1973
Haldeman, Dean, Richard Moore, and Ehrlichman me~ a~
the La Costa Country Club in California on February II~
1973 (DCGJ 5/9/73 93) to discuss White House strategy in
regard to the Ervin Commlttee.(DCGJ 5/9/73 87). The four
of them discussed whether Uhi~e Housepersonnel could be
prevented from testifying before the Ervin Committee on
the grounds of executive privilege (DCGJ 5/9/73 88, 92)
and, if not, whether ground rules could be worked out with
the Committee (DCGJ 5/9/73 88). The four also discussed
whether as a tactical matter the WhiteHou~e should relea.se
a detailed account of the whole Watergate story (DCGJ
5/9/73 88). °I~ was agreed ~h~t ~he Whi~e House woUld
issue a written s~atement on. executive prlvilege (DCGJ
519173 93)..

The Dean-Segretti tape was also a toplc of conversation. Dean argued against releas.e of ~he ~ape because it
could prejudice ~he rlgh~s-of indlviduals (DCGJ 5/9/73
89). Dean never named the indivldualswhose righ~s he
was safeEuardlnE, and Ehrlichman never inquired (DCGJ
5/9/73 89, 90). This was the same arsumen~ Dean offered
the previous sunnner when Ehrllchman said the tape should

be released¯ (DCGJ 5/9/73 89).
In addition, Dean briefed Ehrlichman, Haldeman and
.Moore as to the Watergate Grand ~u~y investlga~ion, clv~l
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suit, and related, developments (DCGJ 519173 93). Finally,
money was mentioned by Dean and was discussed, though.not
at length (DCGJ 519173 94). It arose in the context of
Mitchell’s hawing trouble sollciting funds for" the def~n¯ dents (DCGJ 5/9/73 94). No decision had been made at this
time to request money publlcly (DCGJ 5/9173 94), nor was
such a course of action contemplated. (DCG~ 5/9/73 95)
Dean mentioned at the meeting that Mitchell strenuously objected to Dean’s testifying either at the Select
Cow,hi,fee"or a~ =he Grand Jury (DCGJ 5/9173 I011.. It was
decided, either at the LaCosta meeting or shortly thereafter, that someone should talk to Mitchell and find out
what his objections were ~OCG3 519173 101). Ehrllchman
thinks Haldeman then talked to Mitchell (DCGJ

519173 I01).

Ehrlichman ~ecalls that Haldeman told him that Mitchell
¯ was dead set against. Dean’s testifying (DCGJ 5/9/73).
It wasn’t until early April, 1973 ~ha= Ehrllchman realized
that Mitchell was so adament because~ . Dean’s testimony
would divulge the White House involvement in the espionage
operation (DCGJ 5/9/73 102).
I0. Mee.ting With Magruder

Nixon had dlree~ed Haldeman to call Magruder and =o
tell Magruder to come Into Ehrlichman~s office to talk to
Ehrllchman(DCGJ 5/3/73 119). Ehrl!chman met wlthMagruder
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on

April 14, 1973 (DCGJ 513173 98,. 114). Magruder told

Ehrllchman tha~ Haldeman was a targe~ of the WaterEa~e
inves~iEation by assocla~ion (DCGJ. 5/3/73 147).
Ehrllchman spoke to Gray on Aprll 15, 19~3 at abou~
10:00 or 10:30 p.m. by ~elephone (DCGJ 5/3/73 17~).
EhElic~n told Gray ~ha~ De~ ~d spoken ~o ~he U~S.
At~o~ey’s Office abou~ Eivlng Gray ~he con~en~s of
H~t safe (DCGJ 5/3/73 I~7). Gray said ~ha~ Dean eouldn’n
dO ~, ~d when Ehrllc~an told Gray. ~ha~ Dean
~d, Gray said he would deny he ever Eo~ ~he papers (DCG~
5~3/73 177). Gray further said he had destroyed ~he papers
(DCG~ 5/3/73 177), and asked Ehrllc~n to corroborate his
(Gray’s) s~ory ~ha~ he (Gray) never Eo~ them (DC~ 5/3/73
1~7). E~lic~n replied ~ha~ he di~ see how he =ould
do ~ha~ (DCG~ 513173 177~178). Ehrlic~ then called
Gray back about ~en mlnu~es la~er ~o be ~re ~p~Ic
s~a~Ing t~ he wouldn’t back up.Gray’s s~ory (DCG~ 5/3/73

178). In be~en ~he two phone calls, Ehrllc~.~d spoken
to N~on ~d Haldem~, bu~ ~he idea of callln~ ~ack was
his o~ (DC~ 5/3/73 178-179).
.Haldeman ~apes telephone conversations (DCCJ 5/3/73

81), EhrliChman has never taped.a conversaclonwith
Haldeman (DCGJ 5/3/73 82).

13. Miscellaneous
Counsel’s office reported ~o. Haldeman0
(DNCDep. ~0).

Helms on Haldeman
Forum: SenateForeign Relations Committee
Date: .May 21, 1973
i. June 23, 1972
On June 23, Helms and his deputy, Walters were summoned to a meeting
with Haldeman and Ehrlichman in Ehrllchman’s office. Haldeman said that
the June 17 break-ln was being used by the opposition. Haldeman told
Waiters that Walters was to see Gray and tell Gray that FBI investigations
in Mexico might interfere with CIA operations. When Helms said that he
knew of no such operations in Jeopardy, Haldeman made an incoherent reply
about the Bay of Pigs. Helms was cut off, and Haldeman again ordered
W~iters to see Gray. Helms does not remember !if Haldeman invoked the name
of the President when issuing this order. (33, 59-70)
Helms had no.other meetings with Haldeman and Ehrllchman. (81-82)

MAGRUDER ON HALDEIdAN
SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE 6/14/73

6/18/72 Telephoh.e Call from Haldeman to Magruder
On the morning of Sunday, 6/18/72, Magruder received a
call from Haldeman, who was in Key Biscayne. (1912) Magruder
denied that Magruder called Key Biscayne at four in the morning
after receipt of news of the break-in. (1965) Haldeman told
Magruder to get back to Washington, D.C. On Magruder’s return,
he was to speak to Dean, Sloan, Strachan and others on Monday
to try and find out what actually happened and whose money was
found on the defendants. There are extended colloquies on
.why Haldeman would have called if Haldeman had prior knowledge.
(See 1953-55; 1991-1992; 20~8)

7/72 Conversation of Haldeman and Magruder
When MacGregor became Campaign Director in 7/72, Haldeman
told Magruder to stay as Deputy Director. (1875; 2104)
Haldeman was the liason in the White House. Haldeman’s
liason activities were primarily carried on through Strachan,
Haldeman’s staff assistant. Strachan gave Haldeman information
from the campaign committee needed by Haldeman or the President.
(1876)
8/16/72 " Magruder’s Second Grand Jury Appearance
On the day before his second grand jury appearance,
Magruder was prepped by Dean. (1922; 2097) Magruder assumed
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Dean reported this session to his superiors, Ehrlichman and
Haldeman. (1923)
1/73 Haldeman’s Knowledge of the Cover-up
From Magruder’s personal knowledge, Haldeman did not know
about the cover-up until 1/73. (1972)
In 1/73, Magruder met with Haldeman for several pu=poses:
to discuss the inaugural; to discuss Mr. Porter’s future
employment as well as Magruder’s own employment; (Magruder
suggests this may have been the main purpose of the meeting.
1996); and’ to discuss Magruder’s concern over Dean’s memory
loss. Magruder went through a monologue on what had occurred.
Magruder says this was Magruder’s first discussion with
Haldeman in which Magruder laid out the true fac~s. (1929-.1930)
Magruder does not know if Haldeman knew the true facts of the
case at this point in January, 1973. At the January meeting,
Haldeman indicated to Magruder that Haldeman did not have any
knowledge of the break-in previous to that January meeting. (1992)
Between 6/18/72 and 1/73, Magruder had not talked with Haldeman.
Magruder always spoke to Haldeman’s assistants. (1995-1996)
Later in his testimony Magruder said he may have met with
Haldeman to discuss Watergate as a public relations issue.
Chapin, Richard Moore, Warren and Ziegler may have been present
at these conversations with Haldeman. But Magruder views those
only as public relations meetings. (2046-2047) From these
public relations meetings Haldeman did not necessarily learn the

