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Stans: Had No Knowledge 
Here is the text of the pre-

% pared 'ripening statement that 
Maurice H. Stans, formoJSec-
retarY of Commerce- and 
man of the Finance Coiamit-
tee to Re-Elect the President, 
read to the Senate select Wa-
tergate committee yesterday: 

At the outset, may I state 
that I am very sorry that 
the circumstances of my ap-
pearance have made it nec-
essary for my counsel to 
raise legal points in order to 
protect my right of fair trial 
in. New York. I personally 
would have much preferred 
it if I had been able to tes-
tify without any need to pro-
tect myself in the pending 
criminal action, in which I 
feel that in the setting of a 
fair and impartial trial I 
would be exonerated. 

However, I want to assure 
you now that I will dor-iny 
very best to be helpful 'to 
the committee An my testi-
mony . . . 

I have cooperated with 
your staff prior to my ap-
pearance here today, just as 
I intend to do fully with the 
committee here now. My 
sense of integrity compels 
me to do so. 

In the past, I have re-
- frained from answering in a 
piece-meal fashion various 
questions which have been 
raised by the media concern-
ing the presidential cam-

_ paign and other related mat-
ters. For that I have been 
highly criticized. But I felt 
that it was better if I could 
answer these questions be-
fore an appropriate forum 
in the setting and perspec-
tive of. the 'overall situation. 
This would enable me to 
give a complete picture' 
rather than a piece-meal re-
sponse, and this is what I 
hope to do today, to the ex-
tent I am able. This may 
help resolve some questions 
as to which there has been a 
minimum of understanding 
and much erroneous public 
information. 

Next, let me say that 1 
have cooperated fully with 
every .official agency that 
has sought information from 
me. I have met twice with 
the staff of this Committee, 
once with the staff of the 
House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, have had 
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three meetings with the FBI 
and at least six with the 
General Accounting Office. 
have given a deposition to 
the Assistant United States 
Attorney in Washington, and 
have met with the Assistant 
United States Attorney in 
New York and twice testi- 
fied before a New York 
Grand Jury. All of this has•
been voluntary. Ix have also 
testified several times by de-
position in civil suits and 
once in a Florida criminal 
case. 

Also, during all the inves-
tigations which have corn- 
minced sinde June 17, 1972, 
I have instructed all Fi-
nance Committee personnel 
to cooperate fully and can-
didly. The reported testi- 
mony of Hugh Sloan Jr., 
Paul Barrick, Judy Ho back, 
Evelyn Hyde and Arden 
Chambers is evidence that 
this is being done. I am con- 
vinced that none of these 
persons had a part in Water- 
gate or subsequent events 
However, as will come out 
Mr. Sloan's recollection: 
and mine may differ in 
few respects. This is obvi 
ously attributable to the 
passage of time, the pres 
sures of events at the time 
and subjective recall. Just 
as he has given you hiS best 
recollection, I will give yot 
mine, on the various finan-
cial matters. On the major 
issue, that of involvement in 
the Watergate matter, I am 
satisfied that he is com-
pletely innocent. 

It is my understanding 
that the (Senate) committee 
is probing three matters on 
which it might assume that 
I have some knowledge—the 
espionage charges, including 
the Watergate bugging, and 
the cover-up that allegedly 
followed; the sabotage 
charges, including the Seg-
i4etti operation; and the han-
dling of campaign finances. 
On these three matters I 
would like to state: 

(1) I had no knowledge of 
the Watergate break-in or 
any other espionage efforts 

, before I read about them in' 
the press, or of the efforts 
to cover up after the event. 

(2) I:  had no knowledge of 
any sabotage program to 
disrupt the campaign by 
Segretti or anyone else. 

(3) To the best of my 
knowledge, there were no 
intentional violations of the 
laws relating to compaign fi-
nancing by the finance com-
mittees for which I had re-
sponsibility. Because of the 
complexity of the new law 
that became effective in the 
course of the eompaign, and 
the vast amount of work 
that had to be done, there 
may have been some unin-
tended technical violations 
by the Committee. 

What I want particularly 
to stress in this opening 
statement is the fact that 
this (Senate) committee can-
not effectively evaluate the 
work of the Finance Com-
mittee or my own activites 
without having in mind four 
fundamental distinctions: 

(1) The distinction be-
tween the functions and ac- 

tivities of the Campaign 
Committee and the func- 
tions and activities of the Fi-, 
nanee Committee. 
•(2,) The distinction be-

tween the election financing 
law which expired on April 
6;1972, and the new election 
financing law which was ef-
fective on April 7, 1972. 

