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PREFACE

The Federal Election Commission is publishing this legislative history
of the 1974 Amendments to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
to provide to Commissioners and Commission staff, the Congress, and to
candidates and committees affected by the Federal Election Campaign Act,
easy access to the Amendments, the bills from which they derive, accom-
panying reports, and the floor debates.

The material is presented in a chronological fashion, and is compre-
hensively indexed.

The legislative history was compiled, edited and indexed under the
supervision of the Office of General Counsel. A companion volume contain-
ing the legislative history of the 1976 Arnendments to the Federal Election
Campaign Act is being issued concurrently.

The Commission hopes that this lzgisiative history will aid all those

affected by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, in
better understanding and complying with the Act.
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Calendar No. 665
RS Q3044

[Report No. 93-689]

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Frpruary 21 (legislative day, Feeruary 19), 1974

Mr. Canxon, from the Committee on Rules and Administration, reported the
following bill ; which was read twice and placed on the calendar

A BILL

To amend the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to provide
for public financing of primary and general election cam-
paigns for Federal elective office, and to amend certain other
provisions of law relating to the financing and conduct of such
campaigns.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represenia-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the “Federal Election Cam-
paign Act Amendments of 1974”.
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TITLE III—-CRIMES RELATING TO ELECTIONS AND
POLITICAL ACTIVITIES

Sec. 301. Changes in definitions_______________ . _____________
Sec. 802. Expenditure of personal and family funds for Federal
campaigns ________.____ . _________

Sec. 303. Separate segregated fund maintenance by Government
contractors . ___ e

Sec. 304. Limitations on political contributions and expenditures;
embezzlement, or conversion of campaign funds_______

“Sec. 614. Limitation on expenditures generally__...._____.__.
“Sec. 615. Limitations on contributions______.._____________
“Sec. 616. Form of contributions__.______________._________
“Sec. 617. Embezzlement or conversion of political contribu-
tions” _

TITLE IV—DISCLOSURE OF FINANCIAL INTERESTS
BY CERTAIN FEDERAL OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

Sec. 401. Federal employee financial disclosure requirements_.. ..

TITLE V—RELATED INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
AMENDMENTS

Sec. 501. Increase in political contributions credit and deduction__
Sec. 502. Doubling of dollar check-off ; repeal of subtitle H_______

TITLE I—FINANCING OF FEDERAL CAMPAIGNS
PUBLIC FINANCING PROVISIONS
Sec. 101. The Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following
new title:
“TITLE V—PUBLIC FINANCING OF FEDERAL
ELECTION CAMPAIGNS
“DEFINITIONS
“Sgec. 501. For purposes of this title, the term—
“(1) ‘candidate’, ‘Commission’, ‘contribution’, ‘ex-
penditure’, ‘political committee’, ‘political party’, or
‘State’ has the meaning given it in section 301 of this

Act;
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“(2) ‘authorized committee’ means the central cam-
paign committee of a candidate (under section 310 of
this Act) or any political committee authorized in writ-
ing by that candidate to make or receive contributions
or to make expenditures on his behalf;

“(8) ‘Federal office’ means the office of President,
Senator, or Representative;

“(4) ‘Representative’ means a Member of the
House of Representatives, the Resident Commissioner
from the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Dele-
gates from the District of Columbia, Guam, and the Vir-
gin Islands;

“(5) ‘general election’ means any regularly sched-
uled or special election held for the purpose of electing
a candidate to Federal office or for the purpose of elect-
ing presidential and vice presidential electors;

“(6) ‘primary election’ means (A) an election,
including a runoff election, held for the nomination by
a political party of a candidate for election to Federal
office, (B) a convention or caucus of & political party
held for the nomination of such candidate, (C) a
convention, caucus, or election held for the selection of
delegates to a national nominating convention of a
political party, and (D) an electior. held for the

expression of a preference for the ncmination by a
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political party of persons for election to the office of

President ;

“(7) ‘eligible candidate’ means a candidate who is
eligible, under section 502, for payments under this title;

“(8) ‘major party’ means, with respect to an election
for any Federal office—

“(A) a political party whose candidate for election
to that office in the preceding general election for that
office received, as the candidate of that party, 25 per-
cent or more of the total number of votes cast in that
election for all candidates for that office, or

“(B) if only one political party qualifies as a major
party under the provisions of subparagraph (A), the
political party whose candidate for election to that office
in that election received, as the candidate of that party,
the second greatest number of votes cast in that election
for all candidates for that office (if such number is equal
to 15 percent or more of the total number of votes cast
in that election for all candidates for that office) ;

“(9) ‘minor party’ means, with respect to an election
for a Federal office, a political party whose candidate for
election to that office in the preceding general election for
that office received, as the candidate of that party, at least

5 percent but less than 25 percent of the total number of
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votes cast in that election for all candidates for that office;
and

“(10) ‘fund’ means the Federal Election Campaign
Fund established ander section 506 (a) .

“ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENTS
“Sec. 502. (a) To be eligible to receive payments
under this title, a candidate shall agree—

“(1) to obtain and to furnish to the Commission any
evidence it may request about his campaign expenditures
and contributions;

“(2) to keep and to furnish to the Commission any
records, books, and other information it may request;

“(3) to an andit and examination by the Comimnis-
sion under section 507 and to pay any smounts required
under section 507 ; and

“(4) to furnish statements of campaign expendi-
tures and proposed campaign expenses required urnder
section 508.

“(b) Every such candidate shall certify to the Comunis-
sion that—

“(1) the candidate and his authorized committees
will not make campaign expenditures greater than the
limitations in section 504 ; and

“(2) no contributions will Le accepted by the can-
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didate or his authorized committees in violation of sec-
tion 615 (b) of title 18, United States Code.

“(c) (1) To be eligible to receive any payments under

section 506 for use in connection with his primary election

campaign, a candidate shall certify to the Commission that—

“(A) he is seeking nomination by a political party
for election as a Representative and he and his authorized
committees have received contributions for that cam-
paign of more than $10,000;

“(B) he is seeking nomination by a political party
for election to the BSenate and he and his authorized
committees have received contributions for that cam-
paign equal in amount to the lesser of—

“(1) 20 percent of the maximum amount he
may spend in connection with his primary election
campaign under section 504 (a) (1) ; or

“(ii) $125,000; or

“(2) To be eligible to receive any payments under

section 506 for use in connection with a primary runoff
election campaign, a candidate shall certify to the Commis-
sion that he is seeking nomination by a political party for
election as a Representative or as a Senator, and that he is a
candidate for such nomination in a runoff primary election.

Such a candidate is not required to receive any minimum
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8
amount of contributions before receiving payments under
this title.

“(3) he is seeking nominaticn by a political party
for election to the office of President and he and his authorized
committees have received contributions for his campaign
throughout the United States in a total amount of more than
$250,000.

“(d) To be eligible to reccive any payments under sec-
tion 506 in connection with his general election campaign,
a candidate must certify to the Commission that—

“(1) he is the nominee of a major or minor party

for election to Federal office ; or

“(2) in the case of any other candidate, he is seek-

ing election to Federal office and he and his authorized

committees have received contributions for that campaign
in a total amount of not less than the campaign fund
required under subsection (c) of a candidate for
nomination for election to that office, determined
in  accordance with the provisions of subsec-
tion (e) (disregarding the words “or nomira-
tion to’ in paragraph (2) of such subsection and sub-
stituting the words ‘general election’ for ‘primary elec-
tion” in paragraphs (2) and (3) of such subsection).

“(e) In determining the amount of contributions re-

25 ceived by a candidate and his authorized committees for pur-

10
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(d) (2)—

“(1) no contribution received by the candidate or
any of his authorized committees as a subscription, loan,
advance, or deposit, or as a contribution of products or
services, shall be taken into account;

““(2) in the.case of a candidate for nomination for
election to the office of President, no contribution from
any person shall be taken into account to the extent that
it exceeds $250 when added to the amount of all other
contributions made by that person to or for the benefit
of that candidate in connection with his primary elec-
tion campaign; and

“(3) in the case of any other candidate, no con-
tribution from any person shall be taken into account
to the extent that it exceeds $100 when added to the
amount of all other contributions made by that person
to or for the benefit of that candidate in connection with
his primary election campaign.

