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The Watergate bugging trial
|was marked by questions not
jasked of witnesses, answers
not given, witnesses not called
to testify and some lapses of
memory by those testifying
under oath.

Five of the seven original
defendants in the case pleaded
guilty in the opening days of
the trial, narrowing its scope
from the start. '

All seven men were indicted
by a federal grand jury on
.charges of conspiring to ob-
tain "information from the
Democrats by breaking into
itheir headquarters at the Wa-

i
!

News Analysis

tergate, stealing their docu-
ments, photographing their
correspondence, wiretapping
their telephones and planting
electronie eavesdropping de-
vices in their .offices.

The presiding judge said re-
peatedly that he wanted the
trial to probe deeply into the
bugging of the Democrats’
Watergate headquarters — its
sponsorship, funding, purpose
and possible relationship to
allegations of a wider cam-*
paign of political espionage! Twice Sirica ordered the
and sabotage. jury from the courtroom after

But “all the facts have not|the prosecution’s examination
been developed by - either|of key witnesses and then
side,” U.S. District Court|questioned them himself about
{Chief Judge John J. Sirica|matters not probed by the
|said last week to lawyers | prosecution.
for the prosecution and the| On Jan. 15, during the trial’s
defense. second week, Sirica addressed

four of the defendants after
they had pleaded guilty and
outlined some of the issues he
said he expected to be devel-
oped in the courtroom. Sirica
said that the jury is “going to
wonder who, if anyone, hired
you to go in there, if you were
hired.
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Still Secret: Who Hired Spies and Why

“I am just assuming that
they (the jury) will be asking
themselves these questions,”
Sirica continued as the four
men stood before him. “They
are going to want to know if
there are other people, that is
higher-ups in the Republican
Party or the Democratic Party -
or any party who aie men-
tioned or who are involved in
this case and should be in this
case, you understand that?

“The question will arise, un-
doubtedly, what was the mo-
tive for doing what you people -
say you -did,” Sirica said.
“They will want to know
where this money came from;"~
who was the money man, who
did the paying off .. . They are
going to want to know a ot of
things before this case is
over.”

Those questions eould have
been posed to witnesses from
three sources—government at-
torneys representing the pros-
ecution, lawyers -for the de-
fense and the judge himself.

The two defendants left on
trial are former White House
aide G. Gordon Liddy and
James W. McCord Jr., the for.:
mer security ecoordinator of
President Nixon’s re-clection
committee. During cross-exam-
ination of government wit.

enesses, their attorneys quite
expectedly have not pursued:
the lines of inquiry suggested -
by Judge Sirica.

The government, for @
part, acknowledged % &
knows the answers to many e
the judge’s questions but con
tends they are more suggesy
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The 12 jurors in the Watergate trial listen intently dprmg yesterday’s éession.

WATERGATE, From Al

ive than legally conclusive—
and therefore should not have
been raised by the prosecution
during the trial.

Last Friday, Sirica rejected
the prosecution’s suggestion
that he read the secret grand
jury minutes of the case to!
tind the answers to some of|
his questions, and said he|
would continue personally to
‘interrogate witnesses when he
felt it necessary.

He then ordered that testi-
mony obtained by his own|
questioning of a key witness'
outside the presence of the
jury, be read to the 12 mem-
bers of the jury.

That testimony revealed
that former Secretary of Com-
merce Maurice H. Stans, fi-
nance chairman of the Nixon
campaign, and former Attor-
ney General John N. Mitehell, |

the President’s campaign man- |
ager, both had verfied that-
deputy campaign director Jeb
Stuart Magruder had author-
ity to approve cash payments
to Liddy for an intelligence
gathering operation.

The grand jury’s indictment,
which was drafted by the
three prosecutors and ap-
proved by their superiors in
the Justice Department, dealt
only with the activities of the
seven original defendants and
was limited to allegations the
government believes can be!
conclusively proven in court. |

It mentioned none of the un-!
dercover activities that the
p rasecutors previously char-
acterized as “improper” and|
“‘despicable,” but which, theyI
said carefully skirted the edges
of the law on most occasions.

Former White House aide E.
Howard Hunt Jr. pleaded
guilty in the trial’s fourth day,
and the four Miami men ar-
rested inside the Watergate on

\
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They heard 60 witnesses in 18§ days.

