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Watergate
Questions

Abound

By Jim Mann
and Bob Woodward

Washington Post Staff Writers

It was exactly 11 weeks
ago today that the story
burst across the front pages
for the first time: five men
arrested in the early morn-
ing hours inside the offices
of the Democratic National
Committee at the Watergate
Hotel ...

Wearing rubber surgical
gloves. Carrying burglary

News Analysis

gear, electronic eavesdrop-
ping equipment, cameras for
photographing documents,
walkie-talkies, and consecu-
tively numbered $100 bills.
Included among the five, was
the chief security consultant
to the Committee for the
Re-election of the President.

The investigation of the
break-in took a curious path,
leading from Washington to
Miami to Mexico to Minne-
sota and elsewhere, involv-
ing everything from foreign
bank accounts and hidden
fund stashes to the Bay of
Pigs invasion and the CIA.

Somewhere along the line,
it became known as the
“Watergate Caper’—a
major issue in the 1972 pres-
idential campaign.

Yet after all the disclo-
sures, publicity and furor of
the past 11 weeks, almost all
the principal  questions
raised by the incident re-
main unanswered:

® What were those five
men doing inside the Water-
gate? What was the purpose
of allegedly bugging and
collecting information on
the Democrats? And were

See QUESTIONS, A6, Col. 1
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they attempting to remove,
not plant, a bug?
® What was the extent of

involvement of officials of
the Nixon re-election cam-

© paign or of the Nixon ad-

!

ministration?

® How thoroughly and
honestly are the investiga-
tions being conducted?

® What effect will it all
have on the presidential
campaign this fall?

I. Purpose and Scope

Ever since the break-in, a
number of theories have
been advanced regarding its
purpose.

First, there was what
might be called the “Cuban
refugee” theory, which as-
sumed that the men ar-
rested inside the Watergate
were members of & fringe
Cuban group perhaps wor-
ried that the Democrats
might be seeking friendlier
relations with Cuban Pre-
mier Fidel Castro. Among
those advancing this idea in
the days after the break-in
was at least one staff mem-
ber at the White House.

The Cuban theory  is
based primarily on the fact
that four of the five men ar-
rested June 17—Bernard
Barker, Frank Sturgis, Eu-
genio Martinez and Virgilio
Gonzales—lived in Miami

‘and were either Cubans or

had extensive contacts with
Cuban exiles there. All four
had had some close associa-
tions with the CIA since the
1961 Bay of Pigs invasion,

Arguing.  against the
Cuban theory has been the
accumulation of evidence
that members of President
Nixon’s own campaign staff,
the Committee for the Re-
election of the President
(CRP), were involved in the
break-in.

The man providihg the in-- '

itial clue to Republican in-
volvement was the fifth per-
son arrested in the break-in,
James W. McCord Jr., a re-
tired CIA employee who
was the chief of security for
the Nixon campaign.

On the day after the ar-
rests, John N. Mitchell, then
the Nixon campaign chair-
man, sought to disassociate
the campaign staff from Me-
Cord, saying, “He (McCord)
has, as we understand it, a
number of business clients
and interests, and we have
no knowledge of these rela.

tionships.”

The next clue was the dis-
covery, two days after the
break-in, that another for-
mer CIA employee (E. How-
ard Hunt Jr., who had been
a $100-a-day White House
consultant, was listed in ad-
dress books taken from two
of the five arrested men.
Next to Hunt’s name in the
address books were the no-
tations “W.Bouse” and
“W.H.” It was later deter-
mined that Hunt had had
extensive contacts with Bar-
ker in the months before
the break-in.

Hunt, by most accounts,
was a friend and consultant
to White ' House special
counsel Charles W. Colson
and was brought to the
White House on Colson’s
recommendation. Shortly
after Hunt’s name was
linked to the case, he disap-
peared, and according to au-
thorities, 150 FBI agents
began a nationwide search
for him. It ended when his
Washington attorney told
authorities that Hunt would
agree to return and answer
questions.

Adding to the intrigue
was a tidbit of the kind that
began to come out every few
days in the ensying weeks:
Hunt, according to others in
the White House, had spent
months quietly doing re-
search on Sen. Edward M.
Kennedy (D-Mass.) and his
1969 Chappaquiddick auto-
mobile accident.

Yet another link to the
‘Nixon campaign was pro-

- wided in late July, when it

was revealed that G. Gordon
Liddy was fired by Mitchell
June 28 for refusing to an-
swer FBI .questions about
the  Watergate incident.
(Mitchell himself resigned
two days later, asserting
that he wanted to accede to
his wife’s wishes-and return
to private life.)

