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Watergate comnmittee Chairman Ervin ponders testimony of Maurice Stans.
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, Washinglon Post Staff Writers
The Senate select Watergate committee has been told
that former Commerce Secretary Maurice H. Stans, Presi-
dent Nixon’s chief campaign fund-raiser, was fully briefed
on the Watergate affair by campaign director John N,
Mitchell on June 24, 1972, a week after the break-in, accord-
ing to reliable sources. .
Stans has insisted in two days of testimony before the
Senate committee that his knowledge of the Watergate

‘bugging was derived primarily from news accounts. He also

told the senators repeatedly yesterday that he had no record
or recollection of a meeting with Mitchell on June 24, and
that he could not specifically recall discussing Watergate at
a luncheon with Mitchell on June 23.

However, former deputy Nixon campaign director Jeb
Stuart Magruder told the Senate committee’s staff under
oath behind closed doors on Tuesday that Mitchell had told
Stans “all the facts” about the Watergate affair in Magru-
der’s presence during a June 24 meeting, according to a
source reading from a written summary of the staff inter-
view with Magruder.

Magruder is scheduled to testify before the Senate com-
mittee today, placing his word against Stans’ on the subject
of the June 24 meeting. Other witnesses already have tes-
tified that Magruder committed perjury at the trial of the
Watergate conspirators in January, 1973. Later, Magruder
reportedly went to the federal prosecutors and the Senate
committee and began telling everything he knew about the
Watergate affair. |

Magruder’s sworn statement to the Senate committee’s
staff on Tuesday was known to the senators yesterday when
several of them questioned Stans about whether he had dis-
cussed the Watergate affair with anyone at any time, E::

{

‘specifically with Mitchell on June 24.

Each time Stans insisted he had not discussed Watergate
and that he had no recollection of a meeting with Mitchell
oz‘ucsm 24.

During yesterday’s afternoon session, Stans told the com-|
mittee that during the noon recess his lawyer had checked!
with Mitchell’s lawyer, who in turn talked to Mitchell about’
a June 24 meeting. Stans said that he received a “third-
hand account, Mr. Mitchell to his counsel to my counsel to.
me,” that he (Stans) and Mitchell had met on June 24 to
discuss another. matter. The meeting, Stans said he had
learned, was between himself and Mitchell, and that “no
one else was present.”

After giving the committee that account, Stans said again
that he still had no recollection of the June 24 meeting with
Mitchell, “but this is Mr. Mitchell’s report. . . .

“It (the meeting) did not cover any of the subjects that
were alluded to in the questioning earlier as to whether
there was a full discussion of who was involved in the Wa-
tergate and so on,” Stans said in giving Mitchell’s account
of the meeting. g

Stans insisted under repeated questioning yesterday that
he did not suspect that re-election committee officials were
involved in the Watergate scandal until this spring.

He also maintained that he knew little about how the
President’s re-election committee spent its money and that
his destruction of campaign contribution and &mcﬁ.mm.m

|

‘ment records a little more than a week after the Water-

gate break-in was merely a “coincidence.”

Several senators were openly skeptical of this and other
explanations by Stans and subjected him to the most ag-
gressive questioning of any witness to date. At one point
during a lengthy and sometimes heated examination of
Stans by committee chairman Sam. J. BErvin Jr, (D-N.C.),

‘See HEARING, A10, Col. 1
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Sen. Edward J. Gurney (R-
Fla.) broke in agrily to ob-
ject to what he called harass-
ment” of Stans.

The closest questioning of -

Stans about his discussions
with Mitchell around June
24, 1972, was conducted by
Sen, Howard H. Baker Jr.
(R-Tenn.), the ranking mi-
nority member of the com-
mittee.

Baker: Was there any dis-
cussion with Mr. Mitchell of
the allegations being made
by the press at that time of
Republican involvement in
the Watergate break-in?

Btans: I have no recollec-
tion of the substance of the
discussions. I just cannot
tell you. I had some meeting
with Mr. Mitchell in the
course of time that he was
with the campaign. As I said
on each case, I had a list of
four, five or six subjects we
talked about that were cur-
rent at the time, and I do
not know which particular
ones we talked ahout on any
particular day.

Baker: Did you have a
meeting with Mr. Mitchell
on the 24th of June?

Stans: The 24th was a Sat-
urday. I have no recollection
of any meeting with Mr.
Mitchell and my record does
not show any. I had several
other meetings on that day.
I was in the office, appar-

" ently, a good part of the day

until, at least until early af-
ternoon, but I have.no recol-
lection or record of a meet-
ing with Mr, Mitchell on
that day.