“(f) Agreements and certifications under this section

shall be filed with the Commission at the time required by

the Commission.

“ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENTS

“Sgc. 503. (a) (1) Every eligible candidate is entitled

25 to payments in connection with his primary election campaign

S. 3044——2
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in an amount which is equal to the amount of contributions he
accepts for that campaign.
“(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)--

“(A) in the case of a candidate for nomination for
election to the office of President, no contribution
from any person shall be taken into account to the
extent that it exceeds $250 when added to the amount
of all other contributions made by that person to or
for the benefit of that candidate for his primary election
campaign; and

“(B) in the case of any other candidate for nomina-
tion for election to Federal office, no contribution from
any person shall be taken into account to the extent that
it exceeds $100 when added to the amount of all other
contributions made by that person to or for the benefit of
that candidate for his primary election campaign.

“(b) (1) Every eligible candidate who is nominated by
a major party is entitled to payments for use in his general
election campaign in an amount which is equal to the amount
of expenditures the candidate may make in connection with
that campaign under section 504.

“(2) Every eligible candidate who is nominated by a
minor party is entitled to payments for use in his general
election campaign in an amount which bears the same ratio

to the amount of payments to which a candidate of a major
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party for the same office is entitled under this subsection
as the total number of popalar votes received by the candi-
date of that minor party for that office in the preceding gen-
eral election bears to the average number of popular votes
received by the candidates of major parties for that office in
the preceding general election.

“(3) (A) A candidate who is eligible under section 502
(d) (2) to receive payments under section 506 is entitled
to payments for use in his general election eampaign in an
amount equal to the amount determined under subparagraph
(B).

“(B) If a candidate whose entitlement is determined
under this paragraph received, in the preceding general
election held for the office to which he seeks election, 5 per-
cent or more of the total number of votes cast for all can-
didates for that office, he is entitled to receive payments for
use in his general election campaign in an amount (not in
excess of the applicable limitation under section 504) equal
to. an amount which bears the same ratio to the amount of
the payment under section 506 to which the nominee of a
major party is entitled for use in his general election cam-
paign for that office as the number of votes received by that
candidate in the preceding general election for that office

bears to the average number of votes cast in the preceding

13
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general election for all major party candidates for that office.
The entitlement of a candidate for election to any Federal
office who, in the preceding general election held for that
office, was the candidate of a major or minor party shall not
be determined under this paragraph.

“(4) An eligible candidate who is the nominee of a
minor party or whose entitlement is determined under sec-
tion 502 (d) (2) and who receives 5 percent or more of the
total number of votes cast in the current election, is entitled
to payments under section 506 after the election for expendi-
tures made or incurred in connection with his zeneral election
campaign in an amount (not in excess of the applicable
limitation under section 504) equal to—

“(A) an amount which bears the same ratio to the
amount of the payment under section 508 to which the
nominee of a major party was or would have been en-
titled for use in his campaign for election to that office
as the number of votes received by the candidate in that
election bears to the average number of votes cast for
all major party candidates for that office in that election,
reduced by

“(B) any amount paid to the candidate under
section 506 before the election.

“(5) In applying the provisions of this section to a

candidate for election to the office of President—
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“(A) votes cast for electors affiliated with a poli-
tical party shall be considered to be cast for the Presi-
dential candidate of that party, and
“(B) votes cast for electors publicly pledged to
cast their electoral votes for a candidate shall be con-
sidered to be cast for that candidate.

“(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (a)
and (b), no candidate is entitled to the payment of any
amount under this section which, when added to the total
amount of contributions received by him and his authorized
committees and any other payments made to him under this
title for his primary or general election campaign, exceeds
the amount of the expenditure limitation applicable to him
for that campaign under section 504.

“EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS

“po. 504. (a) (1) Except to the extent that such
amounts are changed under subsection (f) (2), no candi-
date (other than a candidate for nomination for election to
the office of President) who receives payments under this
title for use in his primary election campaign may make ex-
penditures in connection with that campaign in excess of
the greater of—

“(A) 10 cents multiplied by the voting age popu-

lation (as certified under subsection (g)) of the geo-

15
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graphical area in which the election for such nomination
1s held, or

“(B) (i) $125,000, if the Federal office sought is
that of Senator, or Representative from a State which is
entitled to only one Representative, or

“(ii) $90,000, if the Federal office sought is that
of Representative from a State which is entitled to more
than one Representative.

“(2) (A) No candidate for nomination for election to the
office of President may make expenditures in any State in
which he is a candidate in a primary election in excess of
two times the amount which a candidate for nomination jor
election to the office of Senator from that Stats (or for nomi-
nation for election to the office of Delegate in the case of the
District of Clolumbia, the Virgin Islands, or Cruam, or to the
office of Resident Commissioner in the case of Puerto Rieo)
may expend in that State in connection wirh his primary
clection campaign.

“(B) Notwithstanding the provisions of subparagraph
(A), no such candidate may make expenditures throughout
the United States in connection with his campaign for that
nomination in excess of an amount equal to ten cents mulii-
plied by the voting age population of the Unired States. For
purposes of this subparagraph, the term ‘United States’ means

the several States of the United States, the District of Colup-
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bia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, and the
Virgin Islands and any area from which a delegate to the
national nominating convention of a political party is selected.

“(b) Except to the extent that such amounts are
changed under subsection (f) (2), no candidate who re-
ceives payments under this title for use in his general elec-
tion campaign may make expenditures in connection with
that campaign in excess of the greater of—-

“(1) 15 cents multiplied by the voting age popula-
tion (as certified under subsection (g)) of the geo-
graphical area in which the election is held, or

“(2) (A) $175,000, if the Federal office sought is
that of Senator, or Representative from a State which is
entitled to only one Representative, or

“(B) $90,000, if the Federal office sought is that
of Representative from a State which is entitled to more
than one Representative.

“(¢) No candidate who is unopposed in a primary or
general election may make expenditures in connection with
his primary or general election campaign in excess of 10
percent of the limitation in subsection (a) or (b).

“(d) The Commission shall prescribe regulations under
which any expenditure by a candidate for nomination for
election to the office of President for use in two or more

States shall be attributed to such candidate’s expenditure

17
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limitation in each such State, based on the voting age popu-
lation in such State which can reasonably be expected to
be influenced by such expenditure.

“(e) (1) Expenditures made on behalf of any candidate
are, for the purposes of this section, considered to be made
by such candidate.

“(2) Expenditures made by or on behal’ of any candi-
date for the office of Vice President of the United States
are, for the purposes of this section, considerzd to be maide
by the candidate for the office of President of the United
States with whom he is running.

“(3) For purposes of this subsection, an expenditure
is made on behalf of a candidate, including a Vice Presiden-
tial candidate, if it is made by—

“(A) an authorized committee or any other agent
of the candidate for the purposes of makirg any expend-
iture, or

“(B) any person authorized or recuested by the
candidate, an authorized committee of the candidate, or
an agent of the candidate to make the expenditure.
“(4) For purposes of this section an expenditure made

Ly the national committee of a political party, or by the
State committee of a political party, in connection with
the general election campaign of a candidate affiliated with

that party which is not in excess of the limitarions contained
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in section 614 (b) of title 18, United States Code, is not
considered to be an expenditure made on behalf of that
candidate.