true story. (2047) When Magruder testified at the trial
in January, 1973, Haldeman knew Magruder’s testimony was perjury.
(1928; 2000)
Magruder did not go to Haldeman with the expectation that
Haldeman would necessarily communicate the information on the
Watergate and-the cover-up to the President. (1970) In fact,
Magruder states that the. main purpose of the January, 1973
meeting was to talk about employment for Porter and Magruder.
Magruder states that both. Haldeman and himself agreed that an
interim position at Commerce which would not require Senatorial
confirmation would be the best idea until the Watergate situation
had been completely, settled. (1996-1997)
3/2g/73 Meeting of Haldeman, Marauder and Mitchell
On 3/28/73 Haldeman, Magruder and Mitchell met at the
White House. The~Imain topic of conversation was the number
of meetings held in January and February of 1972 concerning
the Liddy plan. Magruder states that Haldeman was careful to
indicate Haldeman would help Magruder as a friend but could

make no commitments for the President. (1933)
That afternoon, Mitchell, Magruder and Dean met at the
suggestion of Haldeman to resolve the question of the number of
meetings. Magruder recounts that Dean would not state what
Dean’s position on the meetings was going to be. (2026-2027)
Magruder mentioned that a meeting on 3/29/73 (March 28?) with

Haldeman and Mitchell was taped. (2000-2001)
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~id Goldman

SUBJECT:

Evidence of Haldeman’s Participation in the
Conspiracy to Qbstruct Justice.

This memorandum sets out in summary form the principal
evidence of Haldeman’s participation in the conspiracy to obstruct investigation of the Watergate break-in of June 17,
1972, and related misconduct. ~/
Motive

In December 1971 Gordon Liddy became general counsel
to the Committee to Re-Elect the President (CRP) with the
understanding that he would have responsibility-for political
intelligence as well as legal matters. On January 27 and February 4, 1972, he met with John Mitchell, Jeb Magruder, and John
Dean in Mitchell’s office and presented for the latter’s approval
elaborate proposals for political intelligence-gathering, including electronic surveillance. After Mitchell turned down
these plans primarily because of their cost (Dean, Magruder,
McCord, Hunt), Liddy prepared yet a third proposal at a reduced
budget of $250,000. (Magruder, Mason, Reisner, H~t)
Then
on March 30, 1972, Mitchell, Magruder, and Fred LaRue met in Key
Biscayne to review various campaign matters, including Liddy’s
proposal. (Magruder, LaRue) This time, Mitchell gave his
approval. (Magruder; but see LaRue (Mitchell deferred decision
for portion of meeting when LaRue was present))
Pursuant to Liddy’s plan a team of men under his supervision broke into the Watergate over Memorial Day weekend for
the purpose of photographing documents and planting "bugs" to

Possible perjury charges against Haldeman will be discussed
in a separate memorandum.
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intercept phone conversations in the offices of the Democratic National Committee. (Magruder, McCord, Hunt)
Magruder received the fruits of this enterprise in the
following week or two. (Magruder, Reisner, Harmony)
Haldeman was informed contemporaneously of at
least some of these activities. In February Dean saw
Haldeman, related what had happened at the January 27
and February 4 meetings, and urged that no one in the
White House should have anything to do with Liddy’s plans.
Haldeman replied that Dean could and should stay out of
the matter. (Dean) In addition, Magruder, in accordance
with instructions issued by Haldeman in the spring of 1971
to keep Gordon Strachan informed of CRP activities, reported the results of the January 27, February 4, and
March 30 meetings to Strachan, sent him copies of the
budgets for Liddy’s second and third proposals, and showed
him the fruits of the first Watergate burglary. (M~gruder)
It is reasonable to infer that Strachan, as Haldeman’s
principal staff assistant on political matters and liaison
to CRP, in turn, passed much of this information along to
Haldeman. 2_/ (Magruder, Dean, Porker, Reisner; see also
"political matters" memoranda that Strachan periodically
forwarded to Haldeman (reporting, e.g., Liddy’s appointment to CRP with intelligence responsibilities, acknowledging receipt of a copy of everything sent by Magruder

Indeed, Magruder recalls getting "feed-back" from
Strachan on several occasions that would indicate
that Strachan had in fact communicated with Haldeman
concerning Liddy’s operations; these occasions included
conversations with Strachan about the White House’s position with respect to approval of Liddy’s plans, the
choice of targets, and whether Liddy should be involved
in the execution of any intelligence missions. Magruder’s
memory of these conversations, however, is presently so
vague and imprecise that we probably would not want to
attempt to introduce his testimony on them.

to Mitchell, and, in general, reporting detailed
information on CRP activities, particularly with
respect to budgetary matters.)) ~/
In any event, Haldeman learned that the Watergate break-in of Saturday, June 17, involved CRP shortly
after it occurred. At about 9:00 a.m., Pacific time,
on June 18 Magruder in California received a call from
Haldeman, who was accompanying the President in Florida.
Magruder reported that McCord had been arrested (and,
according to Magruder’s grand jury, but not Senate testimony, that the burglary had been Liddy’s operation )~
(Magruder) 4_/ Although Haldeman believes that Magruder

Although Strachan recalls that a series of meetings
occurred between Haldeman and Mitchell on political
intelligence (one of which, significantly, tookplace
on April 4, a few days after the Key Biscayne meeting),
he denies that he himself received any information
on Liddy’s proposals other than a general report from
Magruder that an intelligence plan was approved at
Key Biscayne at a budget of $300,000. Strachan admits, nonetheless, that he passed at least that information along to Haldeman, albeit in a way suggesting
that the plan entailed planting informers, not "bugs,,,
in opponents’ campaigns. Haldeman claims not to.recall
(though he does not deny) the meeting with Dean in February or even Strachan’s report of the Key Biscayne decision. Significantly, however, he admits that Dean
told him sometime in the summer of 1972 that Dean had
contemporaneously reported to him the two planning meetings in Mitchell’s office.
Furthermore, on June 19, Liddy himself acknowledged to
Dean responsibility for the break-in and said, in particular, that Magruder had pushed him into doing it, while
Howard Hunt had been instrumental in recruiting the Cubans
who had been used on the mission. Dean reported this to
John Ehrlichman, who, it is reasonable to infer, passed
along the information to Haldeman. Ehrlichman said to
Dean several times that day that he was in touch with the
presidential party in Florida, which, of course, included
Haldeman. (Dean) Moreover, both Haldeman’s and Ehrlichman’s
logs show that they met early in the morning on June 20
after Haldeman had returned to Washington, D. C. In fact,
Haldeman revealed ~apparently unintentionally) in a civil
deposition in May 1973 that he knew the term "Gemstone,"
the name for Liddy’s intelligence plan, by June 20, 1972.
See alsop. 13
and note 13, infra.
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called him and not vice versa, he admits that the
news of McCord’s involvement caused him to recognize
the possibility of embarrassment to the presidential
campaign.
Haldeman’s concern for assuring the re-election
of the President and presumed self-interest in avoiding
discovery as a participant in the activities cul~inating
in Liddy’s Watergate operation provide ample motive for
him to have joined with others to impede the investigation
of that crime. ~/
Destruction of Documents
According to a report that Dean received from
Strachan beginning on June 19, 1972, Haldeman instructed
Strachan to review files and destroy damaging materials
over the weekend of June 17-18. Strachan followed this
order and shredded, among other things, documents that
Dean understood to contain the product of DNC wiretaps