Baker: Did you have a
meeting with Mr, Magruder
on the 24th?

Stans: Similarly, there is
no record of it and I have
no recollection of it.

As Sen. Baker continued
to question Stans about the
events of June 24th, Stans
retorted, “I would like to
know what you did on
March 24, 1972. 1 think you
would have a hard time re-

~membering.”

“I am certain I would,”
Baker said, adding a mo-
ment later, “I think it is
worth digressing long
enough to say that anyone
would have difficulty estab-
lishing what they did on a
particular day, but these are
not ordinary and usual cir-
cumstances.

“We are dealing here,”
Baker said, “with your best
efforts to reconstruct what
happened at a critical time
and juncture in these pro-
ceedings. Now, that is why I
urged you to give particular
and careful attention to
what happened on June 24
with respect to meetings or
conversations less formal
than meetings with any of
the principals in the so-
called Watergate affair.”

Stans responded that he
had tried “my best to recon-
struct that situation ... I
can only say to you with ab-
solute finality that I did not
discuss any espionage or
sahotage operations with
anyone prior to June 17 and
1 really did not learn about
them except as I learned
about them in the public
press.”

A moment later, Stans
said, “I did not discuss the
Watergate cover-up with any-
one after June 17 and I did
not know there was a cover-
up until I read about that in
the press.”

Finally, Sen. Baker asked,
“Did you gain all of your in-
formation about the facts
and circumstances that rela-
ted to Watergate from news-

paper accounts, or did one .

of those gentlemen that I
have identified and will
identify again—Mr. (Hugh

W.) Sloan, . Mr. Magruder ,

Mr. (Frederick C.) LaRue,
Mr. (John D.) Ehrlichman,
Mr. (H.R.) Haldeman, Mr.
Mitchell-—did any of them
at any time until this mo-
ment tell you what hap-
pened at Watergate? Or Mr.
(G. Gordon) Liddy or the
President? .

“My answer to that, Stans
replied, “is no.”
ad?7 NEW LEDE HEAR-
INGS-L

Earlier yesterday, Sen. Er-
vin had questioned Stans
closely about the procedures
followed in receiving large
contributions from Nixon
contributors and distribut-
ing them among various
committées for tax pur-
poses.

Sen. Baker suggested that

the Democratic National
Committee’s financial re-
cords also be subpoenaed
along with other candidates
“to shed light on the custom
and usage with respect to
the gift tax and the han-
dling of disbursement of
funds.” Ervin agreed to sub-
poena Democratic records if
the committee authorized
him to do so.

Stans conceded to the sen-
ators that . it was
“uncharacteristic” of him
not to know how the money
was spent in the 1972 cam-
paign, but, he said, “it was
not uncharacteristic of the
responsibilities I had in this
eampaign which had abso-
lutely nothing to do with ac-
counting. My job was to
raise an unbelievable
amount of money—$40 mil-
lion or more.”

Sen. Herman Talmadge (D-
Ga.) told Stans at one point
during the morning session

that “it strikes me as being
literally inconceivable” that
Stans would worry about! Z
small details such a as the
campaign pins and bumpe ,4\
stickers refrred to in testi ‘
mony, and not worry “abou
what happens to large sums
of cash that are being dis-.
bursed by these people for
unknown causes.” Talmadge
was referring to the large
cash amounts investigators
have said paid for the Water-
gate bugging and cover-up.
The sharpest questioning
of Stans, however, came
from Ervin, who pressed
Stans to explain what hap-
pened to the vrecords of
anonymous cash contribu-
tions made to the comnu.ttee
under the old campalgn
finance law prior to April 7,
1972. Stans said that a
record of all cash contribu-
tions to the ré-election com-
mittee was given to him by
committee treasurer Hugh
W. Sloan Jr. on June 237—

six days after the Watergate
break-in, :

Stans: That record, Mr,
Chairman, to the best of my
rvecollection, I destroyed.

Ervin: You did destroy it?

Stans: Yes.

Ervin: And you swear, you
are stating upon your oath,
that there is no connection be-
tween the destruction of these
records and the break-in of
the Watergate or any fear
that the press or the public
might find out from these rec-
ords what the truth was about
these matters?