“(f) (1) For purposes of paragraph (2)—

“(A) ‘price index’ means the average over a
calendar year of the Consumer Price Index (all items—
United States city average) published monthly by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and

“(B) ‘base period’ means the calendar year 1973,
“(2) At the beginning of each calendar year (com-

mencing in 1975), as necessary data become available from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor,
the Secretary of Labor shall certify to the Commission and
publish in the Federal Register the percentage difference
between the price index for the twelve months preceding
the beginning of such calendar year and the price index
for the base period. Each amount determined under subsec-
tions (a) and (b) shall be changed by such percentage
difference. Each amount so changed shall be the amount in
effect for such calendar year.

“(g) During the first week of January, 1975, and every
subsequent year, the Secretary of Commerce shall certify to
the Commission and publish in the Federal Register an
estimate of the voting age population of the United States,
of each State, and of each congressional district as of the first

S. 3044——3
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day of July next preceding the date of certification. The term
‘voting age population’ means resident popu.ation, eighteen
years of age or older.

“(h) Upon receiving the certification of the Secretary
of Commerce and of the Secretary of Labor, the Commission
shall publish in the Federal Register the applicable expendi-
ture limitations in effect for the calendar year for the United
States, and for each State and congressional distriet under
this section.

“(h) In the case of a candidate who 's campaigning
for election to the House of Representatives from a district
which has been established, or the boundaries of which have
been altered, since the preceding general election for such
office, the determination of the amount and the determination
of whether the candidate is a major party candidate or a
minor party candidate or is otherwise entitled to payments
under this title shall be made by the Commission based
upon the number of votes cast in the preceding general
election for such office by voters residing within the area
encompassed in the new or altered district.”

“CERTIFICATIONS BY COMMISSION

“Sec. 505. (a) On the basis of the evidence, books,
records, and information furnished by each candidate eligible
to receive payments under section 508, and prior to exami-

nation and audit under section 507, the Commission shall
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certify from time to time to the Secretary of the Treasury

- for payment to each candidate the amount to which that can-

didate is entitled.

“(b) Initial certifications by the Commission under sub-
section (a), and all determinations made by it under this
title, shall be final and conclusive, except to the extent that
they are subject to examination and audit by the Commission
under section 507 and judicial review under section 313,

“PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES

“SEC. 506. (a) There is established within the Treas-
ury a fund to be known as the I'ederal Election Campaign
Fund. There are authorized to be appropriated to the fund
amounts equal to the sum of the amounts designated by
taxpayers under section 6096 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 not previously taken into account for purposes
of this subsection, and such additional amounts as may be
necessary to carry out the provisions of this title without
any reduction under subsection (c). The moneys in the
fund .shall remain available without fiscal year limitation.

“(b) Upon receipt of a certification from the Commis-
sion under section 505, the Secretary of the Treasury shall
pay the amount certified by the Commission to the candidate
to whom the certification relates.

“(c) (1) If the Secretary of the Treasury determines

that the monies in the fund are not, or may not be, suffi-

21
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cient to pay the full amount of entitlement to all candidates
eligible to receive payments, he shall reduce the amount to
which each candidate is entitled under section 503 by a
percentage equal to the percentage obtained by dividing (1)
the amount of money remaining in the fund at the time of
such determination by (2) the total amoun: which all can-
didates eligible to receive payments are envitled to receive
under section 503. If additional candidates become eligible
under section 502 after the Secretary determines there are
insufficient monies in the fund, he shall make any further
reductions in the amounts payable to all eligible candidates
necessary to carryout the purposes of this subsection. "The
Secretary shall notify the Commission and each eligible can-
didate by registered mail of the reduction in the amount to
which that candidate is entitled under secticn 503.

“(2) If, as a result of a reduction under this subsec-
tion in the amount to which an eligible candidate is en-
titled under section 503, payments have been made under
this section in excess of the amount to which such candi-
date is entitled, that candidate is liable for repayment to
the fund of the excess under procedures the Clommission shall
prescribe by regulation.

“EXAMINATION AND AUDITS; REPAYMENTS
“Sec. 507. (a) After each Federal election, the Com-

mission shall conduct a thorough examination and audit of
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the campaign expenditures of all candidates for Federal
oftice who received payments under this title for use in cam-
paigns relating to that election.

“(b) (1) If the Commission determines that any
portion of the payments made to an eligible candidate under
section 506 was in excess of the aggregate amount of the
payments to which the candidate was entitled, it shall
so notify that candidate, and he shall pay to the Secretary
of the Treasury an amount equal to the excess amount. If
the Commission determines that any portion of the payments
made to a candidate under section 506 for use in his primary
election campaign or his general election campaign was not
used to make expenditures in connection with that campaign,
the Commission shall so notify the candidate and he shall pay
an amount equal to the amount of the unexpended portion
to the Secretary. In making its determination under the pre-
ceding sentence, the Commission shall consider all amounts
received as contributions to have been expended before any
amounts received under this title are expended.

“(2) If the Commission determines that any amount
of any payment made to a candidate under section 506 was
used for any purpose other than—

“(A) to defray campaign expenditures, or
“(B) to repay loans the proceeds of which were

used, or otherwise to restore funds (other than contribu-
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tions to defray campaign expenditures which were re-

ceived and expended) which were used, to defray

campaign expenditures,
it shall notify the candidate of the amount 3o used, and the
candidate shall pay to the Secretary of the Treasury an
amount equal to such amount.

“(3) No payment shall be required from a candidate
under this subsection in excess of the totel amount of all
payments received by the candidate under section 506 in
connection with the campaign with respect to which the event
oceurred which caused the candidate to have to make a pay-
ment under this subsection.

“(c) No notification shall be made by the Commission
under subsection (b) with respect to a campaign more than
eighteen months after the day of the election to which the
campaign related.

“(d) All payments received by the Secretary under
subsection (b) shall be deposited by him in the fund.

“INFORMATION ON EXPENDITURES AND PROPOSED

EXPENDITURES

“Sec. 508. (a) Every candidate shall, from time to time
as the Commission requires, furnish to the Commission a
detailed statement, in the form the Commission prescribes,

of—

“(1) the campaign expenditures incurred by him
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and his authorized committees prior to the date of the

statement (whether or not evidence of campaign ex:

penditures has been furnished for purposes of section

505) , and

“(2) the campaign expenditures which he and his
authorized committees propose to incur on or after the
date of the statement.

“(b) The Commission shall, as soon as possible after it
receives a statement under subsection (a), prepare and make
available for public inspection and copying a summary of the
statement, together with any other data or information which
it deems advisable.

“REPORTS TO CONGRESS

“Sec. 509. (a) The Commission shall, as soon as
practicable after the close of each calendar year, submit a
full report to the Senate and House of Representatives
setting forth—

“(1) the expenditures incurred by each candidate,
and his authorized committees, who received any pay-
ment under section 506 in connection with an election:

“(2) the amounts certified by it under section 505
for payment to that candidate ; and

“(3) the amount of payments, if any, required
from that candidate under section 507, and the reasons

for each payment required.
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Each report submitted pursuant to this section shall be
printed as a Senate document.

“(b) The Commission is authorized to conduct exami-
nations and audits (in addition to the examinations and audits
under sections 505 and 307), to conduct irvestigations, and
to require the keeping and submission of any books, records,
or other information necessary to carry out the funcions
and duties imposed on it by this title.

“PARTICIPATION BY COMMISSION IN JUDICIAL
PROCEEDINGS

“Sec. 510. The Commission may initiate civil proceed-
ings in any district court of the United States to seek re-
covery of any amounts determined to be peyable to the See-
retary of the Treasury by a candidate under this title.

“PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS

“Sec. 511. Violation of any provisicn of this title is
punishable by a fine of not more than $50,000, or imprison-
ment for not more than five years, or both.

“RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER FEDERAL ELECTION LAWS

“SEc. 512. The Commission shall cousult from time to
time with the Secretary of the Senate, the Clerk of the Ilouse
of Representatives, the Federal Communications Cominis-
sion, and with other Federal officers charged with the ad-
ministration of laws relating to Federal elections, in order

to develop as much consistency and coordination with the
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administration of those other laws as the provisions of this

title permit. The Commission shall use the same or compara-

ble data as that used in the administration of such other
election laws whenever possible.”.