5_/ There is very little evidence that before June 17
Haldeman was aware of the so-called "White House
horrors," including particularly the Ellsberg breakin by Hunt and Liddy. Mitchell has testified, however,
that in July 1972 he discussed with Haldeman (as well as
wi~.Ehrlichman) keeping the "lid" on Hunt’s and Liddy’s
previous activities at the White House, which, notwithstanding assertions by Mitchell to the contrary,
in fact contributed to the motivation for the Watergate cover-up. If Mitchell testifies at trial,
this admission may be used against Haldeman.

and a paper ~eflecting an instruction from Haldeman
to Magruder to transfer from Senator Muskie to Senator
McGovern as an intelligence target. (Dean) ~/
Misuse of the CIA and the FBI
By June 22 Dean had learned from Acting FBI
Director L. Patrick Gray that the Bureau suspected that
the Watergate bEeak-in might have been a CIA operation
in part because of its discovery of the so-called Dahlberg
and Mexican checks that had passed through the bank account
of one of the Watergate burglars. (Dean, Gray) Dean had
also learned from Mitchell and Maurice Stans that furth@r
investigation of these checks might be politically embarrassing both because of the identity of one of the contributors and because of possible campaign contribution
violations. Dean reported all these facts to Haldeman
and Ehrlichman by the morning of June 23. (Dean)

This testimony is probably admissible under the co6--/
conspirator heariay exceptlonal~extrajudicial
statements in furtherance of a conspiracy to be introduced against co-conspirators.
Even if the testimony were ruled inadmissible, comparable evidence might be obtained from Strachan himself, unless he is indicted in the same case and declines to take the stand. Strachan admits that he
shredded various documents, including his report to
Haldeman of the results of the Key Biscayne meeting,
see note 3, ~, as a result of an order from Haldeman
to "clean" the ~iles. Strachan maintains that he received
this instruction at a meeting with Haldeman on June 20,
although White House records show that he returned to
his office for brief periods over the preceding weekend.
Strachan also maintains that he had no DNC wiretap
logs to destroy (a fact that Magruder corroborates).
Haldeman recalls a conversation with Strachan on
June 20 similar to the one described by Strachan, but
denies issuing any instruction for document destruction.
Lawrence Higby, Haldeman’s closest aide, claims that
Strachan on two occasions admitted having shredded
document~ without, however, ever suggesting that Haldeman
had ordered it to be done.
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In the early afternoon that same day CIA
Director Richard Helms and his newly appointed deputy,
General Vernon Walters, appeared on short notice for
a meeting at the White House with Haldeman and Ehrlichman.
Haldeman began the meeting by referring to the political
problems that Watergate might cause. Although Helms
insisted in response to Haldeman’s questioning that
the CIA had been in no way involved in the break-in,
Haldeman directed Walters to meet with Gray for the purpose of informing the FBI that its continued investigation in Mexico might jeopardize CIA operations. (Ehrlichman
later told Dean that Walters was a friend of the White
House, indebted for his appointment to the CIA. (Dean))
Ehrlichman added the suggestion that Walters should see
Gray as soon as possible. (Helms, Walters, Walters’
Memorandum to the File of 6/28/72) Walters did so
(Walters, Gray), with the result that Gray curtailed
investigation into the Dahlberg and Mexican checks at
least temporarily. (Gray) Although both Helms and
Walters felt at the time that Haldeman possibly had information warranting this action, that information has
never come to their attention. (Helms, Walters)
Haldeman’s defense to this evidence will probably
be generally to impeach Helms and Walters for prior inconsistent statements and mutual inconsistencies in certain details of their testimony and specifically to
challenge their testimony that Walters was, in effect,
instructed to have Gray curtail the FBI investigation in
Mexico on the ground of possible impingement of CIAoperations.
Haldeman will probably maintain that Walters was told
instead merely to coordinate with Gray for the purpose
of assuring that no CIA activity would be jeopardized.
Haldeman will probably urge as well that there was good
reason to fear exposing CIA activities on the basis of
the following evidence: (i) Dean suggested that there
be coordination between the FBI and the CIA when he initially reported to Haldeman Gray’s concern that the Agency
had possibly been involved in the break-in; (2) when
Haldeman passed that ~oK~ation along to the President
on the morning of June 23, the President directed that
Walters be asked to meet with Gray to prevent the FBI’s
investigation from uncovering non-Watergate-related
national security as well as CIA operations; and (3)
Helms himself recognized the legitimacy of fearing an
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unfettered FBI investigation, as demonstrated
by his memorandum to Walters on June 28, 1972,
that Walters in dealing with the FBI should "adhere
to the request that they confine themselves to the
personalities already arrested or directly under
suspicion and that they desist from expanding this
investigation into other areas which may well,
eventually, run afoul of our operation."
The qrucial question in assessing whether the
"CIA cover-up" case against Haldeman can be made is
the credibility of Helms’ and Walters’ testimony that
the import of Haldeman’s instruction to Walters was
to have Gray limit the FBI investigation. If that
testimony is believed, Haldeman will be shorn of any
defense, since no justification existed for issuing
such an instruction. Haldeman himself claims no
knowledge of any legitimate CIA or national security
activity that in fact was in danger of becoming exposed. Nor can it be persuasively argued that Dean
or Gray had such knowledge or that anyone believed
that they~did. Furthermore, Ehrlichman claims merely
to have been a passive observer in the events of
June 23. The President, of course, conceivably had
access to information unknown even to the Agency that
warranted curt&ilment of the FBI investigation, but
that information has never been cited. Its existence,
moreover, is belied by Haldeman’s own account of his
conversation with the President: ~/ According to
Haldeman, the President instructed that Haldeman and
Ehrlichman were to meet with Helms and Walters for
the purpose of directing Walters to meet with Gray
to prevent exposure of non-Watergate-related CIA and
other national security activities. Since none of the

It is also b~lied by Gray’s phone conversation with
the President on July 6 during which Gray warned
the President that "Dick Walters and I feel that
people on your staff are trying to mortally wound
you by using the CIA and FBI and by confusing the
question of CIA interest in, or not in, people the
~BI wishes to interview." After a slight pause,
the President merely responded that Gray should continue his "ag@ressive and thorough" investigation.
(Gray) This conversation occurred while the President
was at San Clemente and hence presumably was not
recorded.
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participants in the meetings ordered by the President
on June 23 had any idea of what those activities were,
the President’s objective could not conceivably have
been achieved.through the means that, according to
Haldeman, he proposed.
Apart from prior inconsistent statements in
Haldeman’s own testimony and inconsistencies with
Ehrlichman’s testimony, there are a number of corroborative or essentially agreed upon facts that bolster
Helms’ and Walters’ account of the meeting with Haldeman
and Ehrlichman -- the concern with the Dahlberg and
Ogarrio checks testified to by Dean, the apparent urgency in having Walters meet with Gray, the fact that
Gray himself was not invited to the White House meeting,
the fact that Walters rather than Helms was dispatched
to meet with Gray, and, most important, the fact that,
according to both Gray and Walters, Walters essentially
delivered the message that Walters and Helms claim
Haldeman wanted, with the result that Gray in fact
hel~ up the FBI investigation into the Mexican money
chain. On the other hand, Helms’ memorandum to Walters
of June 28 may seriously impair the credibility of Helms’
testimony that he saw no justification for the instruction
that Haldeman issued to Walters; his memorandum indeed
espQuses that instruction almmet verbatim. The effect
of this evidence, however, may perhaps be dissipated
by urging that Helms sought to "distance" the CIA
from the FBI investigation because of apprehension,
engendered by events set in motion by the White House
itself, that the White House and the FBI might be attempting to lay the blame for the break-in on the
Agency -- in other words, that Helms, like Gray, had
become a victim of the White House’s misuse of government institutions and sought to co-opt the White Housecover-up
strategy for the purpose of protecting the CIA.
When Helms was confronted with his memorandum
of June 28, he sought to interpret it in much the same
way that Haldeman has construed his instruction to
Walters -- as an order merely to take care that no valid
CIA interest be endangered through FBI activities. At
the same time, however, Helms confessed to having felt