Stans: Well, let me speak
only with respect to myself,
I will say to you that there
was no conhection between
my destruction of the sum-
mary sheets given to me. by
Mr. Sloan and the Watergate
affair. .

Ervin: Well, it was quite a
queer coincidence, was it
not?

Stans: It would. . . .

Ervin: Rather a suspicious
coincidence that the records
which showed these matters
were destroyed six days af-
ter the break-in at the Wa-
tergate?

Stans: The adjectives are
yours.

Ervin: Sir?

Stans: The adjectives that
you are using, gueer, coinci-
dence and suspicious.

Ervin: Don’t you think it
is rather suspicious?

Stans: No, I do not think
so, senator.

Ervin: Do you think it is a
kind of normal in the kind of
things to expect people who
had records concerning out-
lays of campaign funds to
destroy those records after.
five men are caught in an
act of burglary with money
that came from the commit-
tee (for the re-election of
the President) in their
pockets?

Stans: On April 6, I asked
Mr. Sloan to build up the reec-
ords of all the contributors
and he did so. I asked him
on April 10 before I left on
my vacation to balance out
his cash account. He did
both of those things pur-
suant to my requests. Now
the fact that they came to
me after the Watergate was
pure and innocent coinci-
dence.

Stans said the records
were destroyed “because
there was no requirement
that they be kept, and inso-
far as contributors were
concerned we wanted to re-
spect the anonymity that
they had sought and that
they were then entitled to
under the law.”

Stans said that he had re-
ceived legal advice ‘“that we
did not need to keep these
records.” Some of that legal
advice, he said, came from
convicted Watergate con-
spirator G. Gordon Liddy,
then the counsel to the Fi-
nance Committee to Re-elect
the President.

Liddy’s interpretation of
the law apdrently resulted
in the failure of the finance
committee to register itself
and its fund-raising affil-
iates for the period prior to
April 7.

In the June 15 editions of



The Washington Post, James
H. Duffy, chief counsel of the
Senate Subcommittee on Priv-
ileges and Elections, asserted
that the finance committee
had violated the pre-April 7
law—the Corrupt Practices
Act of 1925—by failing to reg-
ister. One of the provisions of
that law requires the campaig
records—including contribu-
tors—be maintained for two
years after an election.

Duffy’s interpretation of
the law, disputed in the
same article by a spokesman
for the re-election commit-
tee, apparently put the com-
mittee and Stans on notice
that their reading of the iaw
was being questioned.

‘Liddy disputed Duffy’s
interpretation of the law in
a letter to the editor tht ap-
peared in The Post on June
20. In his letter, Liddy of-
fered substantially the same
interpretation of the old law
that Stans gave the Senate
committee yesterday and
Tuesday—tha primary elec-
tions were not covered by
the 1925 law. :

It was a few days later,
Stans said, that he destroy-
ed the pre-April 7 campaign
contribution and disburse-
ment records.

During his testimony yes-
terday, Stans also told the
committee:

® President Nixon had
given him a “pep talk” in
August, 1972, on the Water-
gate matter., “He (Mr.
Nixon) said that he was
aware of the fact that I was
receiving considerable pun-
ishment in the press for not
answerng their questions at
the time.” Stans told the
committee. “He said that he
appreciated the sacrifice I
was making in that respect
as the matter wbéuld be over
eventually and he hoped
that I could continue to take
it. It was a pep talk, in other
words, and that was the sub-
stance of the discussion over
the telephone.”

Stans said that he and Mr,
Nixon did not discuss the
“Watergate matter as such,”

adding that Mr. Nixon told .

him, “I'm confident you had
nothing to do with it.”
® Stans said he was told
six weeks ago by the attor-
ney for President Nixon’s
former personal lawyer,
Herbert W, Kalmbach, that
. Kalmbach had raised money
last summer to pay the legal
fees of the Watergate de-
fendants. Stans said Kalm-
bach’s lawyer told him
Kalmbach had given the
money—some  $210,000—to
“a man named Tony.”
“Tony” was not identified,
but one of the men who re-
portedly conveyed money to
the Watergate defendants
was Anthony Ulasewicz, a
former New York policeman
who was paid by Kalmbach
and took investigative as-
signments from the White
House. -
® Frederick C. LaRue,
re-election committee offi-
cial, came to Stans last Jan-
uary and “asked . .. for the
names of some contributors
to whom he might go for
money for a White House
project.” Stans said LaRue

Watergate committee hear testimony from
Maurice Stans. From left, Sens. Herman

did not say, and Stans did
not ask, what the project
was. La Rue has reportedly
told the federal Watergate
grand jury that he distrib-
uted $250,000 to Watergate
defendants.