TITLE II—CHANGES IN CAMPAIGN COMMUNICA-
TIONS LAW AND IN REPORTING AND DIS-
CLOSURE PROVISIONS OF FEDERAL ELEC-
TION CAMPAIGN ACT OI 1971

CAMPAIGN COMMUNICATIONS
Swme. 201. (a) Section 315(a) of the Communications

Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 315 (a)) is amended by inserting

after “public office” in the first sentence thercof the follow-

(%4

ing: “, other than Federal elective office (including the
office of Vice President) ™.

(1) Section 315 (b) of such Act (47 U.8.C. 315(b))
is amended by striking out “by any person” and inserting
“by or on behalf of any person”.

(¢) (1) Section 315 (c) of such Act (47 U.S.C. 315
(¢) ) is amended to read as follows:

““(e¢) No station licensee may make any charge for the

use of any such station by or on behalf of any legally quali-

fied candidate for nomination for election, or for election,

to Federal elective office unless such candidate (or a person
specifically authorized by such candidate in writing to do
s0) certifies to such licensee in writing that the payment of

S.3044—4
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such charge will not exceed the limit on expenditures
applicable to that candidate under section 504 of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971, or under section 614
of title 18, United States Code.”.

(2) Section 315(d) of such Aet (47 U.S.C. 815 (d))
is amended to read as follows:

“(d) If a State by law imposes a limitation upon the
amount which a legally qualified candidate for nomina-
tion for election, or for election, to public office (other than
Federal elective office) within that State may spend in
connection with his campaign for such nomination or his
campaign for election, then no station licensee may make
any charge for the use of such station by or on behalf of
such candidate unless such candidate (or a person spe-
cifically authorized in writing by him to do so) certifies to
such licensee in writing that the payment of such charge
will not violate that limitation.”.

(d) Section 317 of such Act (47 1.8.C. 317), is
amended by—

(1) striking out in paragraph (1) of subsection

(a) “person: Provided, That” and inserting in licu

thereof the following: “person. If such matter is a

political advertisement soliciting funds for a candidate

or a political cominittee, there shall be announced at

the time of such broadeast a statement that a copy
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of reports filed by that person with the Federal Election

Commission is available from the Federal Election Com-

mission, Washington, D.C., and the licensee shall

not make any charge for any part of the costs of mak-
ing the announcement. The term”; and

(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as (f),
and by inserting after subsection (d) the following
new subsection:

“(e) Each station licensee shall maintain a record of
any political advertisement broadcast, together with the
identification of the person who caused it to be broadcast,
for a period of two years. The record shall be available for
public inspection at reasonable hours.”.

(e) The Campaign Communications Reform Act is
repealed.

CHANGES IN DEFINITIONS FOR REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE

SEc. 202. (a) Section 301 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to definitions) is amended
by—

(1) striking out “, and (5) the election of dele-
gates to a constitutional convention for proposing amend-
ments to the Constitution of the United States” in para-
graph (a), and by inserting “and” before “(4)” in
such paragraph;
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(2) striking out paragraph (d) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

“(d) ‘political committee’ means—

“{1) any committee, club, association, or other
group of persons which receives contributions or
makes expendilures during a calerdar year in an
aggregate amount exceeding $1,000; |

“(2) any national committee, association, or
organization of a political party, any State affiliate
or subsidiary of a national political party, and
any State central committee of a political party;
and

“(3) any committee, association, or organiza-
tion engaged in the administration of a separate

segregated fund described in section 610 of title 18,

United States Code;”;

(3) inserting in paragraph (e) (1) after “subscrip-
tion” the following: “(including any assessment, fee,
or membership dues) ”;

(4) striking out in paragraph (e) (1) “or for the
purpose of influencing the election of delegates to a
constitutional convention for proposinzg amendments
to the Constitution of the United States” and insert-
ing in lien thereof the following: ‘“‘or for the purpose

of financing any operations of a political committee
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(other than a payment made or an obligation incurred
by a corporation or labor organization which, under the
provisions of the last paragraph of section 610 of title
18, United States Code, does not constitute a contribu-
tion by that corporation or labor organization), or for
the purpose of paying, at any time, any debt or obliga-
tion incurred by a candidate or a political committee in
connection with any campaign for nomination for elec-
tion, or for election, to Federal office”;

(5) stiiking out subparagraph (2) of paragraph
(e), and amending subparagraph (3) of such para-
graph to read as follows:

“(3) funds received by a political committee which
are transferred to that committee from another political
committee;”;

(6) redesignating subparagraphs (4) and (5) of
paragraph (e) as paragraphs (3) and (4), respec-
tively;

(7) striking out paragraph (f) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

“(f) ‘expenditure’—

(1) means a purchase, payment, distribution,
loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything
of value, made for the purpose of—

“(A) influencing the nomination for elec-

31




10
11
12
13

14

16

17

18

32

30
tion, or the election, of any erson to Federal
office, or to the office of presidential and vice-
presidential elector;

“(B) influencing the result of a primary
election held for the selection of delegates to a
national nominating convention of a political
party or for the expression of a preference for
the nomination of persons for election tc the
office of President;

“(C) financing any operations of a political
committee; or

“(D) paying, at any time, any debt or
obligation incurred by a candidate or a political
committee in connection with any campaign for
nomination for election, or for election, to Fed-
eral office; and
“(2) means the transfer of funds by a pol tical

committee to another political committee; but
“(3) does not include—-

“(A) the value of services rendered by individuals
who volunteer to work without compeasation on behalf
of a candidate; or

“(B) any payment made or obligation incurrel by
a corporation or a labor organization ‘which, under the

provisions.of the last paragraph of section 610 of title 18,
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United States Code, would not constitute an expenditure
by that corporation or labor organization;”;

(7) striking “and” at the end of paragraph (h);

(8) striking the period at the end of paragraph
(i) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon; and

(9) adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraphs:

“(j) ‘identification’ means—

“(1) in the case of an individual, his full name
and the full address of his principal place of
residence; and

“(2) in the case of any other person, the full
name and address of that person;

“(k) ‘national committee’ means the organization
which, by virtue of the bylaws of a political party, is
responsible for the day-to-day operation of that political
party at the national level, as determined by the Com-
mission; and

“(1) “political party’ means an association, commit-
tee, or organization which nominates a candidate for
election to any Federal office, whose name appears on
the election ballot as the candidate of that association,
committee, or organization.”.

(b) (1) Section 302 (b) of such Act (relating to reports

of contributions in excess of $10) is amended by striking “,
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the name and address (occupation and principal place of
business, if any)” and inserting “of the contribution and
the identification”,

(2) Section 302 (¢) of such Act (relating to detailed
accounts) is amended by striking “full name and meiling
address (occupation and the principal place of business,
if any)” in paragraphs (2) and (4) and inserting in each
such paragraph “identification”.

(3) Section 302 (c) of such Act is further amended by
striking the semicolon at the end of paragraph (2) anl in-
serting “and, if a person’s contributions aggregate more than
$100, the account shall include occupation, and the principal
place of business (if any) ;”.

REGISTRATION OF CANDIDATES AND POLITICAL
COMMITTEES

SEC. 203, (a) Section 303 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (relating to registration of political com-
mittees; 'statements) is amended by redesignating subsec-
tions (a) through (d) as (b) through (e), respectively,
and by inserting after “Src. 303.” the following new sub-
section (a) :

o« (a) Each candidate shall, within ten days after the
date on which he has qualified under State law as a cendi-
date, or on which he, or any person authorized by him

to do so, has received a contribution or made an expendi-
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ture in connection with his campaign or for the purpose
of preparing to undertake his campaign, file with the
Commission a registration statement in such form as

the Commission may prescribe. The statement shall include—

“(1) the identification of the candidate, and any
individual, political commitiee, or other person he has
authorized to receive contributions or make expenditures
on his behalf in connection with his campaign;

“(2) the identification of his campaign depositories,
together with the title and number of each account at
each such depository which is to be used in connection
with his campaign, any safety deposit box to be used
in connection therewith, and the identification of each
individual authorized by him to make any expenditure or
withdrawal from such account or box; and

“(3) such additional relevant information as the

Commission may require.”.