(3) Within the Finance 
Committee, the distinction 
between the functions and 
activities of the chairman 
and the functions and activi-
ties of the treasurer. 

(4) The activities of the 
Finance Committee before I 
joined it on February 15, 
1972, and the activities of 
that committee after Febru-
ary 15, 1972. 

By the campaign commit-
tee I mean, of course, the 
Committee for the Re-Elec-
tion of the President By the 
Finance Committee I 'Mean 
the Finance Committee for 
the Re-Election of the Presi-
dent and its predecessors...Up 
'to April 6, 1972, and`the.Fi-
nance Committee to Be-, 
Elect the President begin-
fling April 7, .1972 (together 
with their associated -com 
mittees •in-each time frame). 

During the time of my af-
filiation with the Finance 
Committee as its chairman, 
the , treasurer was Hugh 
Sloan Jr., until July 15, 1972, 
and thereafter the treasurer 
was Paul E. Barrick.- I shall,  

refer to the treasurer as 
though it were the same in-
dividual, letting the time pe-
riod identify which of these 
persons it relates to. 

The Campaign Committee 
had all of the responsibility 
for the planning of the cam-
paign, the development of 
its' strategy and the execu-
tion of its tactics. The ques-
tions of how many people to 
employ, the efforts to be ex-
pended in each state, the de-
termination of the relative 
use of direct mail, personal 
solicitation and media ad-
vertising, the kinds of ap-
peals to voters, and the en-
tire gamut of the political 
effort was developed, organ-
ized, managed and con-
ducted by the Campaign 
Committee. In effect, these 
decisions fixed the amount 
the campaign would cost. 

The Finance Committee 
had no part in any of these 
basic decisions. The role of 
the Finance Committee was 
directed toward a single ob-
jective—to raise enough 
money to pay the bills. The 
Finance Committee had 
nothing to say about which 
bills to incur. 

Under the arrangements 
in effect, the Finance Com-
mittee paid any bill or made 

any paYment which bore the 
approval of an appropriate 
official of the Campaign 
Committee. 

The Campaign Commit-
tee was supposed to see that 
the amounts it okayed were 
within the limits of an ap-
proved budget. It turned out 
that the controls did not 
work as they were intended, 
and spending overran the 
budget by more than $8 mil-
lion. 

In practical terms, the two 
committees operated - in 
watertight compartments. 
They were physically sepa-
rated on different floors. 
The Campaign. Committee 

t ran the campaign and cre-
ated the debts; the Finance 

..# Committee raised the 
money and paid the bills. 

There was only one forum 
for the exchange of opinions 
with respect to campaign 
spending, and that was the 

,; Budget Committee. The 
Budget Committee consisted 

,-,, of three officials of the 
Campaign Committee and 

x three officials of the Fi-
nance: Committee. Formal 
meetings of the Budget 
Committee with recorded 
minutes did not take place 
until after Labor Day, 1972. 
A number of informal meet-
ings on budget, matters were 
held before that, but most of 
those, centered on the over-
all amount of funding at the # 
national and state levels. 

The meetings of the 
Budget Committee were not 
in my opinion very effec-
tive. Each one opened by me 
with a general statement of•

the current cash position 
and the expectations of fu-
ture contributions, which 
until the last few days of 
the 	campaign 	never 
equalled the....  expended 

spending. I pressed continu-
ously for reductions in over-
all spending, but the actual 
trend was constantly up-
ward. At, times the meetings 
became bitter, and I walked 
out of one meeting at which 
I thought there was no un-
derstanding of the difficul-
ties of fund-raising on the 
part of those who were. do-
ing the spending: The 
budget grew to $49 'million, 
then $43 million, and ended 
up in excess of $50 million. 
A late surge of contribu-
tions, as a result of effec-
tive' organization we .had 
built across the country, 
made it possible for us to 
end up with a surplus. 

Prior to April 7, 1972, the 
controlling law on candi-
dates for federal office was 
the Corrupt Practices. Act 
enacted in 1925. This

, 
 Act 

made a major distinction be-
tween"fund-raising for a can-
didate to 'secure a nomina-
tion (through primaries,  or 
conventions) and fund-rais-
ing in a general election. 
There was no reporting re 
quired.ef any kind on con 
tributions and expenditUres 
to secure a nomination. 
There:` Was a requirement 
that contributions and 
penditUreain a genetal elec-
tion be reported to the clerk 
of the House. 

The Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971, 
which becaine effective 
April 7; 1972, changed that , 
by eliminating entirely the 
distinction between a cam-
paign for nomination and a 
campaign for election. It re-
quired that all contributions 
and expenditures in any po-
litical campaign be reported. 
Although the bill was signed 
by the President on Febru-
ary 7, it did not become ef-
fective until April 7 because 



the Congress spearicauy ai-
lowed 60 extra days for op-
eration under the old law. 

The distinction between 
election financing and nomi- - 
nation financing had existed 
for almost 50 years, and 
countless candidates for the 
presidency, the Senate and 
the House of Representa- 
tives had observed the re- 
quirements of the one and 
the exemption of the other. 

In 1972, candidates for 
such offices in both political 
parties formed finance com- 
mittees that did not have to 
publish or file their transac- 
tions prior to April 7, and 
organized new reporting 
committees' after that date. 
In the President's campaign, 
a Finance Committee for 
the Re-Election of the Presi-
dent had been created solely 
to raise funds for the re-
nomination, and this com-
mittee terminated its activi-
ties on April 6; it was not 
under the law required to 
file reports. A new Finance 
Committee to Re-Elect the 
President was created to op-
erate beginning April 7, and 
it has filed all public reports 
required by the new law. 

We readily acknottvedge 
that our fund-raising oper-
ated under the old law until 

_April 7, 1972. Under this law 
the fact that contributions 
need nto be reported gave 
the committee and its con-
tributors a right of confiden-
tiality. 

The issue of confidential-
ity versus disclosure of such 
information has never been 
fairly presented to the pub-
lic. It has been made to ap-
pear that the committee en-
gaged in secret, thereby con-
cealed and suspect, transac-
tions which would not have 
occurred had they been re-
quired to be disclosed. That 
is not true. The transactions 
were valid and proper and 
the question of whether 
they were to be reported 
was a question of law that 
involved important rights of 
individuals. 

The Committee's position 
all along has been that non-
disclosure created no advan-
tage to it, but that privacy 
was a right of the contrib-
utor which the committee 
could not properly waive. 
The right to live without un-
due intrusion is a long-re-
spected benefit of the Amer-
ican system.. Therefore, the 
committee did not release 
the names of contributors 
before April 7. It has never 
objected to any contributor 
disclosing hiS contribution. 
And on one occasion, just 
before the election, the corn- 

mittee released a list of 
such contributions only af-
ter consulting with those 
making the larger gifts. 

Much has also been made 
of the fact that a few re-
cords of the committee be-
fore April 7 were destroyed. 
The fact is that the very 
large part of such records 
has been preserved, and the 
committee believes that the 
others can be reconstructed ,  
if needed. But the important 
point is that there was no il-
legal act in throwing away 
any of these records, and 
even those that were re- 

tained could have been dis-
posed of. Not only was there 
no statutory requirement 
that records of transactions 
before April 7 be preserved; 
it was not even necessary 
that any recording be made 
at all: At least, that's what 
our lawyers told us at the 
time, and that corresponded 
with what we had been told 
in the 1968 campaign. 

The Finance Committee 
to Re-Elect the President 
undertook to observe 
strictly all the provisions of 
the new law,. beginning 
April 7, and •also urged its,  
state committees to do like-
wise. Systems and controls 
were developed to insure 
that would be.the case. Not-
withstanding this, there 
have been a few instances in 
which the committee has 
been cited by the General 
Accounting Office and the 
Department of Justice for 
failure to report transac-
tions which occurred after 
April 7. The committee be-
lieves that it has valid expla-
nations for this small num-
ber of technical violations, 
and in at one instance, the 
Department of Justice has 
ruled in favor of the com-
mittee. Considering the hun-
dreds of thousands of con-
tributions received and bills 
paid its record of operation 
under a new and highly 
complex law should be com-
mended rather than criti-
cized. 

As chairman of the com-
mittee, I had g personal re-
sponsibility for overall coor-
dination of its activities. The 
principal vehicle in this re-
spect was a daily staff meet-
ing attended by the treas-
urer, the controller, the gen-
eral counsel, and several 
vice chairmen working in 
Washington. 

But without doubt, my 
prime personal responsibil-
ity was to raise the money 
required to finance the cam-
paign, and that occupied al-
most all of my time and at-
tention. Between Feb. 15 
and Nov. 7„ 1972, I visited 
approximately 45 cities in 
32 states to meet with fund-
of potential contributors„ 
and individual potential con-
tributors. 

 
 I also met with in-

dividuals and groups in 
Washington and made many 
hundreds of phone calls to 
fund raisers and contrib-
utors. And this was not a 
campaign financed by a few 
large contributors. 

