NHighell Stans Trial

3 Lawyers

New York

Three lawyers testified for
the defense in the Mitchell-

Stans trial yesterday and in’

the process the jurors lear-
ned a lot about the daily
practice of law and the deli-
cacies of lawyer:client rela-
tionship.

. .The layyers were called
in an ‘effort to establish that
Robert L. Vesco, a financier
who is" now a'fu‘gitive, was
being harassed by the Se-
-eurities and Exchange Com-
mission, and that he sought
relief from such harass-
ment.

The defense also wanted
to show that Vesco did not
care whether or not his se-
cret, $200,000 cash contribu-
tion to President Nixon's
re-election campaign was
made public.

John N. Mitchell. former
attorney general. and Mau-
rice H. Stans, former secre-
tlary of commerce, are ac-
cused of perjury, conspira-
¢y, and obstruction of jus-
tice for alleged attempting
to quash an SEC investiga-
tion of Vesco in return for
the $200,000 contribution.

The first person to testify
yesterday was Sherwin J.
Markman of the prestigious
Washington law firm ‘of Ho-
gan & Hartson. It was his
second day of testimony.

The defense contends ,ﬁha__t
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SEC harassment of Vesco
led the financier to seek a
meeting with. William J. Ca-
sey, then chairman of the
commission, and that at the
very worst, Mitchell ar-
ranged such - a meeting,
which was perfectly legal
and above-board.
Yesterday, - under. cross-
examination, ' however,
Markman  had to concede
that at the very time he was
representing Vesco, his eli-
ent attempted on his own,

without Markman’s knowl-

edge, to set up a series.of
meetings with SEC officials.

Nor did he know, Mark-
man said, until the day it
happened that another Ves-
co attorney, who was a
friend of -Mitchell’s, had, in
fact arranged a meeting
with Casey — through
Mitchell — to discuss the
Vesco case.

Next to testify was Martin

.- Mensch, a lawyer, who had

been hired by Richard Clay,
then vice president of a cor-
poration headed by Vesco.
Clay had been subpoenaed
to testify before the SEC on
Nov. 2, 1972.
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Clay invoked .the Fifth
Amendment against self-
incrimination. It is the gov-
ernment’s contention that

Clay- and several other wit-

nesses in the case invoked
the Fifth Amendment, the
Fourti Amendment and
Sixth Amendment because
they had something to hide.
The defense, on the other
hand, said that the witnesses
had called on the Fifth

Amendment on the adviee of-

their attorneys because the
SEC had not given these at-
torneys time to prepare
their cases.

Mensch said that he first.

met Clay about the case on
October 25, 1972, but that he
was not actually retained to
represent Clay until Novem-
ber 1, 1972; the day before
Clay was scheduled to tes-
Lify.
Under
ces, as a lawyer, he had but
one duty, Mensch testified,
and that was to have his
client plead the Fourth,

- Fifth and Sixth.Amend-

ments.

Next on the witness s‘éand

those circumstan- -

ut Vesco

was "Arthur Liman, a pari-

ner in the New TYork law
firm of Paul, Weiss, lekmd
Wharton & Garrison.

Liman said that on Octo-
ber 11, 1972, he was contact-
ed by Markman about repre-
senting Vesco, but that he
did not have his first confer-
ence with Vesco until Octo-
ber 17, which was one day
before the financier was
scheduled to testify before
the SEC.
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