Liddy, a one-time White
House aide, was the chief
adviser  to the Nixon cam-
paign staff on the new con-
gressional statute requiring

stricter reporting of cam- .

paign contributions. In the
eyes of some people on the
campaign staff and others
close to the investigation of
the  Watergate incident,
Liddy was probably the sec-
ond-ranking policy-maker in
the Nixon fund-raising ef-
fort, next to finance chair-
man Maurice Stans.
Telephone records of the



Miami home and ofiice ot
Barker (one of the five ar-
rested men) revealed that
Barker had placed at least
15 long-distance calls to the
Nixon campaign offices be-
tween March 15 and June
16, most of them to Liddy’s
extension there. The records
also showed that Barker had
made 29 long-distance calls
to Hunt's home and offices
from Nov. 19 to June 16.
Another link between the
Watergate break-in and the
MWixon re-election staff was
provided Aug. 1 when it was
reported - that a $25,000

check representing funds
raised for the Nixon cam-
check representing funds
raised for the Nixon cam-
provided Aug. 1 when it was
reported that a $25,000
paign was deposited in April
in Barker’s bank account.

It was this revelation, six
weeks after the incident it-
self, that seemed to give the
Watergate caper a new,
more important twist. The
Democrats, trying to recu-
perate from the Eagleton aﬁ-
fair, began to seize on it
daily.

The check represented a
contribution from Dvyayne
Andreas, a Minnesota inves-
tor, who reportedly gave the
$25,000 in cash to Kenneth
H. Dahlberg, the President’s
chief fund-raiser in the Mid-
west. Dahlberg said that he
used the cash to obtain a
cashier’s check made out to
himself from a Florida bank,
and that "~he personally
handed that check to Maur-

ice Stans, the finance chair- -

man for the Nixon cam-
aign.

P S%ans later said that he
held the check for a few
minutes and then turned it
over to Nixon campaign
treasurer Hugh W. Sloan
Jr., who in turn gave it to
Liddy. No one has explained
the exact details of how the
money ended up in Barker’s
bank account, or how much
of it Barker actually kept.
Sloan resigned from the
Nixon campaign. staff over
the summer.

It later developed that an-
other $89,000, also deposited
in Barker’s bank account,
represented contributions to
the Nixon campaign that
were raised in the South-
west and were moved
through a Mexico City bank

to insure that the donors
would remain anonymous.
According to investigators,
this money, like the other
$25,000, passed through the
Washington office of the
Nixon re-election committee.

All of these links suggest
strongly that the alleged
bugging may have been con-
cocted not by some Cuban
exile group, but by at least
some individuals connected
with the Nixon campaign
staff and the White House
(such as Liddy, Hunt and
MecCord). A few days ago, in
fact, a source close to the in-
vestigation reported that
Liddy and Hunt were ac-
tually inside the Watergate
at the time of the June 17

- breakin, and narrowly es-

caped arrest that night.

This theory of the break-
in raises interesting ques-
tions of its own. First, what
would anyone be looking
for inside Democratic head.
quarters? The answer to that
is unclear.

Perhaps information on
the Democrats’ campaign
strategy, or perhaps lists of
persons who had contrib-
uted to the Democratic cam-
paign. Such Iists. were lo-
cated in the party headquar-
ters; and in late spring, the
Democrats were just begin-
ning to make a campaign
issue out of the fact that the
President had collected $10
million in contributions be-

| fore April 7—the date a new
- campaign law took effect
"~ and names of all contriby-

tors had to be disclosed.

The burglars could have
been looking for some po-
tentially embarassing infor.
mation about Prominent
Democrats,

There was, by way of ex-
ample, a column by Jack An-
derson in mid-June about
former Democratic Party
Chairman. Lawrence
O’Brien’s personal travel
and living expenses—ob-
tained, the Democratg say,
from a file that-had been
missing from party head-
quarters. ILast week, the
Miami Herald reported that
seven days before the June
17 arrests, g Miami photo
shop processed . film appar-
ently made during an ear-
lier break-in at Democratic
headquarters, According to
the film brocessor, the film
showed some of O’Brien’s
correspondence, some of it
mentioning the name “Ken-

nedy.” )

O’Brien himgelt has sug-
gested that the June 17
break-in may have been for
the burpose -of re}noving
puggmg equipment placed
In the party headquarters at
Some earlier time:

There is one other theory
about the bossible motive
behind the break-in. Accord-
ing to this, the intruders
may have been planning to
disrupt or otherwise infly-
ence the Democratic conven-
tion in Miami.