June 17 followed his lead two
days later. |

When the five defendants:
were dropped from the case,
it was nc longer legally per-
missible to admit as testimony
the details of any conversa-
tions they might have had out-
side the general period of the|
conspiracy alleged in the grand
jury’s indictment—May 1 to
June 17.

That applies to statements
reportedly made by Hunt and .
some of the Miami men that'
high presidential aides had ad-
vance knowledge of the Water-
gate bugging and other under-'
cover activities against the
Demoecrats.

Since the guilty pleas were
entered, the prosecution did
not call about 10 persons on
its witness list who could have
testified about matters relat-
ing to the five men.
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It did not cau Hunt ang e
four others who pleaded guilty
as witnesses against the two
remaining defendants. There
was legal precedent for put-f
ting them on_the witness stand:
in the trial, but the prosecu- |
tion said it would prefer to|
bring the five before 2 grand !
jury for secret questioning |
about their knowledge of the!
Watergate bugging and relat-
ed matters. |

“The truth will come out,”.
the judge declared last Tues-'
day. Then he paused and
added: “I hope it will come
out in this case. And if I think
I should ask questions tio
bring out additional facts that|
haven’t been developed, I
shall continue to do so.’

That afternoon, Siriea ques-
tioned Hugh W. Sloan Jr., the
former treasurer of the Com-
mittee for the Re-election of
the President, about the au-
thorization of large cash pay-
ments to Liddy—then finance
counsel of the Nixon commit-'
tee. i

| According to investigators
|and the prosecution, Soan had
no prior knowledge of the
Watergate bugging or any
‘other - espionage activities
jagainst the Democrats. He
;quit his job when, after June
:17, he learned that money he
had-been disbursing was used
“for clandestine operations, in-
vestigators have said.

In response to his original
questioning by the prosecu-
tion, Sloan testified Tuesday
that he paid Liddy $199,000 on
orders from Jeb Stuart Magru-
der, then deptuy director of
| President Nixon’s re-election
jcampaign.

Earlier, Magruder had testi-
jfied that he approved the
!’$199,000 cash payments to
'Liddy for purposes of setting
up an “intelligence network”,
which, Magruder saicl, would
use only legal methods to ob-
tain information.

Neither Magruder nor Sloan
|was asked by the prosecution
twho had authorized the
| payments to Liddy or who else
might have known abou: the
“intelligence network.” Judge
Sirica did not question Magru-
ider, a former White House
{aide who was the second-in-
|command of the Nixon cam-
|paign committee.

|  However, Sirica, excused
,the Jjury and questioned Sloan,
ithe campaign treasurer, at
l length. The judge asked Sloan
141 questions, including these
lin the following exchange:
Sirica: What was the pur-
pose of turning $199,000 over
to Liddy?
Sloan: I have no idea.
Sirica: You have no idea®
| Sloan: No sir.
| Siriea: You can’t give us any .
information at all? ;
Sloan: No sir. I was merely
authorized to do so. I was not
'told the purpose.
i Sirica: Who authorized you
|to turn the $199,000 over to
Mr. Liddy in cash?
Sloan: Jeb Magruder.
i Sirica: For what prupose?
ii Sloan. I have no idea . . .
|

Sirica: You didn’t question
Mr. Magruder about the pur-
pose of the$199,000

Sloan: No sir. I verified with
Mr. Stans and Mr. Miichell
that he was authorized to
make those.

Sirica: You verified it with
who?

Sloan: Secretary Stans, the
finance chairman, and I didn’t
directly, but he verified it with
John Mitchell, the campaign
chairman,

Sirica: This $199,000 could
be turned over to Mr. Liddy is
what you are saying? i

Sloan: Not the Specific
amount, but Mr. Magruder, his
authorization was authoriza-
tion enough to turn over the |
sums in question.