(b) The first sentence of subsection (b) of such section

(as redesignated by subsection (a) of this section) is
-amended to read as follows: “The treasurer of each politi-
cal committee shall file with the Commission a statement
of organization within ten days after the date on which

the committee is organized.”.

(¢) The second sentence of such subsection (b) is

S. 3044—5
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amended by striking out “this Act” and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: “the Federal Electioa Campaign Act
Amendments of 1974”,
(d) Subsection (c) of such section (as redesignated
by subsection (a) of this section) is amended by—

(1) inserting “be in such form as the Commission
shall prescribe, and shall” after “The statement of
organization shall”’;

(2) striking out paragrapk (3) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

“(3) the geographic area or political jurisdiction
within which the committee will operate, and a general
description of the committee’s authority and aciivi-
ties;”; and

(3) striking out paragraph (9) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following::

“(9) the name and address of the campaign deposi-
tories used by that committee, together with the itle
and number of each account and safoty deposit box
used by that committee at each depository, and the
identification of each individual authorized to make
withdrawals or payments out of such account or box;”.

(e) The caption of such secticn 303 is amended by
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inserting “CANDIDATES AND” after “REGISTRATION OF”.

CHANGES IN REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Sec. 204. (a) Section 304 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (relating to reports by political comi-

mittees and candidates) is amended by—

(1) inserting ““ (1) after “(a)” in subsection (a) ;

(2) striking out “for election” each place it ap-
pears in the first sentence of subsection (a) and in-
serting in lieu thereof in each such place “for nomina-
tion for election, or for election,”;

(3) striking out the second sentence of subsection
(a) and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “Such
reports shall be filed on the tenth day of April, July,
and October of each year, on the tenth day preceding
an election, and on the last day of January of each year.
Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, the reports
required, by that sentence to be filed during April, July,
and October by or relating to a candidate during a year
in which no Federal election is held in which he is a
candidate, may be filed on the twentieth day of each
month.”;

(4) striking out everything after “filing” in the
third sentence of subsection (a) and inserting in lieu
thereof a period and the following: “If the person mak-

ing any anonymous contribution is subsequently identi-
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fied, the identification of the contributor shall be re-

ported to the Commission within the reporting period

within which he is identified.”; and
(5) adding at the end of subsection (a) the follow-

Ing new paragraph:

“(2) Upon a request made by a Pres'dential cand date
or a political committee which operates in more than one
State, or upon its own motion, the Commission may waive
the reporting dates (other than January 31) set forth in
paragraph (1), and require instead that such candidates or
political committees file reports not less frequently than
monthly. The Commission may not require a Presidential
candidate or a political committee operatiag in more than
one State to file more than eleven reports (not counting any
report to be filed on January 31) during any calendar year.
If the Commission acts on its own motion under this para-
graph with respect to a candidate cr a political committee,
that candidate or committee may obtain judicial review in
accordance with the provisions of chapter 7 of title 5, United
States Code.”.

(b) (1) Section 304 (b) of such Act (relating to reports
by political committees and candidates) is amended by
striking “full name and mailing address (occupation and
the principal place of business, if any)” in paragraphs (9)
and (10) and inserting in lieu thereof in each such para-

graph “identification”.
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(2) Subsection (b) (5) of such section 304 is amended
by striking out “lender and endorsers” and inserting in lieu
thereof “lender, endorsers, and guarantors”.

(¢) Subsection (b) (12) of such section is amended by
inserting before the semicolon the following: *, together
with a statement as to the circumstances and conditions
under which any such debi or obligation is extinguished
and the consideration therefor”.

(d) Subsection (b) of such section is amended by—

(1) striking the “and” at the end of paragraph
(12) ; and

(2) redesignating paragraph (13) as (14), and
by inserting after paragraph (12) the following new
paragraph:

“(13) such information as the Commission may re-
quire for the disclosure of the nature, amount, source,
and designated recipient of any earmarked, encum-
bered, or restricted contribution or other special fund;
and”.

(e) The first sentence of subsection (c¢) of such section
is amended to read as follows: “The reports required to be
filed by subsection (a) shall be cumulative during the calen-
dar year to which they relate, and during such additional

periods of time as the Commission may require.”.
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(f) Such section 304 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subscctions:

“(d) This scetion does not require a Member of Con-
gress to report, as contributions received or as expondi-
tures made, the value of photographic, matting, or re:ord-
ing services furnished to him before the first day of January
of the year preceding the year in which his term of office
expires if those services were furnished to him by the
Senate Recording Studio, the IIouse Recording Stidio,
or by any individual whose pay is disbursed by the Secre-
tary of the Senate or the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives and who furnishes such services as his primary
duty as an employce of the Senate or House of Repre-
sentatives, or if such services were paid for by the Regpubli-
can or Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, the
Democratic National Congressional Committee, or the
National Republican Congressional Commit -ee.

“(e) Every person (other than a political committoe or
candidate) who makes contributions or expenditures, other
than by contribution to a political commiitee or candidate,
in an aggregate amount in excess of $100 within a calen-
dar year shall file with the Commission a statement con-
taining the information required by this section. State-

ments required by this subsection shall be filed on the
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dates on which reports by political committees are filed but
need not be cumnlative.”.

(g) The caption of such section 304 is amended to read
as follows:

“REPORTS”.
CAMPAIGN ADVERTISEMENTS

Sec. 205. Section 805 of the Federal Flection Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (relating to reports by others than po-
litical committees) is amended to read as follows:

“REQUIREMTENTS RELATING TO CAMPAIGN
ADVERTISING

“Src. 305. (a) No person shall cause any political ad-
vertisement to be published unless he furnishes to the
publisher of the advertisement his identification in writing,
together with the identification of any person authorizing
him to cause such publication.

“(b) Any published political advertisement shall con-
tain a statement, in such form as the Commission may
prescribe, of the identification of the person authorizing
the publication of that advertisement.

“(¢) Any publisher who publishes any political adver-
tisement shall maintain such records as the Commission
may prescribe for a period of two years affer the date of
publication setting forth such advertisement -and any

material relating to identification furnished to him in
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connection therewith, and shall permit the public to inspect
and copy those records at reasonable hours.

“(d) To the extent that any person sells space in any
newspaper or magazine to a candidate or his agent for
Federal office, or nomination thereto, in connection with
such candidate’s campaign for nomination for, or clec-
tion to, such office, the charges made for the use of such
space in connection with his campaign shall not exceed the
charges made for comparable use of such space for cther
purposes.

“(e) Any political committee shall include on the face
or front page of all literature and advertisements solic ting
contributions the following notice:

“‘A copy of our report filed with the Federal Iilec-
tion Commission is available for purchase from the
Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C.
“(f) Asused in this section, the term—

“(1) ‘political advertisement’ means any matter
advocating the election or defeat of any candidate but
does not include any bona fide news story (incluling
interviews, commentaries, or other works prepared for
and published by any newspaper, magazine, or other
periodical publication the publication of which work is
not paid for by any candidate, political committee, or

agent thereof) ; and
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“(2) ‘published’ means publication in a newspaper,
magazine, or other periodical publication, distribution
of printed leaflets, pamphlets, or other documents, or
display through the use of any outdoor advertising facil-
ity, and such other use of printed media as the Commis-
sion shall prescribe.”.