There are three principal
pieces of evidence support-
Ing this theory. QOne is that,
according to investigators,
diagrams of two large ball-
rooms at the Dora] Hotel in
Miami—which ° was to be
McGovern headquarters
during the Democratic con-
vention—were . found among
the belongings of the five
arrested men.

The second ig the state.
ment of a Miamj architect
that a year ago—at a time
when only the Democratic
convention was to be held in
Miami—Barker attempted to
‘obtain from him the blue-
prints of the Miami Beach

convention hall and of its
air-conditioning system.

The third is the report
from investigators that Me-

Cord, one of the suspects,
had four Democratic memos
on him when he was ar-
rested. The memos told how
representatives of college
newspapers could obtain
press credentials and hous-
ing for the Democratic con-
vention.

Still, the questions about
the purpose of the operation
linger. Why was it carried
out in the fashion that it
was? Bugging experts have
said that it was an amateur-
ish job and that the equip-
ment found was surprisingly
out of date. g

Did any higher Republi-
can officials know-of Hunt’s
and Liddy’s relationships
with the men arrested in the
Watergate?

Almost since the day of
the break-in, the Democrats,
speaking primarily through
O’Brien, have charged that
the White House and the
President himself should
bear the responsibility for
the break-in. Republicans
and high-ranking officials in
the Nixon campaign, on the
other hand, have disavowed



responsibility and have at-
tempted to portray the pos-
sible involvements of Liddy,
Hunt and others as mis-
guided efforts unauthorized
by the Nixon campaign.

Still, the mysteries re-
main. There is the $25,000
check, which passed through
Stans’ hands and ended up
finally in Barker’s bank ac-
count. Did Stans know the
destination of that check?
He denies it.

And what about Mitchell,
who was the campaign
chairman at the time of the
break-in and in the months
before it? He too quickly
disavowed - the break-in a
day after it happened. The
men “were not operating
either in our behalf or with
our consent,” he said in a
written statement..

Yet, some believe that as
chairman of the campaign,
Mitehell should have known
about a transfer of $114,000
into the bank account of
Barker. :

Such speculation brings
into focus one of the most
curious events of the 1972

political campaign—Mitch- .
ell’s sudden resignation as '

President Nixon’s campaign
chairman on July 1.

The resignation came
after urgent public pleas
from his wife, Martha, that
Mitchell spend more time
with her and get out of poli-
tics, which, she said, was a
dirty business. There is the
added coincidence that the
Mitchells, during their years
in Washington, were proba-
bly the best known residents
of the Watergate Apart-
ments.

II. Probes and Politics

In the aftermath of the
break-in, a number of inves-
tigations have been under-
taken (some with little or no
relationship to the break-in
itself) and these investiga-
tions in turn have raised
questions of their own.

The foremost investiga-
tion is the federal eriminal
probe begun immediately
after the incident by the
FBI and by the U.S. attor-
ney’s office here. Both agen-
cies are directed by the Jus-
tice Department.

Under the direction of
Earl J. Silbert, the second-
ranking official in the U.S.
attorney’s office here, a fed-
eral grand jury has been
meeting since late June to

hear evidence.

Silbert is a young and re-
spected prosecutor who has
in the past worked closely
with Justice Department of-
ficials and has earned their
trust. He has visited the Jus-
tice Department on occasion
during the investigation,
and both FBI Director Pa-
trick Gray and Attorney
General Richard Klein-
dienst have said they are re-
ceiving reports on the inves-
tigation.

A number of people, re-
portedly including Liddy
and Hunt, have testified be-
fore the grand jury. There
have been no indictments
returned at this time, al-
though various federal offi-
cials have hinted there will
be some within the next few
weeks.

Some people, most nota-
bly the Democrats, have
argued that it is virtually an
impossible conflict of inter-
est for an arm of the Nixon
administration to conduct
an investigation of an inci-
dent that has become so
much a part of the presiden-
tial election campaign.

Lawyers for the Demo-
crats have asked repeatedly
that a special prosecutor, op-
erating independently of the
Justice Department, be as-
signed to the case. Sen. Wil-
liam Proxmire (D-Wis.) at
one point called for an inde-
pendent investigation.