- 9-

the very bureaucratic concerns that would support
the exculpatory theory of the msmorandum of June
28 offered above. In the context of the events
known to Helms between June 17 and June 28 -- the
meeting of June 23 with Haldeman and Ehrlichman, repeated questioning by Gray with respect to CIA involvement in the break-in, efforts by Dean to have the CIA
provide bail money in response to demands by the Watergate
suspects (see note 8 , infra), and the abrupt cancellation by Gray of a meet~n~-~ith Helms to discuss Watergate on June 28 -- Helms’ concerns become very plausible
indeed. ~/
Payments of "Hush" Money
In late June 1972, after the unsuccessful effort
was made to have the CIA provide covert funds to meet
demands by the Watergate suspects, Dean at Mitchell’s
suggestion asked Haldeman and Ehrlichman whether Herbert
Kalmbach could be enlisted in fund-raising efforts.
Both Haldeman and Ehrlichman gave their approval.
(Dean; Ehrlichman-Kalmbach tape of 4/73) Dean kept
Haldeman and Ehrlichman informed as prewsure for more
payments arose over the course of the summer and Kalmbach’s
services were used again. (Dean)
The CIAard~e Justbe Department were abused in other
ways during the Watergate cover-up. Although Haldeman
played a much smaller role in these activities, he was,
nevertheless, informed of them at the time. Thus,
on three successive occasions in late June Dean met
with Walters on Ehrlichman’s instructions for the purpese of exploring whether the CIA could funnel covert
funds to the Watergate suspect~ who were demanding
assistance, most immediately in the form of bail.
(Dean, Walters, Helms) Haldeman was present at least
once when Dean reported back to Ehrlichman that the
CIA would not cooperate. (Dean)
With respect to abuse of the Justice Department,
Dean, with Ehrlichman’s knowledge and approval, received from Gray and Henry Petersen during the summer
of 1972 written and oral information indicating the
direction that the Watergate investigation was taking.
This information enabled both CRP and the White House
to contain the investigation by, for example, preparing
witnesses in advance of FBI interviews. At least some
of the information Dean passed to Haldeman (Dean) -in particular, a letterhead memorandum summarizing
the investigation as of the middle of July. (Dean,
Gray, Petersen)
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In mid-November Dean went to Camp David to play
for Haldeman and Ehrlichman the tape of a recent telephone conversation between Hunt and Colson. In that
conversation Hunt threatened that the Watergate defendants would reveal the identity of others responsible
for the break-in, unless the commitments that had been
made to them for payment of legal fees and living expenses were honored. After listening to the tape,
Haldeman and Ehrlichman directed Dean to tell Mitchell
that the money problems w@re Mitchell’s responsibility
and that he should take care of them. (Dean; HuntColson tape)
Then in late November Haldeman asked Dean for
his opinion of the consequences of making the true
Watergate story known. Dean said that he and Haldeman,
among others, might be indicted for obstruction of justice,
to which Haldeman replied: "Well, that doesn’t seem like
a very viable alternative." (Dean)
The question had arisen in the summer of 1972
whether the $350,000 fund that existed under Haldeman’s
control could be used to help finance the payments to the
Watergate suspects. Both Haldeman and Ehrlichman agreed
with Dean then that it should not be. In the first week
of December, however, when Kalmbach was no longer willing
to engage in fund-raising for this purpose, Mitchell
urged Dean to get Haldeman’s permission to use some of
the $350,000 fund to finance demands being made by Hunt
and others. Dean passed along the request to Haldeman,
together with Mitchell’s assurance that the money used
would be repaid. After obtaining Haldeman’s approval,
Dean then arranged for Strachan to bring currency from this
fund to LaRue. LaRue, in turn, appears to have delivered
via a messenger approximately $40,000 to $50,000 in cash
to Hunt’s attorney. (Dean, LaRue)
This delivery still did not satisfy the demands
that were being made, and, on Mitchell’s urging, Dean
once again approached Haldeman to obtain his approval for
making more funds available. Rather than continually
authorize small payments from the fund, Haldeman agreed
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with Dean that the entire balance of the fund should
be moved out from under White House control. Dean made
the necessary arrangements once more, and Strachan
delivered approximately $300,000 to LaRue. (Dean,
LaRue, O’Brien)
On February 10 and ii, 1973, Haldeman, Ehrlichman,
Dean, and Richard Moore met at La Costa Country Club in
California to discuss various Watergate matters. At
the end of the meeting Ehrlichman asked whether the
Watergate defendants would remain silent through the
forthcoming Senate hearings. Dean replied that he did
not know -- there were more demands for money, but no
money was available. Ehrlichman then told Moore, who was
going to see Mitchell, to inform Mitchell that raising
funds for the defendants was the latter’s responsibility.
(Dean, O’Brien)
On March 21, 1973, at a meeting with Haldeman
and the President, Dean reported that Hunt was threatening
to make public the "seamy" things that he had done for
Ehrlichman unless he (Hunt) was paid $120,000. That
evening, on Mitchell’s authorization, ~/ LaRue caused a
payment of $75,000 to be delivered to Hunt’s attorney,
and the next morning, at a meeting with Haldeman,
Haldeman may well have been in communication with Mitchell
before the latter gave his authorization to LaRue. At
the meeting with the President in the morning it was
agreed that Mitchell should be asked to come to Washington as soon as possible to talk with Haldeman, Ehrlichman,
and Dean about Watergate matters. Page two of Haldeman’s
telephone logs for March 21 records a call to or from
Mitchell’s office at about 4:00 in the afternoon, together
with a notation, apparently by Haldeman’s secretary, of
the flight number that Mitchell would be taking to Washington and the time at which a car should piak him up at
the airport. This suggests that[Haldeman may have spoken
to Mitchell"earlier in the day to request that Mitchell
come to the White House and that Mitchell’s travel plans
were subsequently confirmed in the 4:00 call. Significantly, the copies of Haldeman’s telephone logs that
Haldeman supplied both us and the Senate Select Committee
omit the first page for March 21 which would probably
reveal the earlier conversation if it occurred.
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Ehrlichman,
and indicated
Dean, Mitchell,
in response
to a question
by Ehrlichman,
that Hunt’s
problemO,Brie
Shapiro
had beenn resolved, i0/ (Dean, LaRue, Milliken, Unger,
,
Nixon-Ha~eman-Dean tape of 3/21/73 if admissible) ii___/

,

The next day, according to a contemporaneous memorandum
that Colson wrote to the file, Haldeman called Colson and:
"asked me what would happen if Hunt ’blew’. I
said I thought it would be very bad, that from
what I knew he would say things that would be
very damaging. Bob said, ’then we can’t let that
happen’. I told Bob that I did not know how much
Howard Hunt knew first.~hand, but that he had said
things in one conversation with me (recording of
which I have) and had said things to Shapiro and
appamently Bittman, that would be highly incriminating .... "
Should Colson testify at the trial, this evidence ~n,
of course, be used against Haldeman.