WAIVER OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 206. Section 306 (¢) of the Federal Tlection Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (relating to formal requirements respect-

ing reports and statements) is amended to read as follows:

“(¢) The Commission may, by published regulation of

general applicability, relieve—

“(1) any category of candidates of the obligation
to comply personally with the requirements of subsec-
tions (a) through (e) of section 304, if it determines
that such action will not have any adverse effect on the
purposes of this title, and

“(2) any category of political committees of the
obligation to comply with such section if such com-
mittees—

“(A) primarily support persons seeking State
or local office, and
“(B) do not operate in more than one State

or do not operate on a statewide basis.”".

S. 3044——6
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ESTABLISHMENT OF FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ;

CENTRAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES; CAMPAIGN DE-

POSITORIES

SEC. 207. (a) Title III of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (relating to disclosure of Federal cim-
paign funds) is amended by redesignating section 30€ as
section 312, and by inserting after section 307 the follyw-
ing new sections:

“FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

“SEC. 308. (a) (1) There is established, as an inde-
pendent establishment of the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment of the United States, a commission to be known
as the Federal Election Commission.

“(2) The Commission shall be composed of the Coxnp-
troller General, who shall serve without tho right to vote,
and seven members who shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, Of
the seven members—

“(A) two shall be chosen from anong individuals
recommended by the President pro tempore of “he
Senate, upon the recommendations of the majority
leader of the Senate and the minority leader of the
Senate; and

“(B) two shall be chosen from among individuals

recommended by the Speaker of the House of Repe-
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sentatives, upon the recommendations of the majority

leader of the House and the minority leader of the

House.
The two members appointed under subparagraph (A) shall
not be affiliated with the same political party; nor shall the
two members appointed under subparagraph (B). Of the
members not appointed under such subparagraphs, not more
than two shall be affiliated with the same political party.

“(8) Members of the Commission, other than the
Comptroller General, shall serve for terms of seven years,
except that, of the members first appointed—

“(A) one of the members not appointed under sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (2) shall be
appointed for a term ending on the April thirtieth first
oceurring more than six months after the date on
which he is appointed;

“(B) one of the members appointed under para-
graph (2) (A) shall be appointed for a term ending one
year after the April thirtieth on which the term of the
member referred to in subparagraph (A) of this para-
oraph ends;

“(C) one of the members appointed under para-
graph (2) (B) shall be appointed for a term ending
two years thereafter;

“(D) one of the members not appointed under
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subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (2) shal bhe

appointed for a term ending three years thereafter;

“(E) one of the members appoirted under pira-
graph (2) (A) shall be appointed for a term ending
four years thereafter;

“(F) one of the members appointed under para-
graph (2) (B) =shall be appointed for a term encing
five years thereafter; and

“(G) one of the menibers not appointed under sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (2) shall be
appointed for a term ending six years thereafter.

“(4) Members shall be chosen on the basis of their
maturity, experience, integrity, impartiality, and good judg-
ment. A member may be reappoinied to the Commission
only once.

“(5) An individual appointed to fill a VaCancy occur-
ring other than by the expiration of a term of office shall
be appointed only for the unexpired term of the member he
succeeds. Any vacancy occurring in the office of member
of the Commission shall be filled in the manner in which
that office was originally filled.

“(6) The Commission shall elect a Chairman and a
Vice Chairman from among its members for a term of tiwo
years. The Chairman and the Vice Chairman shall not be

affiliated with the same political party. The Vice Chairman
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shall act as Chairman in the absence or disability of the
Chairman, or in the event of a vacancy in that office.

“(b) A vacancy in the Commission shall not impair the
right of the remaining members to exercise all the powers of
the Commission. Four members of the Commission shall
constitute a quorum.

“(¢) The Commission shall bave an official seal which
shall be judicially noticed.

“(d) The Commission shall at the close of each fiscal
year report to the Congress and to the President concerning
the action it has taken; the names, salaries, and duties of all
individuals in its employ and the money it has disbursed; and
shall make such further reports on the matters within its
jurisdiction and such recommendations for further legislation
as may appear desirable.

“(e) The principal office of the Commission shall be 1n
or near the District of Columbia, but it may meet or exercise
any or all its powers in any State.

“(f) The Commission shall appoint a General Counsel
and an Executive Director to serve at the pleasure of the
Commission. The General Counsel shall be the chief legal
officer of the Commission. The Executive Director shall be
responsible for the administrative operations of the Commis-
sion and shall perform such other duties as may be delegated

or assigned to him from time to time by regulations or orders
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of the Commission. However, the Commission shall not d>le-
gate the making of regulations regarding elections to the
Executive Director.

“(g) The Chairman of the Commissicn shall appoint
and fix the compensation of such personnel as are necessiLry
to fulfill the duties of the Commission in accordance with he
provisions of title 5, United States Code.

“(h) The Commission may obtain the services of ox-
perts and consultants in accordance with section 3109 of title
O, United States Code.

“(i) In carrying out its responsibilities under this title,
the Commission shall, to the fullest extent practicable, avail
itself of the assistance, including personnel and faciliti s,
of the General Accounting Office ard the Department of
Justice. The Comptroller General and the Attorney Gen-
eral may make available to the Commission such personn:l,
facilities, and other assistance, with or without reimburs.e-
ment, as the Commission may request.

“(j) The provisions of section 7324 of title 5, Unit>d
States Code, shall apply to members of the Commission
notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (d) (3) of
such section.

“(k) (1) Whenever the Commission submits any budget
estimate or request to the President or the Office of Ma 1-
agement and Budget, it shall concurréntly transmit a cory

of that estimate or request to the Congress.
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“(2) Whenever the Commission submits any legislative
recommendations, or testimony, or comments on legisla-
tion requested by the Congress or by any Member of
Congress to the President or the Office of Management and
Budget, it shall concurrently transmit a copy thereof to
the Congress or to the Member requesting the same. No
officer or agency of the United States shall have any
authority to require the Commission to submit its legisla-
tive recommendations, or testimony, or comments on legis-
lation, to any office or agency of the United States for
approval, comments, or review, prior to the submission of
such recommendations, testimony, or comments to the
Congress.

“POWERS OF COMMISSION

“Sec. 309. (a) The Commission has the power—

“(1) to require, by special or general orders, any
person to submit in writing such reports and answers to
questions as the Commission may prescribe; and such
submission shall be made within such reasonable period
and under oath or otherwise as the Commission may
determine;

“(2) to administer oaths;

“(3) to require by subpena, signed by the Chair-

man or the Vice Chairman, the attendance and testi-
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mony of witnesses and the production of all documen ary
evidence relating to the execution of its ¢ uties:

“(4) in any proceeding or investigation to o-der
testimony to be taken by deposition before any person
who is designated by the Commission and has the poiver
to administer oaths and, in such instances, to con pel
testimony and the production of evidence in the st me
manner as authorized under paragraph (3) of this suh-
section ;

“(5) to pay witnesses the same fees and mile e
as are paid in like circumstances in the courts of the
United States;

“(6) to initiate (through civil proceedings for in-
Junctive relief and through presentations to Fedral
grand Juries), prosecute, defend, or appeal any civil or
criminal action in the name of the Com mission for -he
purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Act and of
sections 602, 608, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 6 6,
and 617 of title 18, United States Code, through 1its
General Counsel ;

“(7) to delegate any of its functions or powers,
other than the power to issue subpenas under paragraph
(3), to any officer or employee of the Commission; and

“(8) to make, amend, and repeal such rules, pit-

suant to the provisions of chapter 5 of title 5, United
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States Code, as are necessary to carry out the provisions

of this Act.

“(b) Any United States district court within the juris-
diction of which any inquiry is carried on, may, upon petition
by the Commission, in case of refusal to obey a subpena or
order of the Commission issued under subsection (a) of this
section, issue an order requiring compliance therewith.
Any failure to obey the order of the court may be punished
by the court as a contempt thereof.

““(¢) No person shall be subject to civil liability to any
person (other than the Commission or the United States)
for disclosing information at the request of the Commission.