Such steps would be unu-
sual, but not unprecedented.
Those who oppose them
argue that the Justice De-
partment under President
Nixon is fully capable of in-
vestigating ‘the Watergate
affair, just as, for example,
the Justice Department
under President Johnson

carried out the eriminal in-
vestigation of Bobby Baker.
If there were political in-
fluence on the investigation,
how would it be exerted?
For one thing, there might
be efforts to delay the grand
Jjury from returning an in-
dictment until it is certain
that there can be no crimi-
nal trial before election day.
Under local rules here, a
judge must attempt to bring
the Watergate case to trial
within 60 days after indict-
ment, so to insure a eriminal
trial before election day.

there must be a grand jury
action this week.

On the other hand, the re-
sponsibility of the grand

~.Jjury is to conduct a thor-

ough investigation, not nec-
essarily a speedy one. If the
grand jury were hurried to
return an indictment and
then disbanded without
pursuing all available leads,
it might later be charged
with conducting a quick
whitewash.

Besides the federal erimi-
nal investigation of the Wat-
ergate bugging, there is a $1
million civil suit filed June
20 by then-Democratic Party
Chairman O’Brien: The suit,
filed on behalf of all Demo-
cratic voters, charged that
the break-in was an invasion
of privacy and that it de-
prived voters of their consti-
tutional rights.

When the suit was filed,
Mitchell, in a prepared
statement; called it a politi-
cal stunt. The suit became a
means by which the Demo-
crats could conduct their
own investigation of the
Watergate case.

As parties to an official
court suit, the Democrats
won the right to question
everyone involved.

The Republicans formally
moved to delay this investi-
gation. On July 10, the Com-
mittee for the Re-Election of
the President asked the
court to postpone the ecivil
suit until after election day,
arguing that if the case pro-
ceeded, it might do “incalcu-
lable” damage to the Presi-
dent’s fall campaign. Clark
MacGregor, the man who
succeeded Mitchell as the
President’s campaign man-
ager, later admitted that
this request was a tactical
mistake—saying that attor-
neys, not campaign officials,
used such language.

On Aug. 11, the judge as-
signed to the civil case, U.S.
District Court Judge
Charles R. Richey—a Repub-
lican appointed by President
Nixon on the recommenda-
tion of Vice President Ag-
new—turned down the re-
quest to delay the suit and
ordered it to proceed. The
Democrats immediately
moved to take testimony
from, among others, Mitch-

" ell, Stans, Colson, Liddy,

Stoan, Hunt, the five sus-
pects, and others.
Under Richey’s Aug. 11



ruling, most of these deposi-
tions would have been made
public. But on Aug. 22, he
decided to seal all testimony
in the case indefinitely, say-
" ing he was worried the dis-
“closure of the testimony
might jeopardize the consti-
tutional rights of any possi-
ble criminal defendants.
Two days later, on Aug.
24, Richey said ‘he was trou-
bled by that decision, and
indicated that in the inter-
est of the “right of the pub-
lic to know” he might brder
an early {rial in the civil
suit. He has not done so yet,
however, and testimony that
was taken of principals in
the case by the Democrats
this week remains sealed.
" A third federal investiga-
tion relating to the Water-
gate incident was launched
by the General Accounting

Office, the investigative arm
of Congress on Aug. 2, a day
after it was revealed that
the $25,000 check to the
Nixon campaign wound up
in Barker’s Miami bank ac-

count. g

According to the GAO,
there was no record of the
check being received by the
Nixon campaign, as required
under the new Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act. Maec-
" Gregor, the Republican cam-
baign manager, disputed
that claim, asserting that al-
though the funds were re-
ceived by the CRP on April
11, they were raised before
April 7 (the day a strict new
campaign disclosure Ilaw
took effect) and therefore
did not have to be reported.

Here, as in the civil suit,

there was what appeared to
be an attempt by the Nixon
campaign to delay the re-
lease of information.
On Aug. 21, several reliable
sources reported that the
GAO audit had found viola-
tions in the handling of the
campaign contributions by
the CRP. Philip 8. Hughes,
of federal elections, said a
director of the GAO’s office
report would be issued
within a week.

A day later, however,
chief Republican fund-raiser
Maurice Stans called
Hughes from Miami an hour
before the GAO audit was
scheduled to pe released.
Hughes then flew to Miami
and the GAO audit was held

back at the request of GAO
Director Elmer Staats.

Stans later explained that
the meeting in Miami was
necessary “in order to allow
the GAO report to be ag
complete as possible.”

