-

N

.-

— ~ T e

.land

ERVIN PANEL SEEY
WHITE HOUSE PLOT

— U5 1974

Divert Executive Branch
to Political Purposes

NYTimes
By JOHN M. CREWDSON
Speaial to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, June 9—A

President Nixon's re-election
campaign may have amounted
to a criminal “conspiracy to
defraud the United States,” ac-

gate committee.
The draft report was circu-

.|lated on Friday to members of |
the committee headed by Sena-

tor Sam J. Ervin Jr., and a copy

|was made available to The|
|New York Times. It has not yet|:
|been made public. |

The report charges that the
Nixon Administration and cam-|
|paign officials attempted, and|

sometimes were able, to inter-

fere with the lawful function-
ing of the Government and

/|reward the President’s political

supporters
enemies.
Interviews Cited
According to the long report,
based on committee interviews

and punish his

“thousands” of

tee documents, a so-called

-|“responsiveness program” con-
ceived largely by a former|:

White House aide, Frederick

|V. Malek, attempted or achiev-|

ed the following political goals:
gThe disbursing or
channeling” of Federal funds

dividuals who had supported
or promised to support Mr.
Nixon’s re-election. .. :

ment benefits “in exchange

.|for political .support, or, at
-|least, political neutrality.”

QThe laying of plans for|'
ment officials and others, of|!

contributions to the Nixon
campaign from recipients of
Federal funds and from em-

;| ployes of the executive branch.

QThe “shaping” of Govern-

\ment legal and administrative

benefit the President’s re-

candidates tor government jobs,
including some controlled ' by
the ‘Civil Service Commission,
The form rated individual ac-
cording to four categories:
“highest political value, high
political value, moderate polit-
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Draft Report Cites Efforts to|

“concerted and conceaied” ef-|
fort by White House officials|;
in 1972 to divert resources of |
the executive branch to help |’

cording to a draft report by|
the staff of the Senate Water-|.

with more than 150 witnesses|!
_ White |}
House and re-election commit- |

“re-|:

for grants, contracts, ‘loans|
and subsidies. to: groups or ip- |

QThe offer to “certain m\(
dividuals” of other Govern-

ical value, and little political!
value.” |
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.lelection campaign.” ;

gThe active involvement of
“numerous Federal employes,”
.|some of whom were not
exempt from prohibitive legis-
lation, in the Nixon re-elec-
:[tion effort.

The Watergate committee in-
.|vestigators, headed by the
assistant chief counsels, David
Dorsen and James Hamilton,

John .N: Mitchelly former At-
torney’ General and for a time
head of the Nixon campaign
committee, had been “informed
in detail” of meetings between
Mr. Malek:and heads of de-
partments‘and agencies in con-
nection wWith the,’ program.

pr?iposals fr?m high gfficial(sl
o » had been ‘“fairl ood,” . an
also gathered “evidence” of an {that some, like Ggorie Romney,
apparently ““1‘*W.f“1 effort to[former Secreatry of Housing
place political.supporters of the and Urban Development, -and
President in Government jobs James D, Hodgson, former Sec-
regulated by ithe Civil Serviceretary of Labor, had reported

‘- i “that they were, of course,
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On one occasion, Mr. Malek|
reportedly wrote to Mr. Halde-|
man that the response to his|

on Page 24, Column
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considering political
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report.

In summing up their findings,
the investigators said they had
rejected the contention that the
Nixon Administration’s activi-
ties in these areas represented
“politics as usual,” and charged
that they had  involved ‘“the
diverting of millions of taxpay-
ers’ dollars . . . to the political

goal of re-electing the Presi-
dent.”
The draft report, more than

»

trace an over-all effort to make
the Government “responsive” to:
President  Nixon’s  political
needs from its beginnings in the
spring of 1971 to its apparent
abandonment after the Water-
gate break-in on June 17, 1972.

In the .interviewing period,
the investigators wrote, the po-
litically sensitive program em-
braced attempts to influence
the operation of such agencies
as the General Services Admin-
istration, the Office of Minor-
ity Business Enterprise, and
several executive departments,
including the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare.

fChief Architect’

Mr. Malek, a former special
assistant to the President, is
described by the report as
“chief architect” of the respon-
siveness concept. But docu-
ments and testimony compiled
by the committee staff indicate
that the effort was undertaken
with the knowledge of' such
former high White House aides
ds H,H. Haldeman and John D.

—ramifications [of their official

merit ‘system, according to the||

150 pages long, purports to.

Jactivities].”

Far more deeply involved,
according to committee investi-
gators, were lower-level oOffi-|
cials at' the White House andj
{the Committee for the Re-|
{election of the President, espe-
cially those who lad experience
in dealing with the minority

groups that were a major target
lof the Government’s social
grant programs.

For instance, one memoran-
dum obtained by the Watergate|
committee and dated March 15,
1972, proposed a ‘‘selective
funding approach” by several
Government agencies that would
“furnish encouragement incen-
“tives for black  individuals
firms and organizations whose
support will have a multiplier
effect on black vote support for
the President.”