11_/Haldeman
which he

claims not to recall any conversation with Dean in
approved the use of Kalmbach for fund-raising for
the Watergate suspects or in which he heard the tape of
the Hunt-Colson conversation. Haldeman admits, however,
that he was aware in the summer of 1972 from Dean and
possibly Mitchell of the Committee’s fund-raising efforts.
Although he denies having any interest in making monies
available for the defendants, he also admits that he was
aware of the Committee’s need for funds in December for that
purpose, that he wanted at that time to relinquish control
over the $ 350,000 fund which was no longer necessary,
and that he suggested to Dean that Dean try to work out a
way of solving both problems. Strachan, in turn, basically
corroborates Dean’s and LaRue’s account of the deliveries
from the $ 350,000 fund, though he denies knowledge of what
they were in fact for.
With respect to the LaCosta meeting, Haldeman claims not to
recall any discussion of money. Although Moore does not
meaningfully corroborate Dean, he seems neutralized ~ a
defense witness. Surprisingly, Ehrlichman admits that there
was discussion about raising funds for the defendants and
asserts merely that there was no suggestion of purchasing
their silence.

Finally, Haldeman admits learning of Hunt’s threat on March
21, but, like Ehrlichman, claims that the discussion concerning it on March 22 was between Mitchell and Dean. Mitchell
denies ever discussing payments with Ehrlichman in addition
to most of the other allegations concerning money that Dean
makes against him.

Controllin@ Magruder
In the last week of June 1972 Dean met with
~alde~n and Ehrlichman and was asked for his opinion
~hether Mitchell and Magruder should be removed from CRP.
In responding, Dean recounted the January 27 and February
4 meetings that he had attended with Mitchell, Magruder,
and Liddy as well as a statement that Liddy had made to
him on June 19 to the effect that Magruder had pushed Liddy
into undertaking the break-in. Dean said that there was a
re~l chance that Ma~ru~er miqht be indicte~, ~itho~qh both
stopped at Liady~s bevel. Dean also sai~ that Magru~er was
developing a cover story that did not, in Dean’s view, seem
viable. (Dean)
As Magruder’s story was developed in the following
weeks, Dean kept both Haldeman and Ehrlichman advised. The
latter were therefore apprised in advance that both Ma~ruder
and Herbert Porter, who agreed to comroborate Magruder’s
testimony, would commit perjury. (Dean) After Magruder’s
grand jury appearance on August 16, Higby, moreover, called
Dean to determine for Haldeman how Magruder had done. (Dean)
Dean, in turn, called Petersen (Dean, Petersen) and passed
on what he had learned separately to both Haldeman and
Magruder. (Dean, Magruder)
In January 1973, before Magruder testified at the
Watergate trial, he met with Haldeman for the purpose of
making certain that both he and Porter were offered appropriate positions in the new administration on account of
the loyal roles that they had played in containing the
Watergate investigation. By this time Magruder was already beginning to become concerned whether the cover-up
could sueeessfully continue and wanted to assure that he
would not be made a scapegoat in the affair. During the
meeting Magruder reviewed both the events that had led to
the Watergate break-in and how he and Porter had ~ach been
"good soldiers" in preventing those events from coming to
light. Haldeman claimed that he had had no advance knowledge
of the bEeak-in, but seemed knowledgeable with respect te
cover-up activities. In any event, although he said that
Magruder could not be offered any position requiring Senate
confirmation, he agreed to do what he could for both Magruder
and Porter and called Higby, in Magruder’s presence, for
that purpose. (Magruder) After this meeting, Magruder
told Porter that the latter would be cared for (Magruder,
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Controllin@ Ma@ruder
In the last week of June 1972 Dean met with
Haldeman and Ehrlichman and was asked for his opinion
whether Mitchell and Magruder should be removed from CRP.
In responding, Dean recounted the January 27 and February
4 meetings that he had attended with Mitchell, Magruder,
and Liddy as well as a statement that Liddy had made to
him on June 19 to the effect that Magruder had pushed Liddy
into undertaking the break-in. Dean said that there was a
real chance that Magruder might be indicted, although both
Magruder and Mitchell hoped that the investigation might be
stopped at Liddy’s level. Dean also said that Magruder was
developing a cover story that did not, in Dean’s view, seem
viable. (Dean)
As Magruder’s story was developed in the following
weeks, Dean kept both Haldeman and Ehrlichman advised. The
latter were therefore apprised in advance that both Ma~ruder
and Herbert Porter, who agreed to comroborate Magruder’s
testimony, would commit perjury. (Dean) After Magruder’s
grand jury appearance on August 16, Higby, moreover, called
Dean to determine for Haldeman how Magruder had done. (Dean)
Dean, in turn, called Petersen (Dean, Petersen) and passed
on what he had learned separately to both Haldeman and
Magruder. (Dean, Magruder)
In January 1973, before Magruder testified at the
Watergate trial, he met with Haldeman for the purpose of
making certain that both he and Porter were offered appropriate positions in the new administration on account of
the loyal roles that they had played in containing the
Watergate investigation. By this time Magruder was already beginning to become concerned whether the cover-up
could suacessfully continue and wanted to assure that he
would not be made a scapegoat in the affair. During the
meeting Magruder reviewed both the events that had led to
the Watergate break-in and how he and Porter had ~ach been
"good soldiers" in preventing those events from coming to
light. Haldeman claimed that he had had no advance knowledge
of the bEeak-in, but seemed knowledgeable with respect te
cover-up activities. In any event, although he said that
Magruder could not be offered any position requiring Senate
confirmation, he agreed to do what he could for both Magruder
and Porter and called Higby, in Magruder’s presence, for
that purpose. (Magruder) After this meeting, Magruder
told Porter that the latter would be cared for (Magruder,
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Porter), and Frederic Malek, who was responsible for job
placement through January, received instructions from
Haldeman or Higby to find suitable positions for both
Magruder and Porter. (Malek) After the meeting with
Haldeman, Magruder also told Dean that he hoped to serve
on the White House staff and then run for public office
in California. Dean then spoke to Haldeman, who was aware
of Magruder’s plans, and advised that an effort should be
made to dissuade Magruder from running for public office,
to which Haldeman agreed. (Dean)
On February 19 of 20, 1973, Haldeman asked Dean
to draw up an agenda for a meeting that Haldeman was to
have with the President. The agenda items included: "Sending Stans up for Confirmation" and "What to do with Magruder."
The agenda proposed, in particular, that Stans be offered
a confirmable position to create a forum that might be used
to "defuse" the Senate Select Committee hearings. Magruder,
on the other hand, according to t~ agenda, wanted to return to the White House staff, but was regarded as "vulnerable" until the Senate hearings were completed. After
meeting with the President, 12/ Haldeman told Dean that the
latter should explore with Stans whether Stans was interested in pursuing a confirmable post, but that Magruder
could not return to the White House itself. (Dean; Dean
Exhibit 32) At the end of February the White House personnel office accordingly put together a list of nine possible positions that might be considered for Magruder; all
of these were outside the White House, and none required
confirmation. At a meeting attended by Dean, Haldeman
then offered Magruder one of the slots, which Magruder
accepted. (Dean; Dean Exhibit 34-A; Magruder)
In late March 1973 Magruder’s concerns about discovery of the cover-up intensified as a result of further
developments, including McCord’s letter to Chief Judge