- When it was released on
Aug. 26, the GAQO report
noted that $350,000 in cash
was kept in chief fund-raiser
‘Stans’ safe for more than
Six weeks after the new
campaign  disclosure law
went into effect on April 7.

The $350,000 was not de-
posited in a Nixon commit-
tee bank account until May
25.

One high government offi-
cial ‘said, “The $350,000 was
like a floating crap game—
money could go in and out,
checks could g0 in and out
with no accountability as re-
quired by the law.

"~ “The public doesn’t real-
ize the seriousness of this.
The Nixon committee could
do anything with that

- money, play all sortg of

‘games,” the official said.

The $114,000 that was de-
posited in the bank account
of one of the Watergate sus-
bects has been traced to the
$350,000 fund, according to
the GAO report.

There have been other of.
ficial investigations
launched into various as-
pects of the Watergate case.
The state’s attorney in
Miami, Richarg E. Gerstein,
who is running for re-elec.
tion this year, has been look-
ing into possible violations
of Florida laws stemming

- from the Miami activities of

the four arrested men and
of the financial transactions
in Florida.

The House Banking and
Currency Committee, under
the direction of Chairman
Wright Patman (D-Tex.) is
conducting an investigation
of links between campaign
financing and the Watergate
incident.

And there have been a
number of Republican inves-
tigations as well — one, for
example, for the President
by White House counsel
John Dean, who concluded
that there was no involve-
ment by the Nixon adminis-
tration or White House
staff.

Mitchell and Stang have
conducted their own inquir-

ies 1nto tne mcident, accord-
ing to President Nixon.

In addition, newspapers
and magazines have devoted
extensive resources to their
own invesitgations of the in-
cident.

All  the investigations
have given the Democrats
vehicles on which to turn
the Watergate affair into a
campaign issue.

O’Brien and the Demo-
cratic nominee, Sen. George
MecGovern, have been ham-
mering away throughout the
summer, calling for a spe-
cial prosecutor, emphasizing
the possible Republican in-
volvement and using the in-
cident as an, example of
what they believe to be the
evils of the Nixon adminis-
tration.

On Aug. 16, in his strong-
est  statement, McGovern
said of the Watergate inci-

dent: “Now this is the kind
of thing you expect under a .
sures about the $114,000 in
campaign funds deposited in
Barker’s account, and the
GAO investigation, have
given the Democrats an op-
portunity to call attention to
something they first at-
tacked last spring: the fail-
ure of the Nixon campaign

to disclose the sources of
$10 million in campaign con-
tributions.

Last week, the Republi-
cans began to counterattack,
charging the McGovern
campaign with “devious coy-
erups” of their campaign
contributors and calling for
a GAO investigation of
Democratic campaign  fi-
nances. ’

Even  President Nixon
joined in and assured re-
porters that everything was
being done to avoid ‘a cov-
erup.

There is another measure
of the big stakes the two po-
ditical parties believe they

-are playing for in the Water-
gate incident: Some of the
best-known lawyers in the
country have become in-
volved.

® William O. Bittman, the
former government prosecu-
tor who obtained criminal
convictions of former Sen-
ate aide Bobby Baker and
Teamster boss James Hotfa,
is Hunt’s attorney.

® Henry B. Rothblatt, who
successfully defended  Col.
Oran' Henderson in the
Mylai massacre case, is rep-
resenting the five suspects.

® Edward Bennett Williams,




2 top criminal lawyer here,
is handling the Democrats’
$1 million civil suit,

® Douglas Caddy, a young
Washington attorney who
first represented 'the five
suspects, was himself repre-
sented by no less than four
lawyers -in an unsueeessful
and protractedlegal dispute
to avoid testifying before
the grand jury investigating
the case.

Noting that there- are at
least five separate investiga-
tions of the incident, Presi-
dent Nixon a few days ago,
for the third time rejected
the Democrats’ request that
a special prosecutor be ap-
pointed.

“Now, with all of these in--
vestigations that are being
conducted, I don’t believe
that adding another: special
prosecutor would serve any
useful purpose,” Mr. Nixon
said.

“What really hurts in mat-
ters of this sort is not the
fact that they oceur, because
overzealous people in cam-
paigns do things that are
wrong.”

“What really hurts is if
you try to cover it up,” said
the President.




By Frank _qownmno?lar.m S.m.mEann Post
In this view down Virginia Avenue, the Watergate Office Building is at left and Howard Johnson’s Motor Inn at right.