To insure participation by 
hundreds of thousands of in-
dividuals, I directed a direct 
mail program that reached 
30 million h o m eys and a 
group fund-raising plan to 
reach people at their• places 
of employment. These took 
a great deal of time. 

As chairman of the com-
mittee I had no responsibil-
ity in connection with the 
internal handling of funds, 
banking, recording, account-
ing and reporting. I did not 
sign che&s. I did not ex-
pend cash from the treasur-
er's cash fund. I did not 
have a cash fund. It was my 
regular practice when I ac-
cepted contributions for the 
committee to turn them  

over to the treasurer 
promptly. I did not have re-
lationships with the banks. I 
did not make entries in the 
books or even see the, books. 
And I did not prepare the 
public reports and did not 
review them except to scan 
their summary pages. 	- 

These were all the respon-
sibility of the treasurer. 
That was not only within 
the working format of our 
committee, but was also pro-
vided under the provisions 
of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act. His was the 
responsibility for all day-to-
day internal operations, and 
generally I consulted with 
him only when he came to 

me for guidance on a spe-
cific problem, which was on 
a limited number of occa-
sions. 

When;, I joined the com-
mittee, on Feb. 15, a consid-
erable number of activities 
were under way and a num-
ber of people were in place. 
Fund-raising and campaign 
activities had been engaged 
in for almost a year. Pro-
grams had been planned or 
committed-by the campaign 
people, funds had been col-
lected and disbursed, com-
mittees had been formed 
and terminated, and some 
well-publicized transactions 
had already occurred. 

Patterns of payment to 
Herbert Porter and G. Gor-- 
don Liddy were a practice. 
(Deputy campaign director 

-Jeb Stuart) Magruder had 
blanket• authority to direct 
payments. Herbert Kalm-
bach (President Nixon's for-
mer personal attorney) had 
turned over to the commit-
tee the funds in his posses-
sion. But no steps had been 
taken 'to comply with the 
new law, and the procedures 
generally were inadequate 
to cope with l  the volume of 
work sure to come. 

When I joined the com-
mittee, the bank balance 
was $3 million, and there 
was still $30 million or $40 
million or more to be raised. 
I did not review what had 
happened before but began 
to work with the problem at 
hand. I did not learn about 
many of the earlier transac-
tions until a much later 
time. From Feb. 15 to April 
7, I had 45 working days, 
and 13 of these were spent 
outside Washington. 

It Was not a period 
time which I could spend time 

detail. I trusted the people 
already in the'committee or-
ganization, and relied heav-
ily on the treasurer because 
of his previous experience 
in 1968 and 1971. I was after 
contributions. 

What I would like to 
emerge from all of this in-
formation are a few simple 
conclusions: 

(1) The Finance Commit-
tee played no part in the 
strategy or the tactics of the 
campaign. Its only responsi-
bility was to raise enough 
money to pay the costs that 
were incurred by the Cam-
paign Committee. 

(2) The finance committees 
in existence prior to April 7, 
1972, operated under legal 
advice that their transac-
tions need not be recorded 
or reported, as a matter of 
law. 

(3) Within the Finance 
C ommitte e, the chair-
man's basic job was to raise 
the money and the treasur-
er's basic job was to account 
for it and disburse it. 

(4) The responsibility- of 
raising the largest amount 
ever spent in a political 
campaign obviously put 
massive pressures on the Fi-
nance Committee, particu-
larly those engaged in fund-
raising. In my own case, too, 
the stress was multiplied 
many fold by the serious ill-
ness of my wife, beginning 
Aug. 9 and continuing into 
early 1973. 

I repeat to you that I had 
no advance knowledge of 
the Watergate affair and no 
knowledge of any efforts 
that may have been made to 
cover it up, nor do I know 
about any other espionage 
or sabotage activities on the 
part of the Campaign Com-
mittee. I can also assure the 
committee that I have made 
an honest and careful effort 
to abide by the spirit and in-
tent of the election laws. 

Channel 9 to Carry 
Haring a8 10 a.m. 

The Senate Watergate 
hearings will be televised 
live today, beginning at 
10 a.m. on Channel 9, 
WTOP-TV. 

Channel 26, WETA-TV 
will rebroadcast the hear-
ings at 8 p.m. 

Maurice Stara, former 
Commerce Secretary and 
President Nixon's chief 
fund-raiser, will continue 
to testify today. Jeb Stuart 
Magruder, former deputy 
chairman of the Nixon 
campaign, is scheduled to 
testify after Stens. 