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
Commission shall be the primary civil and criminal enforce-
ment agency for violations of the provisions of this Aect, and
of sections 602, 608, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 616,
and 617 of title 18, United States Code. Any violation of any
such provision shall be prosecuted by the Attorney General
or Department of Justice personnel only after consultation
with, and with the consent of, the Commission.

“(e) (1) Any person who violates any provision of this
Act or of section 602, 608, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615,
616, or 617 of title 18, United States Code, may be as-
sessed a civil penalty by the Commission under paragraph

(2) of this subsection of not more than $10,000 for each
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such violation. Each occurrence of a violation of this Aect
and each day of noncompliance with a disclosure require-
ment of this title or an order of the Commission ismed
under this section shall constitute a separate offense. In
determining the amount of the penalty the Commission
shall consider the person’s history of previous violations,
the appropriateness of such penalty to the financial resources
of the person charged, the gravity of the violation, and the
demonstrated good faith of the person charged in attempting
to achieve rapid compliance after notification of a viola ion.

“(2) A civil penalty shall be assessed by the Com nis-
sion by order only after the person charged with a violztion
has been given an opportunity for a hearirg and the Com-
mission has determined, by decision incorporating its findings
of fact therein, that a violation did occur, and the amour t of
the penalty. Any hearing under this section shall be of re :ord
and shall be held in accordance with chapter 5 of titl: 5,
United States Code.

“(3) If the person against whom a ecivil penalty is
agsessed fails to pay the penalty, the Commission :hall
file a petition for enforcement of its order assessing the
penalty in any appropriate district court of the United St.ites.
The petition shall designate the person against whom the
order is sought to be enforced as the respondent. A copy

of the petition shall forthwith be sent by registered or cer-
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tified mail to the respondent and his attorney of record, and
thereupon the Commission shall certify and file in such court
the record upon which such order sought to be enforeed was
issued. The court shall have jurisdiction to enter a judgment,
enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so medified, or set-
ting aside in whole or in part the order and decision of the
Commission or it may remand the proceedings to the Com-
mission for such further action as it may dircct. The court
may determine de novo all issues of law but the Commis-
sion’s findings of fact, if supported by substantial evidence,
shall be conclusive.

“(f) Upon application made by any individual holding
Federal office, any candidate, or any political commniittee, the
Commission, through its General Counscel, shall provide with-
in a reasonable period of time an advisory opinion, with
respect to any specifie transaction or activity inquired of,
as to whether such transaction or activity would constitute
a violation of any provision of this Act or of any provision
of title 18, United States Code, over which the Cominission
has primary jurisdiction under subsection (d).

“OENTRAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES

“Smc. 310. (a) Each candidate shall designate one
political committee as his central campaign committee. A
candidate for nomination for election, or for election, to

the office of President, may also designate one political
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committee in each State in which he is a candidate as liis
State campaign committee for that State. The designation
shall be made in writing, and a copy of tae designaticn,
together with such information as the Commission may
require, shall be furnished to the Commission upon the
designation of any such committee.

“(b) No political committee may be designated as the
central campaign committee of more than one candidate.
The central campaign committee, and each State campaign
committee, designated by a candidate nominated by a pol ti-
cal party for election to the office of President shall be the
central campaign committee and the State campaign com-
mittee of the candidate nominated by that party for el>c-
tion to the office of Vice President.

“(c¢) (1) Any political committee avthorized by a
candidate to accept contributions or make expenditures in
connection with his campaign for nomination for election,
or for election, which is not a central campaign commit:ee
or a State campaign committee, shall furn'sh each report
required of it under section 304 (other than reports requi ed
under section 311 (b)) to that candidate’s central campa gn
committee at the time it would, but for this subsectin,
be required to furnish that report to the Commission. Any
report properly furnished to a central campaign commitiee

under this subsection shall be, for purposes of this tiile,
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held and considered to have been furnished to the Com-
mission at the time at which it was furnished to such
central campaignA committee.

“(2) The Commission may, by regulation, require any
political committee receiving contributions or making ex-
penditures in a State on behalf of a candidate who, under
subsection (a), has designated a State campaign committee
for that State to furnish its reports to that State campaign
committee instead of furnishing such reports to the central
campaign committee of that candidate.

“(3) The Commission may require any political com-
mittee to furnish any report directly to the Commission.

“(d) Each political committee which is & central cam-
paign committee or a State campaign committee shall re-
ceive all reports filed with or furnished to it by other politi-
cal committees, and consolidate and furnish the reports to the
Commission, together with its own reports and statements,
in accordance with the provisions of this title and regulations
prescribed by the Commission.

“CAMPAIGN DEPOSITORIES

“SEc. 311. (a) (1) Each candidate shall designate one
or more National or State banks as his campaign depositories.
The central campaign committee of that candidate, and any
other political committee authorized by him to receive con-

tributions or to make expenditures on his behalf, shall main-
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tain a checking account at a depository so dzsignated by the
candidate and shall deposit any contributions received by
that committee into that account. A candidate shall deposit
any payment received by him under section 506 of this Act
in the account maintained by his central eampaign comunit-
tee. No expenditure may be made by any such committec on
behalf of a candidate or to influence his election except by
check drawn on that account, other than pesty cash expcnd-
itures as provided in subsection (b).

“(2) The treasurer of each political committee (other
than a political committee authorized by a candidate to
receive contributions or to make expenditures on his behulf)
shall designate one or more National or State banks as cum-
paign depositories of that committee, and shall maintaia a
checking account for the committee at each such depository.
All contributions received by that committee shall be de-
posited in such an account. No expenditure may be made by
that committee except by check drawn on that account, other
than petty cash expenditures as provided in subsection (b).

“(b) A political committee may maintain a petty cash
fund out of which it may make expenditures not in ex:ess
of $100 to any person in connection with a single purct ase
or transaction. A record of petty cash disbursements saall
be kept in accordance with requirements established by

the Commission, and such statements and -reports the eof
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shall be furnished to the Commission as it may require.

“(c) A candidate for nomination for election, or for
election, to the office of President may establish one such
depository in cach such State, which shall be considered by
his State campaign committce for that State and any other
political committee authorized by him to receive contribu-
tions or to make expenditures on his behalf in that State,
under regulations prescribed by the Commission, as his
single campaign depository. The campaign depository of
the candidate of a political party for election to the office
of Vice President shall be the campaign depository desig-
nated by the candidate of that party for election to the
office of President.”.

(b) (1) Section 5314 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thercof the following new
paragraph:

“(60) Members (other than the Comptroller Gen-

eral) , Federal Election Commission (7).”

(2) Section 5315 of such title is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(98) General Counsel, Federal Election Com-
mission.

“(99) Executive Director, Federal Election Coom-
mission.”

(c) Until the appointment and qualification of all the
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members of the Federal Election Commission and its Gen-
eral Counsel and until the transfer provided for in this sub-
section, the Comptroller General, the Sccretary of the
Senate, and the Clerk of the House of Representatives shall
continue to carry out their responsibilities under title 1 and
title IIT of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 as
such titles existed on the day before the date of enactment of
this Act. Upon the appointment of all the members of the
Commission and its General Counsel, the Comptroller Gren-
eral, the Secretary of the Senate, and the Clerk of the Hoaouse
of Representatives shall meet with the Commission and ar-
range for the transfer, within thirty days &fter the date on
which all such members and the General Counsel are ap-
pointed, of all records, documents, memorandums, and other
papers associated with carrying out their responsibilities
under title T and title ITT of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971.

