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Looking fit and strong at
63 .and speaking with the

}iamzous buoyancy and good
‘spirits that have made him

sone’ of the best-liked sena-
%foxfs, Hubert H. Humphrey

;ihe other day called Water- -

gam “g shameful, disgusting
thing.” 'He snorted hig utter
‘contempt for the theory that
‘he’s pulling his punches
-against President Nixon for
fear campaign skeltons of
shis'own may pop out.

= “Your thesis is erroneous.

1 have spoken out a great:

“deal on Watergate,” said the
‘Minnesota Democrat, who
lost the presidency to Rich-
‘ard Nixon in a close 1968

‘race. “I have spoken out on.

the violation of law, the

whole shameful, d1<gust1ng 3

thing.”

““I've spoken lots of times
at student meetings, I spoke
yesterday at Fairleigh Dick-

inson. I've never -called for .

resignation, I've felt the
constitutional process (of
impeachment) is the better
way for three reasons.

“One, I felt he wouldn’t
resign. Two, I was his oppo-
nent. ih 1968 and some peo-
~ple might think it’s sour
grapes. And  three, it
wouldn’t resolve the issue.
‘Some people might say he
wasn’t found guilty. The im-
péachment process is slow

ut it brings  specific

charges backed by judgment

and evidence. 1 do not want
a prior judging.”

In recent months Hum-
phrey has been involved in
a number of charges which,
if true, would severely dam-
age his reputation and de-
stroy his career. The most
serious, made by Robert Ma-
heu in a court statement, al-
leges that the one-time aide
to Howard Hughes gave
Humphrey $50,000 in cash in
1968 in a limousine parked
outside the Century Plaza
Hotel in Los Angles.

All the charges, posed not
against Humphrey person-
ally but against donors 1o

. his campaigns from 1968 to

1972 or against his campaign
fund organizations, involve
allegations that donors ille-
gally used corporation funds
to make contributicns to

) Humphrey campaigns.

‘cal organizations may con-

rations ds such may not.

- knowing

Un-
der existing campaign laws
on the -books for over 45
years, individuals and politi-

tribute, but business corpo-

JIf it could be established

that Humphrey personally
knew of or connived in the
use of corporate funds, he
would be criminally liable,
and his eareer would be
shattered.. There are theo-
ries sometimes heard
around the Senate that
Humphrey has been with-
holding = his fire against
President Nixon for fear the
White House would then
seek out information to link’
Humphrey to these activi-
ties.

Humphrey, in atone alter-
nating between indignation
and amusement, said in an
interview that the theory is
nonsense and that none of
the charges will ever be

~proved against him because

he isn’t guilty.

With regard to Maheu’s
allegation, Humphrey said,
“He’s a liar. No one has ever
seen the money. When
asked where he -got it he
says he borrowed it. What
kind of nonsense is that?”

As for the campaign con-
tribution allegations, Hum-
phrey said these involved
charges that individual do-
nors to his campaigns were
reimbursed by bugmexs cor-
porations for their contribu-
tions to Humphrey.

“We have no way of know-
ing when a man gives me a
contribution if a corpora-
tion later reimburses him.”

said Humphrey. “How the
hell would I know. . .when I
am campaigning day and

night and someocne is some-
where else getting me some
money, I have no way of
whether they’re
getting corporate money.
‘This is a matter between the
camvoaign committee-and do-
nor.” !

Humphrey was asked
whether in saying that his
campaign chairmen were re-
sponsible  for receiving
money, not himself person-
ally, he was adopting the
same line of argument used
by President Nixon to ex-
plain many aspects of the
Watergate scandal.

“There’s a lot of differ-
ence,” he exploded angrily.
“T do not break and enter,
chstruct justice, wiretap.
Therve’s a difference he-
tween that and: receiving a
corporate contribution with-
out knowing it ... I do not
want to be compared with
Mr. Nixon.”

Although Humphrey says
he has hit the President on
Waterigate on frequent, occa-
sions, his portfolio of formal
statements on the matter is
relatively thin.

In a June 3, 1973, com -
mencement address at
Georgetown University, . he
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. Watergate “disgusting”

scored the Watergate scan-
dal and the corrupting of
American traditions.

In May, 1973, an article he
wrote for The Washington
Post called Watergate “a fla-
grant violation of the law

Wiretapping, burglary,
breaking and entering have
absolutely no place in even
the most vigorous partisan
contest,” the article said. .

When the first Watergate
Special Prosecutor, Arch-
bald Cox, was fired by Presi-
dent Nixon last Oct. 20, he
cosponsored legislation for
an independent special pros- .
ccutor, and called the ab-
sence of two Watergate
tapes “incredible.”

In October he told the
AFL-CIO convention that
Walergate has “seriously un-
dermined respect and sup- .
port for'the presidency. .. .”
A strong presidency, he
said, “does not mean a Pres-
ident who violates the Con-
stitution instead of breath-
ing life into it. It does not
mean a President who ig-
nores the will of the elected
representatives. it -does not
mean a President who will
tolerate those who corrupt
the election process.” He re-
peated similar statements at
the Democratic Governors’
Conference a month ago.