In the morning session,
several senators questioned
Stans closely and acknowl-

edged that to him their ques- *

tions might appear antagon-
istic.

“I must say that like you.

‘1 find these circumstances
most regrettable,” Sen. Dan-
iel Inouye (D-Hawaii) said,
“Because I still recall those
days when you were Secre-
tary of Commerce and my
position in the Commerce
Committee. But all of us
have responsibilities to per-
form.. ..” .

As a prelude to his ques-
tioning, Sen. Baker told
Stans that his very promi-
nence required a rigorous
examination of what he said.
“It is axiomatie, I believe,
that the stronger a witness
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is ehart showing fund distribution.

and the more logical and
knowing his testimony,”
Sen. ‘Baker said, “the more
difficult it is to test the testi-
mony and to try to establish
the areas of conflict, and the
opportunities for corrobora-
tion, if there are areas of
corroboration.”

The toughest examination
of Stans in the morning
came from Sen. Talmadge,
who began by listing Stans’
professional ac
complishments. ' “My ques-
tions,” Talmadge said,” may

‘be viewed as antagonistic,

but I don’t want you to
think of them in that vein
because I too am merely
seeking facts which I think
the American people are en-
titled to know.”

Talmadge recalled Stans’
testimony Tuesday that as
chairman of the finance
committee for the Nixon re-
election campaign “in ef-
fect, your whole purpose
was raising money, that you
did not take care of small
detailed items?”



“I will not say that at
times I did not get into de-
tail,” Stans replied, “One is
always forced into that, but
my job was to raise the mas-
sive amount of money that I
could see was going to be
spent.”

Talmadge thereupon prod-
uced a series of internal me-
mos between Stans and
Sloan that shows Stand was
concerned about the detailed
accounting for the sale of
campaign trinkets and the
need for quick thank you
notes to campaign contnb-
utors.

One such memo dated Feb.
28, 1972, said:

“I think we need=d a lapel
pin for our 1972 contributors.
Would you please get same
samples from one of our sup-
porters ... I think the sim-
plest process would be to
take the exact form of the
1968 pin and merely add
below it the number 1972 at
one end of the pin.”

“Why,” Sen Talmadge ask-
ed, “would you consider go-
ing into the matter of bump-
er strips and banners and
.pins and jewelry and so
forth, and there on that
board (in the hearing room)
is (a list) of over $1 million
in cash dishursements un-
accounted for. . ..”

Stans: I did not get the
question, senator.

Talmadge: The question is

. why you were spending
all your time worrying about
bumper strips and right
there on that board you have
got deposits of $750,000 and
disbursements of $1 million
and $777,000?

“You are considered to
be one of the most able cdi-
tified accountants in Amer-
ica, why did you worry about
bumper strips instead of
those funds?”

Stans: Well, senator, I sup-
pose this is argumentative, I
worried about for proecieds
of sales of articles was an
important responsibility un-
der the statute.

“Now most cf this material

on the chart (unaccounted

for cash disbursements) as
we have already learned,
happened before April 6.
Only a few items on there
happened after April 6 and
there was no responsibility
under the law on the Trea-
sury to account for tkat
money. But he (Sloan) was
accountable for the sales of

any jewelry or items of that

type.”

Later, at the close of his
questioning, Talmadge re-
sponded: “I will not quarrel
with you further about that,
Mr. Stans. You have been a
man that I have admired
greatly over a long period of
time. But it strikes me as
being literally inconceivable
that you could spend ihe
larger part of your time wor-
rying about pin labels and
bumper stickers and not
worrying about what hap-
pens to large sums of cash
that are being disbursed by
these people for unknown
causes, particularly when the
law is «clear on stringent re-
porting of disbursements.”

Sen. Baker took Stans
through a reading of entries
in his office diary, particu-
larly meetings with Mitch-
ell, Liddy, Haldeman and
others whose names have
been connected with the
Watergate case.
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Sen. Ervin, left, questlons Maurme Stans, nght aggressively, bringing comment of “harassment” from Sen. Gurney.