12/ The only meeting ~hat Haldeman had with the President on
February 19 or 20, according to White House logs, was on
the afternoon of the 20th during a plame trip from South
Carolina back to Washington. Haldeman’s meeting logs
indicate that Haldeman and the president may also have
met in Haldeman’s office upon their return. We have no
evidence, therefore, that the meeting with the President
on Dean’s agenda was recorded.
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Sirica announcing the involvement of others in Watergate than those who had been convicted and the reconvening of the Watergate. grand jury. From certain comments that Dean had made, Magruder was particularly disturbed over whether Dean would corroborate false testimony
that Magruder had planned with Mitchell and Dean in September 1972 concerning the January 27 and February 4 meetings
in Mitchell’s office with Liddy. After meeting with
Mitchell in New York on March 27 to discuss his concerns,
Magruder joined Mitchell and Haldeman for a meeting on
March 28 at the White House. Magruder had with him the
same "laundry list" of matters on which he wanted assurances that he had used with Mitchell the day before; the
list contained such questions as whether Magruder would be
reimbursed for counsel fees should he need an attorney and
whether executive clemency would be extended in the event
that he should ever be convicted. Magruder went through
this list with Haldeman, who responded that, although he
could not make any commitments in his official capacity,
he would help Magruder as a friend. Haldeman then urged
that Mitchell and Magruder meet with Dean to settle any
differences that they might have with respect to meetings
with Liddy. (Magruder)
Dean meanwhile was summoned to Haldeman’s office
from Camp David. When Dean arrived, Haldeman said, in
answer to Dean’s questioning, that Mitchell and Magruder
wanted to talk to Dean about his knowledge of the meetings
in Mitchell’s office. Dean replied that Mitchell and
Magruder both knew what had happened and that he (Dean)
was not going to lie if asked about those meetings. Haldeman
said that he did not want to get into the matter, but that
Dean should meet with Mitchell and Magruder, who were waiting for him,.to work it out. (Dean) 13/
Haldeman denies any knowledge of Magruder’s perjury or
involvement in Watergate until the spring of 1973. MOreover, although he admits meeting with Magruder in early
1973, he maintains (albeit with some equivocation) that
that was on February 14 and not in January, as shown in
his logs and as corroborated by Higby. Moreover, he
insists that the discussion then was limited to Magruder’s
future employment without any substantive references to
any Watergate involvement on Magruder’s part.
Haldeman, on the other hand, does virtually authenticate
the agenda that Dean drew up in February 1973. Although
Haldeman is not certain that he actually used that agenda
in meeting with the President, he admits that the meetinggenerall
covered all of the subjects listed on it.
(continued next page)
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(fr~previous page)
Finally, with respect to the meetings on March 28,
1973, Haldeman admits discussion concerning the
husker and content of the meetings with Liddy. But
he states that on that question he merely told the
others that if there was some problem, they should
determine what the facts were. Haldeman has not
been questioned, but preHumably would deny giving
Magruder even personal assurances of assistance on
March 28, since that can be construed as encouragement for Magruder to maintain his cover-up story.
Interestingly, Mitchell (apparently under a misapprehension that Haldeman had already admitted extending personal assurances to Magruder) recalls that
at the meeting that day Magruder expressed concern
about becoming the "fall guy" and received Haldeman’s
reassurances as a friend that he would not be for~S~ken.
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Prosecution Memorandum
. H. R. Haldeman

Theevidence now available reveals few, if any, criminal
actions.committed directly by Haldeman. As a result I have
attempted to collect the various incidents that might be used
¯ ’ to link Haldeman.to a conspiracy to break and enter into the
DNC headquarters and to a conspiracy to impede the investigation
into. the break-in and related activities.
A review of the incidents in which Haldeman was involved
suggests focusing on four items: first, the memorandum and
attachments Strachan sent Haldeman after. Magruder returned

from KeyBiscayne; secondly, Haldeman’s instruction to. Strachan
after the break-in to "make sure our files are clean"; thirdly,
the meeting of Ehrlichman, Haldeman, Helms and Walters; and
fourthly, the $350,000 fund. The Strachan memorandum is our
strongest evldence.that Haldeman had prior knowledge ofthe.
break-ln. His .concern that the files be clean su~ests a
desire to hide this memorandum and related evidence. The
meeting on.June 23, 1972 with Ehrllchman, Helms and Walters
supports the claim that Haldeman actively participated in the
cover-up. The. $350,000 fund suggests that Haldeman’s involvement inthe cover-up might have included participation in the
effort to buy silence from the Watergate defendants. Naturally,
each of these items must be considered within the overall
~hr?noloEy and within the context of Haldeman’s participation
in important politica! decisions.
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Ev~._.d.ence SuPRortinga Conviction for Conspiracy tq _~rea~
Into the DNC Headquarters

From the time Strachan joined Haldeman’s staff
(about January 1971), there was an interest in political
intelligence gathering.± Haldeman agreed thatCRP should
engage inpolitical intelligence gathering. Whether he
approved illegal or possibly illegal means of gathering that.

information is less clear.
i. On June 30, 1971 Strachan prepared a talking
paper for a meeting of Haldeman and Mitchell at which the
subject of political intelligence was raised. At that
meeting theSandwedge proposal was a subject for discussion.2
.2. Shortly after Haldeman and Mitchell had their
meeting of June 30, 1971, they had a telephone conversation
in which the Ellsberg matter was discussed at length.3

Haldeman met in his office with Malek, Dean, Higby,
Colson and Strachan. Haldeman, who .described himself as
Lord High Executioner, ~layed more than just a general role
in the matter of leaks.
3. In late August 1971 in a meeting with Kalmbach
and Strachan, Haldeman authorized Kalmbach to pay the salary
and expenses of Segretti so that Segretti could engage in
Dick Tuck.type activitles.5
4.. On November 4, 1971 Haldeman met in his office
with Strachan, Mitchell and Magruder. Political intelligence
was. discussed. Mitchell.mentioned Liddy!s name. This was.
the first time Strachanhad heard Liddy’~ name. The only
specific item that was mentioned was the surveillance of
Senator Kennedy.
Haldeman was particularly interested in
the area of political intelligence and in information about
Kennedy.7
IStrachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5076
2Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5123
3Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5127

4Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5156
5Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5148

6Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5i23-5124
7Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5011-5012
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5. ¯ On December 2, 1971 Strachan learned from Dean
~hat Liddy.was going to assume control of Porter’s intelligence
gathering activities. Strachan prepared a talking paper for
Haldeman raising the question whether Liddy is responsible. .
for political intelligence at the Committee.
6. On December 17, 1971. S.trachan prepared a talking
¯ paper for a meeting between Haldeman and Mitchell at which ¯
political intelligence was to be discussed. In the paper
Strachan asked if Dean should be the control" point rather
than merely the White House contact for political intelligence.
Haldeman~answered that Dean should continue to be the White
¯ House contact. The other question.posed - but not answered was whether" Liddy should be the one man responsible for
political intelligence. 8
¯7. Strachan denied MaEruder’s claim that Magruder
communlcatedl to Strachan about the meeting of Dean,. Magruder,
Mitchell and Liddy on February 4, 1972. Strachan said that
Magruder did not send Strachan copies 9of the notes or
memoranda of the so-called Liddy plan.
Strachan pointed out that Magruder relied ontthe
contentloh .that materials automatically came to Strachan
(from CRP). Strachan clalmedthat after interviewing people
in Magruder’s office, the FBI established that they did
automatically go to Strachan. Magruder ~eld some items
Strachan said that Magruder never told hlm anything about ¯
surveillance, wiretapping or bugging.II
Strachan said that Magruder did not show him the
Gemstone file and that Strachan had not heard .the code name
"Gemstone" prior to June 17, 1972. Strach~w had no knowledge
of any Liddy plan prior to March 30, 1972.xz
8Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5125
9StrachanSenate Select Testimony, p. 5009.
lOStrachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5009-5010
llStrachan Senate Select Testimony] p. 5129
12Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5015-5017
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If Dean attended an important meeting, like those of
January 27 and February 4, 1972, Strachan thinks it would be
likely that Dean would report that meeting to Haldeman. Dean,
not Strachan, was responsible for.politlcal intelligence.
Strachan was supposed to raise the subject of political
intelligence in talking papers and periodically fo.llow, u~.
.. with . Dean ~ to see that individual projects were on.~racK
8. ¯ About one day after the Key Biscayne meeting on
March 30, 1972, Magruder called Strachan and reviewed about
thirty campaign decisions. Shortly after that conversation
Strachan sent Haldeman a political matters memorandum
summarizing-.that telephone conversation am well as other
information. Strachan reported to Haldeman that a sophistlcared political ¯intelligence gathering system had been
"
approved with a budget of 300 (thousand dollars).14
S~rachan attached at tab H to the memoran.dum a pSlitical
intelligence report, entitled Sedan Chair If, sent to Strachan
from the Committee~ This report began with a statement to
the effect, that "a confidential source reveals ," followed by
a summary of some political .informerion.15
Strachan concluded that Haldeman read this political
matters memorandum, No. 18, because Haldeman h~d ~ecked off
all the paragraphs Strachan had prepared for him.
9. Strachan knew that Haldeman and Mitchell were
going to meet on April 4, 1972 at three’p.m, because Haldeman
had S~achan listen to a telephone conversation setting the
date. ~