With a touch of disap-
pointment and ruefulness,
he conceded that since he’s
no longer a presidential can-
didate, he doesn’t get the
kind of publicity he had be-
come accustomed to in 30
years of public life.

“I speak to hundreds of
groups. especially students,
and I chastise the President
unmercifully, but I never.

"see a reporter fThere from
.The Washington Post, and

that’s why you 'haven’t got
any of my statements in
your clips,” he said.

“What they mean when
they say I'm'not speaking
up is that I've never called
for his resignation or said
he’s guilty. If there are calls
for his resignation, all you
need is 25 Democrats saying -
it and the Republicans
would say, ‘See, it’s parti-




on Nixon

san.”’ I've avoided that and -

resisted ‘the temptation t
let him have it.” ’
. The charges clustering
around Humphrey—in addi-
tion to the Maheu allegation
of a $50,000 payment—are
very similar to those in-
volved in some of the Water-
gate cases now pending. -

® Dwayne Andreas, a
long-time Humphrey associ-
ate and financial backer,
was charged Oct. 19, 1973,
by Special Prosecutor Leon
Jaworski with giving Hum-
phrey’s 1968 +presidential
campaign four $25,000 pay-
ments—3$100.000 .1 all—out
of the corporate funds of
Andreas’ First jnterc)c?anic
Corp. The pavments alleg.
edly took place between
Oct. 14 and 21. 1968. An-
dreas has pleaded innocent
and Humphrey has )denied
all knowledge that the pay-
ments were from corporate
funds, and he said agdin yes-
terday, “I wouldn’t know. It
was the last week of Octo-
ber, 1968, and I was busy on
the road campaigning. The
campaign committee han-
dled it.”

. \
® John Loeb, a Wall

Street investment banker,

was accused of contributing
$48,000 to Humphrey’s 1972
campaign for the Demo-
cratic nomination but con-
cealing it by ascribing the
contributions to the names

of nine of his employees.

Several of the charges were
dropped and he eventually
pleaded no-contest to counts
involving donations of $18.-
000. Here again, Humphrey
said he knew nothing of the
transaction and at any rate
wouldn’t have any way of
knowing on receiving money
that Loeb might have:used
the names of others to pass
contributions through.
® Associated Milk Produc-
ers, Inc., is alleged to have
given Humphrey’s 1968 pres-
idential campaign $91,691
out of corporate funds, his
1970 Senate campaign $22,-
500 out of corporate funds,
and his 1972 presidential
campaign $34,500 out of cor-
porate funds. Here again,
Humphrey says his cam-
. baign' organization handlcd
the matter, not he, and any-
how it would be very hard
for. a recipient to know
whether the funds came
from a corporate or non-coi-
porate account. ‘ )
¢ The milk producers also

. and

" between

allegedly paid $25,000 in cor-
porate funds for mailing
lists used by Humphrey in
the 1972 Florida and Mary-
land presidential primaries,
handled by a computer-mail
firm (Valentine, Sherman &
Associates) in which former
Humphrey press aide Nor-
man Sherman was a partner.

® The General Accounting

Office, Oct. 12, 1973, cited |

the Committee for the Nom-
ination of Hubert Humphrey
for failing to disclose until
almost a year after it was
due some $456.732 in 1972
primary expenditures. Other
violations, including receipt
of $1,900 in corporate funds,
were also alleged. The mat.
ter was referred to the Jus-

tice Department. The GAO |
did state, however, that the 3

committee had gone to con-
siderable trouble eventually
to update its report and that
all required information had

"eventually been filed. It also
said the corporate contribu- -

tions had been reimbursed
or returned.

“It has been a worry to
me and I scolded the living
daylights out of them and
made them go into the field

and get the information and"
- file it,” said Humphrey.

'® Still another GAO

'. charge, made public Aug. 9,

1973, involved two compli-
cated contributions of $100,-
000 'and $200.000 to Hum-
phrey’s 1972 campaign by
Walter T. Duncan of Texas.
Because Duncan was short
of cash, he made the contri-
butions through loans guar-
anteed by several of .Hum-
phrey’s campaign solicitors
other backers. Here
again, Humphrey isn’t per-
sonally charged with any-
thing and he disclaims
knowledge of the transac-
tion.

“I recognize that as a can-
didate, this is a reflection,
even though [ don’t have
the legal responsibility un-
less I ordered or knew of it
or conspired, which I
didn’t,” he said of the vari-
ous  transactions. “But
there’s a lot of difference
inadvertent” re-
ceipt of questionable contri-
butions and “dirty tricks,
breaking and entering, wire-
tapping and otner despica-
ble and wrong things,” he
concluded, galloping down
the hall to a meeting of the
Foreign Relations Commit-
tee. .
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