. As is customary of govern-
ment witnesses in criminai
trials, Sloan had been told. in
advance by the prosecution of
what he would generally be
jasked on the witness stand by |
ithe government. When Sloan;
thad been questioned by the
| prosecution about the $199,000!
|payments and other money,
rLiddy was authorized to re-
iceive, the relevant exchange(
|wemt this way: |
f Prosecutor: Did there come
{a time in the end of March or
early April when you had a
conversation with Mr. Lid_dyl
about cash disbursements to|
him? . |
Sloan: Yes . .. Mr. Liddy/
‘came to me indicating that he|
was being authorized a consid-
erable allocation of cash
funds. He had with him at that
time what seemed to pe a
budget which he did ot show
to me other than the figures
on it. It totaled $250,000. The
first disbursement he indi.
cated he would need fairly
shortly would be $83,000 with |,




roughly $12,000 disbursemenis surprise to us or that we did

following. »

Prosecutor: After Mr. Liddy
gave you this information
about the budget, the $250,000,
and the disbursement relating
to the $83,000, did you check
that with Jeb Magruder?

Sloan: Yes I did.

Prosecutor: What did he tell
you?

Sloan: He indicated that
this budget was in fact—this
allocation was in fact author-
ized to Mr. Liddy. He indi-
cated, however, that he wished
in each specific instance to
clear the amount and the tim-
ing of the distribution.

The testimony of Sloan to
Sirica was different from the
interrogation by the prosecu-
tion in-otherkey respects. Sir-
ica, unlike the ‘prosecution,
asked Sloan why he =left the
Nixon committee and was told
he quit because of the Water-
igate incident and ¢ . . the
.internal situations that existed
in the committee at the time.”

Sloan also gave a different
account to the judge of what
Liddy had told him the day
police had arrested five men
inside the Watergate on June
17.

When asked by the prosecu-
'tion what Liddy had said
‘Sloan answered: “He said to
the best of my recollection,
‘My boys got caught last night.
I made a mistake. I used
somebody from here, which I
said I'd never do. I'm afraid I
am going to lose my job.”

When Sirica questioned
'Sloan, he gave essentially the
same account but changed the
‘phrase, “I wused somebody
from here, which I said I'd
‘never do,” to “I made a mis-
Itake by using somebody from
‘here, which I told them I
iwould never do.”

Sloan, however, was not
|asked whether he knew who
Liddy meant by “them.”

Assistant U.S. Attorney Earl
J. Silbert, the chief prosecutor
in the case, told Sirica later
that “there was nothing in Mr.
Sloan’s testimony that was a

not know.”

Silbert presided over the
grand jury that investigated
the Watergate bugging and
the prosecution received the
FBI’s field reports in the case.

Among them were reports
describing interviews with the
four officials of President Nix-
on’s re-election committee
who testified in the trial Tues-
day. The four, who also ap-
peared before the grand jury,
were Herbert L. Porter, sched-
uling director of the Nixon
campaign; Robert C. Okle, di-
rector of administration; Ma-
gruder, and Sloan. All are ex-
White House aides.

Federal investigators have
told The Washington Post that
as; much as $750,000 in Nixon
campaign funds was expended
on espionage and sabotage op-
erations ' against the Demo-
crats and that Mitchell, Ma-
gruder, Porter and Stans were
among high ecampaign and
White House officials who had
authority to receive or ap-
prove such cash payments
from Sloan.

Neither Judge Sirica nor the
prosecution asked any of the
Nixon committee officials on
Tuesday whether they knew of
anyone in addition to those
four persons who received -or
approved such payments. Nor
were they asked whether the
money received by Liddy was
the only cash Sloan disbursed
for clandestine operations.

Among such payments, ac-
cording to federal investiga-
tors, were at least $25,000 to
Magruder, and a minimum of
$35,000 to Herbert W. Kalm-
bach, President Nixon’s per-
sonal lawyer and until April 7
the deputy finance chairman
of his re-election campaign.

Investigators reported that
Kalmbach, who was also inter-
viewed by the FBI, gave the
money to a California attor-
ney, Donald H. Segretti, to spy
on and disrupt the primary
campaigns of various Demo-
cratic presidential candidates.

The name of Segretti, who

also was interviewed by the
FBI and appeared before the
Watergate grand jury, was
struck from the prosecution’s
proposed list of witnesses at
about the same time that the
government learned that How-
ard Hunt wanted to plead
guilty.

According to federal investi-
gators, Segretti was recruited
to participate in spying and
sabotage operations by Dwight
L. Chapin, President Nixon’s
appointments secretary. and
reported on his activities to
both Hunt and Chapin.