; Listing of Black Recipients

The document, unsigned, but
imarked “confidential,” pointed
out that the “selective funding”
effort would be coordinated by,
a “team” that included Robert
Brown, then a special assistant
to the President, and other
officials of the White House,
Nixon campaign and Depart-
|ment of Labor. :

In June of 1972, the report
noted, Mr.
written confirmation that “Bob
|Brown and his staff” had
“ijdentified all blacks who are
receiving, or have received,
money from this Administration
. . . [who] are being utilized as
a source of campaign contribu-
tions.” .

The memorandum £o Mr.
Malek also. spoke of “a pro-
gram. for identifying potential

Ehglichman and former Trea-|
sury Secretary George Schultz.|
The report cited a memoran-'
dum from Mr. Malek on which,
Mr. Haldeman, then chief .of
the  White House ‘staff, had
noted that “Prob here is es-
sential support of E & S — Q.,
Whether, they really fully un-
derstand & agree to this whole:
deal. E esp. is the key to-deal-’
ing w/depts, & must be on
board ‘100:per cent.”

In interviews with the Water-
gate committee staff, however,
Mr. Ehrlichman and Mr. Shultz,
who, like Mr. Haldeman, have
left the Government; acknowl-
edged only “passing” or
“scant’’ familiarity with the
responsiveness -activities, the
report said.

The document also said that

P

'@The ‘production) by several
.Government agencies, of, bro-.
ichures “stating just - exactliy -
what the agency can do for
older Americans,” ‘but ‘which:

would be “nonpartisan enough -

to break through the election -

projects, getting them funded

through . Bob’s office, and, in
return, obtaining a strong vote
commitment for the Presi-
dent from the recipient.” This
iplan®is being actively pursued
‘at présent.”

The’ responsiveness program,
iwhich Mr. Malek asserted in
one memorandum had ‘‘the
President’s full backing,” also
included a “plan to capture
the Spanish-speaking vote,”
according to documents gath-
ered by the Watergate com-
mittee staff.

The staff’'s report cites
testimony and other evidence
pointing to “wide-ranging at-
tempts on the part of White
House and  campaign officials
to divert Federal resources to

Malek * received. '

organizauons and 1n'div1du‘als
in the Spanish-speaking com-
munity.” The result, it said,
'was ‘““a concerted effort by
‘the Administration to reward
'its friends and penalize its
opponents.”

Beyond the Normal Course

‘ The report notes that while it
is “hardly unprecedented” for
ad Administration to assist dis-
advantaged groups in the hope
that such aid may prove a po-
llitical benefit, “the present Ad-
ministration ventured far be-
yond the normal course.”

. The staff study reportedy
gathered “substantial — if not
overwhelming — evidence to
warrant the conclusion that po-
litical elements in the Admin-
istration and campaign commit-
tee sought direct control oyer
the awarding of specific grants
and contracts” to members of
the Spanish-speaking commu-
mity. .

{ In one instance, the report|}
'said a $200,000 office of eco-
nomic opportunity contract that|}
some- antipovery officials: later|}
testified was unnecessary and
wasteful, was awarded to aj’
Washington consulting , firm
headed by an official of the Na-||
tional  Hispanic Finance Com-
mittee, a branvh of the Finance|}
Committee to Re-elect the Pres-
ident. .

On another occasion, the re-
port continued, a consulting or-
ganization identified by the
Nixon campaign committee as
“close” to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee and Cesar
Chavez, the farm union leader,
was removed from a Small Busi-
ness ‘Administration program
that had given it preferred
status in competing for Govern-
ment contracts.

- The staff report also cited
other examples of what it
deemed undue involvement of
the Nixon campaign committee
in the business of the Adminis-
tration, including the follgwing:
- gAttempts fo “deceive Poten-|
‘|tial opponents of the President’s
.|re-election effort into believin
they wete in line for a substan-
tial grant or contract when, in
fact, there was no intention to
ma(}fx subllll .an award.”

n alleged proposal by a
White House o‘fficialpto gainythe
political sympathies of a Mexi-
can-American political leader|
by offering him executive clem-
ency in connection with his con-
viction on charges of assaulting
Go‘ﬁmment officials.

/An _apparent attempt b
White House and Nixonp,cam}f
paign officials to prevent the!
Census Bureau from releasing
information. on the economic
achievements of the black and|
Spanish - speaking  minorities
tthat might reflect badly on “the
mcumbe:nt Government.” o

9“Evidence” gathered by the
staff. showing “that campaign|
officials were participating in
‘the selection process for the
‘gnwcftrdes of G.S.A. architectural

ngineering ‘desi -
tracts,”g .g i Siae

OThe use, by “certain senior
administration officials,”” of'logll‘
special ‘form in recommending|

t
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year aversion to political rhet-
" oric.”

| The staff’'s report’ ¢oncludes .
'that although the “resuits” of .
the responsiveness -prégram’”, .

were many and varied,” they

lishment to bending the system
to fit re-election purposes.”

Proper .government = processes. .
had there not been consideracle
resistance in the Federal estab-

“would have been more sweep- -

ing and more disrupiive of.