The only day on which
Stans acknowledged holding
discussions related to the
break-in was June 23, 1972,
when Stans said he learned
that money in the bank ac-
count of Bernard Barker
one of the five men appre-
hended in the Watergate
had passed through the
Nixon campaign finance
commitee,

“It was at 8 o’clock, as you
see on the schedule that
day,” Stans testified, “that
Fred LaRue (an aide to
Mitchell) came to my office
to talk about the Dahlberg
check that had shown up on
the records of Barker in Flo-
rida. It was at 3 in the af-
ternoon that Dahlberg
(Midwest fundraiser for
the Nixon campaign) came
to Wasﬂungton and 5 that
I had several meetings with
(Robert) Mardian (a ranking
political official in the
campaign) and LaRue.”

On the same day, Stans
said he met for lunch with
Mitchell, ‘apparently their
first conversation follovnng
the break-in. But Stans said:
he could not recall the sub:
stance of their discussion.

After listening to Stans
explanations of  variou|
meetings, Sen. Baker ind:
cated that he was not satisi
fied.

“I know,” the senator said
“it is extraordinarily diffi
cult to offer negative testi
mony or negative proof, bu
can you offer the committec
any other suggestions or:
how we might inquire intc
the meetings and your rela-
tionships to them with these:
people I have named—Mr,
Ehrlichman, Mr. Haldeman,lj

s




Mr. Dean, Mr. Magruder,
Mr. Sloan, Mr. Mitchell? T
am thinking, for instance, of
meetings at which other
people were present so that
we could verify or dispute
this information?”

Stans replied that he had
made available to the com-
mittee everything he had in
the way of files and had tes-
tified to the best of his rec-
ollection. .

In the afternoon, Ervin
pressed Stans again and
again to explain why he
could tell so little about how

the re-election committee
spent its money.

“Mr. Chairman,” Stans
said, “the whole understand-
ing of the arrangement was
that it wasn’t necessary for
them in the campaign com-
mittee to tell us what they
were going to spend the
money for except in the ma-
jor categories as discussed
in the meetings of the
budget committeee.”

Ervin: \And you did not
have enough curiosity to in-
quire as to what they were
going to spend the money
for?”

Stans: Mr. Chairman, I
did not have any time for
curiosity. I had to raise $40.
million and I worked at a
frenzied pace during the en-
tire period I was there.

Ervin: Well, you did have
some authority in determin.
ing amounts of money that
were to be expended, did
you not?

Stans: Only in the aggre-
gate by categories and I had
very little authority on that:

Ervin: And you had some-

authority to say something
about how much money was
to be spent, did you not?
Stans: I had no authority,
Mr. Chairman, I only had
the authority. to argue.
Ervin: Well, you claim

you were just a puppet of |

John Mitchell, is that what
vou are claiming?

Stans: No, I am not saying
that at all. i

As the committee moved
to take a short break to al-

low its members to vote on’

the Senate floor, Gurney,
said:

>

“The Armerican publie, I
don’t think, wunderstands
how these hearings are con-
ducted and I dont want
them to get the impression
that the questioning of any
senator here is found fa-
vorable by other senators. I,
for one, have not appreci-
ated the harassment of this
witness by the chairman in
the questioning that has just
finished. I think this Senate
committee ought to act in
fairness.”

“Well,” Ervin replied, “I
am sorry that my distin-
guished friend from Florida
does not approve of my meth-
od of examining the wit-
ness. I am an old country
lawyer and I don’t know the
finer ways to do it. I just
have to do it my way.”

At the conciusion of his
testimony yesterday, -Stans
told the committee: “I am
confident that no one in the
finance committee, except
of course Gordon Liddy, had
any knowledge of or partici-
pation in the Watergate af-
fair or any other espionage
or sabotage activities.”

Referring to campaign
contributions, Stans said:
“The idea is being purveyed
in some circles that no one
gives a substantial amount
of money to a campaign
without buying something in
return, without the expecta-
tion of a favor.

“I think most the mem-
bers of the committee would
agree with me that that is vi-
cious, that is a lie, and it is
belittling to our self-respect
as a people.

“There are very few peo-
ple who want to collect in
return for their contribu-
tions, and they don’t get
very far under either party -
that is in power, Democrats

~or Republicans.

“lI think the time has
come to express more confi-
dence in the honor and in-
tegrity of our fellow men
whether they are rich or
poor, and stop manufactur-
ing reasons to attack people
who merely exercise their
right of citizenship by mak-
ing a political contribution.”

‘Stans said he considered
himself, along with others,
“innocent victims of this
tragedy . ... Al T ask, Mr.

-Chairman and members of

this committee, is that when
you write your report, you
give me back my good
name.” '