Testimony either from or
about Segretti, who federal in-
vestigators say was not in-
volved in the Watergate bug-
ging but received other under-
cover assignments from Hunt,
mgiht have dealt with some of
the broader questions Judge
Sirica has sai dhe wants an-
swered a tthe trial.

In an account by The Los
Angeles Times, Assistant U.S.
Attorney Silbert is reported to
have said that Segretti “would
have to be tied in with. some-
thing illegal” to be called as a
witness, and that there is no
evidence he broke any laws.

“Silbert agreed in an inter-
view that allegations about
Segretti, if true, could place
the Watergate case in a larger
perspective for jurors,” The
Times account said.

Many of the broader issues
posed by Judge Sirica were
explored in detail by the FBI,
particularly in its questioning
of the four Nixon committee
officials who testified Tues-
day. Among the questions cov-
ered by the FBI, but not
raised at the trial, were:

® Who conceived the origi-
nal idea for the “intelligence
network” mentioned by Ma-
gruder in his testimony, and
who gave final approval to the
plans? According to investiga-
tions, the decision to under-
take undercover operations
against the Democrats was
made in the White House as a
basic strategic element of the

President’s re-election cam-|

paign and the plans were di-
rected by presidential aides at

the Committee for the Re-elec-
tion of the President.

® What information was re-
ceived for the $235,000 in cam-
paign funds, which, according
to court testimony, was given
to Liddy for intelligence work
and who—besides Porter and
Magruder —received informa-
tion? Magruder and Porter
mentioned four items of in-
formation they received: data
about an anticipated demon-
stration in Manchester, N.H.,
by a left-wing group; infor-
mation about a right-wing
demonstration in Miami; indi-
cations that as many as 250,000
demonstrators could be ex-
pected at the Republicans’ ini-
tial convention site of San
Diego; and information about
a “major polluter” who was
giving finaneial support to a
Democratic presidential candi-
date.

According to investigators,
additional information was re-
ceived from Liddy, some of it
directed to other officials at
the White House and the
Nixon re-election committee.

® What other intelligence
assignments did Magruder
give Liddy? Magruder testi-
fied that there were “a num-
ber of others.” He was asked
by the prosecution to give an
example and mentioned the
investigation about the major
polluter and the Democratic
presidential candidate, neither
of whom he named. According
to investigators, the candidate
was Sen. Edmund S. Muskie,
apparently the principal tar-
get of the Nixon campaign’s
undercover operations.

® Why was the $235,000
never accounted for by re-
sponsible campaign officials in
either internal audits or cam-
paign spending reports filed
with the General Accounting
Office? In its opening state-
ment, the prosecution said
that federal investigators have



only been able to trace $50,000
of the total.

® Why were records of the
transactions  involving the
$235,000 destroyed, and what
other records relating to un-
dercover activities were
destroyed? Porter and Sloan
testified' that they destroyed
their records because they did
not see any need for them.
Odle testified that, hours after
the Watergate break-in, he led,
Liddy to the biggest paper|
shredder in the offices of the
Committee for the Re-election |
of the President,. T

® Why did the Nixon re-!
election committee, which con-!
ducted almost all of its busi-|
ness by check, deal with Liddy
in cash—most of it in $100
bills. Testimony in the trial
has shown that the seven men
indicted in the case used $100
bills on at least 14 occasions to
buy plane tickets, pay for ho-
tel ‘rooms, radio receivers,
meals and other expenses.
One hundred dollar - bills,
which the judge has said
“were floating around like
coupons,” were found on the
five men arrested in the Wa-
tergate. _

® Why did Nixon committee.
officials feel it was necessary |
to hire 10 college-age students|
to infiltrate left-wing groups? |
Porter testified that the 10
students were to “assimilate |
themselves into such organiza-’
tions as the Yippies and the'
SDS and other such radical
groups.” He said the Nixon|
committee was “not privy to a'
lot of the information that,
say, the Secret Service had or
the FBI or state and local gov-
ernment police agencies might
have on the activities of these
groups.” Did the Nixon com-
mittee officials believe the po-
lice and FBI would not pro-
vide them with the necessary
information? :

On Jan. 11, the fourth day
of the ftrial, when former
White House consultant How-
ard Hunt pleaded guilty,
Judge Siria first began his at-
tempt to- probe more deeply
into the motives behind the al-
leged conspiracy.