Strachan,~.~%¢ho prepared a talking paper for Haldeman’s
meeting with Mitchell, included a reference to the intelligence
plan. As in most. talking papers, Strachan posed the question
whether the intelligence system was adequate. Strachan
inferred that this topic .was discussed because if an item had
not been discussed, Haldeman usually indicated that it should
be raised again. In this case Haldeman did not indicate that
the intelligence system should he raised again.
13Strachan .Senate Select Testimony, p. 5011
14Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pP. 4991, 5017-5018
15Strachan Senate Select Testimony, P. 4992
16Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5020
17Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5021
18Strachan Senate Select Testimony, Pp. 5023-5024

i0. During April 1972 Haldeman told Strachan to¯
contact Liddy and tellhim to transfer whatever capability
he had from Muskie to McGovern with particular emphasis.
on discoverln~ what connection there was between McGovern
and Kennedy. i~
II.

Connecting.Haideman to the Cover-Up Conspiracy

~. Haldeman spoke to Magruder on June l~^or 18, 1972
about CRP’s press release re~ardin~ the break-in,zU Haldeman
also spoke to Magruder on Ju~e 19,-1972.21
2. On June 20, 1972 Strachan took his political
mattersmemorandumNo. 18 to Haldeman. When Haldeman asked¯
Strachan~what he knew about the events over the weekend,
Strachan showed Haldeman the memorandum, Haldeman acknowledged
his check and that he. had read the paragraph about the
Committee’s s~phlsticated intelligence system~ but said he
had not read tab H. Haldeman read the tab and said that
maybe he should ha~ been reading the tabs, that they were
quite interesting.Z~.
¯
~fter Haldemanhad gonethrough the memorandum again,
he told Strachan to m~ke sure the files were clean. Strachan
went downand shredded that document and o~hers related to it.
Strachan believed he was followlngiHaldeman’s order. In
addition .to mamorandumNo. 18, Strachan shredded the memorandum
he had written when Haldeman told him ~o tell Liddy to transfer~
his capability from Muskle to McGovern, the talking paper
for Haldeman’s. meeting with Mitchell on April 4, i~72 a
reference to Segret~i and Segretti’s phone number. 3 ’
19Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5024
20Haldeman DNC Deposition, pp. 23-24
21Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5030
22Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5032-5033~
23Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5033-5034
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The reference to Liddy was contained in Haldeman’s
copy of a memorandum from Magruder,,to Mit.chell, ent..itle.d ’q~atter ofPotential Embarrassment , involving a o~spu~e aDou~
whether Segret.ti should continue out in the field or be under
Liddy’s directlon. Haldeman told Strachan to call Segretti "
and tell him to expect a call and his directions from Liddy.24
Strachan told Dean which documents he h~ shredded
and that those had been Haldeman’s instructions.~

I

FOIA(b) 3 - Rule 6(e), Federal Rules o~ Criminal Procedure

4. On July I, 1972 on Air Force I Str~chan.told
Haldeman he had made sure the files were clean, that he had
destroyed the materlals.pertaining to the Watergate investigation.
Haldeman then told Strachan to reduce from three to. ~othe
number of copies of the political matters memoranda.
On July 21, 1972 Haldeman met.wi~h Nixon, Agnew and
Mitchell. .On July 27, 1972 Haldeman met with Nixon, Mitchell,
Harlow and MacGregor. Mitchell has. testified that Watergate
was not discussed at either of these meetings or at his
meeting with Nixon, Haldeman and MacGregor on August 14, 1972,
Haldeman has testified that he learned about the
contents of Hunt’s ¯safe from Dean in the late summer of 1972
and again in March 1973.28
24Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5034-5035
25StrachanSenate Selec~ Testimony, p. 5035
26Haldeman Grand Jury 5/14/73, pp. 168-169
27Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5036-5037, 5157
28Haldeman DNG Deposition,pp. 248-249
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Dean testified that before tlitchell resigned,-Dean
.discussed wlth. Ehrlichman and Haldeman the fabricated story
Magruder would be telling. Dean also reported to Ehrlichman’
and Haldeman that Porter would corroborate Magruder’s story.
Dean also said he called Haldeman after Magruder’ssecond appearance before the grand jury (August 16, 1972)
to tell Haldeman Magruder had made it.
.
Dean said that in the cover-up he relayed messages
from Mitchell, Stans, Mardian, the Justice Department and
the FBI to Ehrlichman and Haldeman. Dean checked with
Ehrlichman ~nd Haldemanbefore doing anything.
On September 15, 1972, after indictments were handed
down in the Watergate case, the President met with Haldeman
and Dean in his Oval Office. The President said Haldeman
had informed him of the good Job Dean was doing.

On September 13, 1972 there was a meeting of Nixon,
Mitchell, Haldeman, Connolly and MacGregor at Camp David.
Watergate was discussed solely in regard to the advisability
of the appolntment of a commission or of a special prosecutbr.29
At a meeting attended by Dean, Haldeman and Mitchell
at Camp David on November 15, 1972, Dean playeda tape of a
telephone conversation between Colson and Hunt. .Dean told
Haldeman and Ehrli¢~unan that Hunt was making increasing
demands through his lawyer.

Colson later went to see Haldeman about the tape.
Haldeman told Colson not to worry.

¯. ~aldeman’s connection with the $350,000 fund brought

to the White House from CRP and later used to pay the defendants
isat least some circumstantial evidence to tie Haldeman tO
the cover-up conspiracyx The disbursement of this fund was at

Haldeman’s discretion.~u

29Mitchell Senate Select Testimony, pp. 3445-3447
30Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5041
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According to Strachan, Haldeman’s office conducted
extensive polling. At one point when Strachan was having
discussions with Kalmbach, Haldeman told Strachan to make
sure there was an ample supply of cash to pay for polls.
Strachan tried to arrange to have Dean hold. the money, but
Dean told Strachan Dean couldnot do it.

On April 6, 1972 Strachan prepared a memorandum

for Haldeman in which Strachanwrote that they must act in
order to get the money from the Committe~ be~?re t.h~ effective
date of the campaign~finance law. Stracnan zls=es rout
possible options, and Haldeman checked the one that called
for Strachan to pick up the money.
Strachan went to Kalmbach or Sloan’s office at 1701,
picked up the money and turned it over to Alex Butterfield.
Butterfield had a friend named Lilly who would hold the money.31
Lilly, who was able to travel, could take the cash to a polling
organization in Princeton or in California. Neither Butterfleld
nor Strachan could go very far from the Whlte House. Dean
indicated that neither he nor anyone he c~id think of on the
White House staff would be able to do it.~=
During the course of ~he campaign "we" (the White House)
incurred over $i00,000 in private polling expense~. Stans.
and the Committee had substantial assets at the~end. Dean
arranged with Stans to have the private polling expenses paid
for out
of ordinary,
campaign.fu~nds
and notauO~sO~3the$350,000Part
of the
$350,000 was
uses lot newspaper
¯
Strachan became aware that some of the $350,000 had
been spent. Around the time of the Hanoi-Haiphong bombing,
Howard indicated to Strachan that Colson had approved an
advertisement concerning public support for the bombing and’
mining decision. Howard said Colson needed $22,000. Haldeman
told Strachan the expenditure should be authorized. After
the election Strachan got the money back from Butterfield
because Hal~eman
told Strachan to return the mone[ to the
Committee.~ The expenditure probably is a campazgn act
violation, 2 U.S.C. § 435.
31Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pP. 5040-5041
32Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pP. 5130-5131
33Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pP. 5137, 5141
34Strachan Senate Select Testimony, pp. 5042-5043
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At Dean’s direction Strachan returned the money to
LaRue. When Strachan later told Haldeman Strachan had
returned the money to LaRue, Haldeman said, "Obviously you
wouldn’t have done it unless you thought Mr. Dean were
speaking for me. "35
When he returned the $350,000, Strachan had left
the White House staff. This was just one of the matters
Strachan had been asked to. do .before he left the White House
that he hadn’t wrapped ~up.36
Dean testified that he told Haldeman ofa discussion
about using, the $350,000 fund to pay the ~efendants.
IV. Haldeman’s l~vo!vement During 1973 - Contact with "Co-conspirators
Magruder told the Senate Select Committee that when
Magruder testified at the trial in January. 1973, Haldeman
knew Magruder’s testimony was perjury. Magruder said he told
Haldeman everything in January 1973,
,Dean said that in. January 1973 he told Haldeman
about Hunt’s demands for money..
Strachan indicated that he agreed with Dean’s statement
that the interest in getting Magruder a governmental job

increased ten-fold shortly after Magruder tol~O’~rien, ln_ ._
February 1973 that Magruder had received his flna~ au=nor~zatlon
for Liddy’s a=tivities from Strachan and that Strachan had
reported that Haldeman had cleared the matter with the President.
Haldeman talked to Strachan prior to Strachan’s

grand jury testimony and told Strachan to make sure he told
the absolute truth.

.

On February 6, 1973 there was a meeting of Haldeman,

.Ehrl~chman, Harlow, Dean and Mitchell in Ehrl~chman’s office.
At that time there was continuing discussion of the whole

¯ problem of executive privilege and of.the procadures by which
the White House would work with the Ervin Committee.
35Strachan Senate SelectTestimony, P. 5048
36Strachan Senate Select Testimony, P. 5132

On February I0, 1973 there was a meeting of Haldeman,
Moore, Dean and Ehrllchman in San Clemente. The meeting was
to respond to questions raised by the President who wanted to
know why the. Watergate story could not be summed up and put
out.-There was a discussion about putting together a complete
report about Watergate. Another problem discussed at the
meeting was the Ervin Committee and thequestion of executive
privilege. ~ There was a meeting the ne~ day at La Costa,
apparently with the same participants. "
Haldeman testified at his deposition that he met with
Magruder in March 1973 to discuss Magrude~’s future. Haldeman
told ~h~ Grand J11rv J

"

’

FOIA(b) 3 - Rule 6(e), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure

Haldeman met with Dean and Ehrlichman on February

22, 1973.
Criminal Procedure

On March 20, 1973 Dean told Haldeman that Dean was
going to meet with the President the next day in order to try
to give the President a complete summary of the facts as Dean
knew them. Ha~.~eman thinks Dean told Haldeman the President
was concerned. ~u
On March 21, 1973 Haldeman met with Dean and Ehrllchman
in the President’s office in the Executive Office Building or
met first in the President’s office and then met with Dean and
Ehrlichman in Haldeman’s office. Kaldeman knew that Dean had

met with the President earlier that morning. Haldeman, who

participat~ in part of that meeting, declined to say what was
discussed. ~
37Haldeman Grand Jury 5/14/73, pp. 40-42
38Baldeman DNC Deposition, p. 60
Grand Jury 5/14/73, pp. 27-29
39Haldeman DNC Deposition, p. 60, Grand Jury 5/14/73, p. 45
40Haldeman Grand Jury 5/14/73, p. 39
41Haldeman Grand Jury 5/14/73," p. 46
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42Haldeman Grand Jury. 5/14/73, pp. 158-159

43Haldeman Grand Jury 5/14/73, p. 50
44Haldeman Grand Jury 5/14/73, pp. 65-66
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Haldeman metwith Ehrlichman and ~Litchell on.

March 31,. 1973.
Haldeman met with Strachan on April 9, 1973, prior
to Strachan’s appearance before the grand Jury on April II.
Haldeman met with Strachan on April 12, 1973 and then met
with Ehrlichman.
"
On April 14, 1973 several telephone calls Haldeman
and Higby had with Magruder were recorded by Higby. The calls
were recorded because of concern ~bout what Magruder was
saying publicly. There was specific concern that Magruder was

implicating Haldeman~
V.

Miscellaneous.

¯Strachan suggested that Haldeman might have been
¯ responsible for the FBI inve§~igation of Daniel Schorr and
for the 1970 attack (?2 ads-*V

" Strachan prepared a talking paper for a meeting between
Haldeman~and the Secretary of theTreasury suggesting that the
Commissioner of Intez-nal Revenue be more politicalzy responsive¯
to requests,~ presumably from the. White House staff, or at least
from the Secretary of the Treasury.47
Mitchell has testified that he had no conversation
with Haldeman about.the break-ln or about the.cover-up until
1973. Mitchell talked with Haldeman and Ehrlichman about the
White House horrors in 1972. They all agreed to keep the lid
on. Haldeman and Ehrlichman took an active concern ab~t
Hunt and Liddy who were at that time under indictment.~u
45Haldeman Grand Jury 5/14/73, pp. 76-95
46Strachan Senate Select Testimony, p. 5115
47Strachan Senate Select Testlmony, p. 5109
48Mitchell Senate Select Testimony, pp. 3579, 3691-3693

WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTION FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
TO

: Files

DATE:Nov. 8, 1974

FROm : Jill Wine Volner ~~

suBj,.or: Edward Bennett Williams as a Defense Witness
I telephoned Edward Bennett Williams this
afternoon. I explained that the purpose of my call
was to ascertain whether he had been subpoenaed or
contacted by Mr. Ehrlichman’s attorney since his
name appeared on Mr. Ehrlichman’s witness list.
Mr. Williams told me that he had been in
touch with Mr. Frates and that Mr. Frates had
explained to him that he wanted Mr. Williams to
testify to the size of legal fees in criminal cases.
Mr. Frates further saidhe wanted to qualify Mr.
Williams as an expert on this subject and Mr.
Frates expldined that his theory for the admissibility of his testimony was that the money paid to the
defendants was, at least by Mr. Ehrlichman’s
"lights," for legal fees and not for silence.
Mr. Williams said that he told Mr. Frates
that he would refuse to testify to such information and that if he were subpoenaed he would go to
Judge Sirica and move to quash the subpoena.