Though Hunt was not under
oath, Sirica called him to the
bench and asked Hunt how he
got into the alleged conspir-
acy. Hunt’s attorney, William
O. Bittman, intervened and
said it might be improper for
Hunt to answer the question
because Hunt would be called
before the grand jury later to

answer such questions in se-
cret. Sirica dropped the line
of questioning.

When four other men, all
from Miami, pleaded - guilty

Jan. 15, Sirica called them be-
fore him to answer similar
questions — again not under
oath. Sirica asked Eugenio R.
Martinez, one of the Miami
Martinez, one of the Miami de-
fendants, the following ques-
tions:

Sirica: I want you to start
from the beginning and I want
you to tell me how you got
into this conspiracy, how did
it happen that you got
involved? Do you understand
'what I mean?

Martinez: Yes, I understand.

Sirica: Tell me in your own
words what you did, how you
got mixed up-(in this)?

Martinez: I believe the facts
that you have read in the
charges (indictment) are true
‘land are just to the truth.

Sirica: That is a blanket an-
swer. I want to know specifics.

Martinez: I am sorry.

Sirica: I want specific an-
swers to my questions. I am
not satisfied.

Sirica did not get specific
answers. Martinez repeated
the charges in the indictment
and acknowledged their truth.
The four Miami men, who are

either Cubans or have close
ties with Cuba, said they were
not paid except for expenses
and became involved because
they thought their actions
would help free Cuba from Fi-
del Castro’s rule.

Numerous reports and gov-
ernment records say that all
four worked at one time or an-
other for the CIA. Sirica
asked them if they had. He got

answers of either, “No, your
honor” or “Not that I know,
your honor.” -

When defendant Bernard L.
Barker, a Miami real estate
agent, was asked who sent him
a $25,000 cashier’s check in-
tended for the President’s re-
election campaign, he
responded: “For -a definite
fact I cannot state who sent
that money.”

The judge later asked:
“Don’t you think it was
strange that amount of money
coming through the mail with-
out being registered op
anything?”

Barker responded: “No, 1
don’t think it is strange, your
honor. Like I said, I have pre:
viously before this been in-
volved in other operations
which took the strangeness
‘out of that as far as I was con-
‘cerned.”

Later Sirica said, “I don’t
believe you,” when Barker
isaid he got the money “in the
‘mail in a blank envelope.”

Then, according to the offi-
cial court transcript, the four
. “in chorus” answered 19 ques-
itions. They answered with
“No, your honor” when asked
if they were coerced to plead
guilty, or given any money or
promises, and “Yes, your
honor” or *“Yes, sir” when
asked if they were guilty to
each of the seven charges in
the indictment against them.

On Monday, Judge Sirica
questioned Alfred C. Baldwin
III, a former FBI agent and
key prosecution witness who
testified that he monitored
wiretapped telephone calls at
defendant MecCord’s instrue-
tion. In earlier testimony, Bald-
win said that MecCord usually
received the logs of the moni-
tored conversations, but that
once in June MecCord had
Baldwin deliver the logs to
the Committee for the Re-
election of the President.

Sirica asked Baldwin the
following questions:

Sirica: But you also stated
that you received a telephone
call from Mr. McCord from
Miami in which I think the
substance of your testimony
was that as to one particular
log, he wanted you to put that
in a manila envelope and sta-
ple it, and he gave you the
name of the party to whom the
material was to be delivered,
correct?

Baldwin: Yes, your honor.

Sirica: You wrote the name
of that party, correct? y

Baldwin: Yes, I did.

Sirica: On the envelope.
You personally took that enve-
lope to the Committee to Re-
elect the President, correct?

Baldwin: Yes, I did.

Sirica: And you were under
strict instructions from Mr,
MCord to give it to the party
that was named on the enve-
lope, right?

Baldwin: Yes.

Sirica: What is the name of
that party?

Baldwin: 'I do not know,
your honor. . . :

Sirica: You testified before
this jury and have gone into"
great detail regarding the var-
ious things that transpired or
happened insofar as your recol-
lection is concerned, correct?

Baldwin: That is correct, .

Sirica: But you can’t remem-
ber the name of the party to
whom you delivered this par-
ticular log?