(d) Title IIT of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 is amended by-—

(1) amending section 301 (g) (relating to defini-

tions) to read as follows:

“(g) ‘Commission’ means the Federal Election Coromis-
sion;”;

(2) striking out “supervisory officer” in sestion

302 (d) and inserting “‘Commission”;
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(3) striking out section 302 (f) (relating to or-
ganization of political comuittees) ;
(4) amending scotion 303 (relating to registration
of political committees; statements) hy—

(A) striking out “supervisory officer” cach
time it appears therein and inserting “Commis-
sion”; and

(B) striking out “he” in the second sentence
of subsection (b) of such section (as redesig-
nated by section 203 (a) of this Act) and inserting
“i67;

(5) amending scction 304 (relating to reports by
political committees and candidates) by—

(A) striking out “appropriate supervisory offi-
cer” and “him” in the first sentence thereof and in-

b

serting “Commission” and “it”, respectively; and

(B) striking out “supervisory officer’” where it

appears in the third sentence of subsection (a) and

in paragraphs (12) and (14) (as redesignated

by section 204 (d) (2) of this Aect) of subsection
(b), and inserting “Commission”;

(6) striking out “supervisory officer” cach place it

appears in section 306 (relating to formal requirements

respecting reports and statements) and inserting “Com-

mission’’;
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(7) striking out “Comptroller General of the United
States” and “he” in section 307 (relating to reports on
convention financing) and inserting ‘“Federal Election
Commission” and “it”, respectively;

(8) striking out “SUPERVISORY OFFICER” in the
caption of section 312 (as redesignated by subsection
(a) of this section) (relating to duties of the superviso:y
officer) and inserting “‘COMMISSION";

(9) striking out “supervisory officer” in section
312 (a) (as redesignated by subsection (a) of this
section) the first time it appears and inserting “Com-
mission’ ;

(10) amending section 312 (a) (as redesignated vy
subsection (a) of this section) by-—

(A) striking out “him” in paragraph (1) and
inserting “it”’;

(B) striking out “him” in paragraph (4) and
inserting “it”; and

(C) striking out “he” each place it appears in
paragraphs (7) and (9) and inserfing “it”;

(11) striking out “supervisory offcer” in sect.on
312 (b) (as redesignated by subsection (a) of this sib-
section) and inserting “Commission”;

(12) amending subsection (c) of section 312 (as

redesignated by subsection (a) of this section) by-—
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(A) striking out “Comptroller General” each
place it appears therein and inserting “‘Commis-
sion”, and striking out “his” in the second sentence
of such subsection and inserting “its’; and
(B) striking out the last sentence thereof; and
(13) amending subsection (d) (1) of section 312
(as redesignated by subsection (a) of this section) bhy—
(A) striking out “supervisory officer” each
place it appears therein and inserting “Commis-
sion”;
(B) striking out “he” the first place it appears
in the second sentence of such section and inserting
“1t”’; and
(C) striking out “the Attorney General on
behalf of the United States” and inserting “the
Commission”.
INDEXING AND PUBLICATION OF REPORTS
SEc. 208. Section 312 (a) (6) (as redesignated by this
Act) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (re-
lating to duties of the supervisory officer) is amended to
read as follows:
“(6) to compile and maintain a cumulative index
listing all statements and reports filed with the Com-
mission during each calendar year by political com-

mittees and candidates, which the Commission shall

61
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cause to be published in the Federal Register no less
frequently than monthly during even-numbered years
and quarterly in odd-numbered years and which shall
be in such form and shall include such information as
may be prescribed by the Commission to permit casy
identification of each statement, report, candidate, snd
committee listed, at least as to their names, the dates
of the statements and reports, and the number of payes
in each, and the Commission shall rnake copies of
statements and reports listed in the ind:x available for
sale, direct or by mail, at a price determined by the
Commission to be reasonable to the purchaser;”.
JUDICIAL REVIEW

Sec. 209. Title IIT of the Federal Election Carapa.gn

Act of 1971 is amended by inserting after section 312 (as

redesignated by this Aect) the following rew scction:

“JUDICIAL REVIEW

“Sce. 313. (a) Any agency action by the Cominission

made under the provisions of this Act sha'l be subject to
review by the United States Court of Appeals for rhe
District of Columbia Circuit upon petition filed in such
court by any interested person. Any petition filed pursuant
to this section shall be filed within thirty days after the

agency action by the Commission for which review is sought.

“(h) The Commission, the national committee of =ny
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political party, and individuals eligible to vote in an election
for Federal office, are authorized to institute such actions,
including actions for declaratory judgment or injunctive
relief, as may be appropriate to implement any provision of
this Act.

“(¢) The provisions of chapter 7 of title 5, United States
Code, apply to judicial review of any agency action, as de-
fined in section 551 of title 5, United States Code, by the
Commission.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES
TO PROMOTE COMPLIANCE

See. 210. Section 309 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (relating to statements filed with State
officers) is redesignated as section 314 of such Aect and
amended by—

(1) striking out “a supervisory officer” in sub-
section (a) and inserting in lieu thereof “the Com-
mission’;

(2) striking out “in which an cxpenditure is
made by him or on his behalf” in subsection (a) (1)
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “in which
he is a candidate or in which substantial expenditures
are made by him or on his behalf”’; and

(3) adding the following new subsection :

“(¢) There is authorized to be appropriated to the
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Commission in each fiscal year the sum of $500,000, to

be made available in such amounts as the Commission deems

appropriate to the States for the purpose of assisting them

in complying with their duties as set forth in this section.”.
CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE NAME OF ANOTHER PERSON

Sec. 211. Section 310 of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (relating to prohibition of contributions in narne

of another) is redesignated as section 315 of such Act and

amended by inserting after “another person”, the first timne
it appears, the following: “or knowingly permit his name to
be used to effect such a contribution”.

ROLE OF POLITICAL PARTY ORGANIZATION IN PRESIDEN-
TIAL CAMPAIGNS; USE OF EXCESS CAMPAIGYN FUNDS;
AUTHORIZATION OF' APPROPRIATION(S; PENALTIES
Stc. 212. Title 11T of the Federal Election Campaizn

Act of 1971 is amended by striking out section 311 and hy

adding at the end of such title the following new sections:

“APPROVAL OF PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN IXPENDITURES

BY NATIONAL COMMITTEE
“SEC. 316. (a) No expenditure in excess of $1,000 shall
be made by or on behalf of any candidate who has receivad
the nomination of his political party for President or Vice

President unless such expenditure has been specifically ap-

proved by the chairman or treasurer of that political party’s

national committee or the designated representative of that
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national committee in the State where the funds are to be
expended.

“(b) Each national committee approving expenditures
under subsection (a) shall register under section 303 as a
political committee and report each expenditure it approves
as if it had made that expenditure, together with the identi-
fication of the person seeking approval and making the
expenditure.

“(c) No political party shall have more than one na~
tional committee.

‘“USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES

“Sec. 317. Amounts received by a candidate as con-
tributions that are in excess of any amount necessary to de-
fray his campaign expenses (after the application of sec-
tion 507 (b) (1) of this Act), and any other amounts
contributed to an individual for the purpose of supporting
his activities as a holder of Federal office, may be used by
that candidate or individual, as the case may be, to defray
any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred by him in
connection with his duties as a holder of Federal office, or
may be contributed by him to any organization described
in section 170 (¢) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.
To the extent any such contribution, amount contributed, or
expenditure thereof is not otherwise required to be disclosed

under the provisions of this title, such contribution, amount
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contributed, or expenditure shall be fully disclosed in accord-
ance with regulations promulgated by the Commission. The
Commission is authorized to promulgate such regulations
as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this
section.
“AUTHIORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sre. 318. There are authorized to he appropriated to
the Commission, for the purpose of carrying out its functions
under this title, title V, and under chapter 29 of titde 18,
United States Code, not to exceed $5,000,000 for the fizcal
year ending June 30, 1974, and not to exceed $5,000,000
for each fiscal year thereafter.

“PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS

“Src. 319. (a) Violation of any provision of this title
is a misdemeanor punishable by a fine of not more than
$10,000, imprisonment for not more than ore year, or baoth.

“(h) Violation of any provision of this title with
knowledge or reason to know that the action committed or
omitted is a violation of this title is punishable by a finc of
not more than $10,600, imprisonment for not more than
five years, or both.”.

APPLICABLE STATE LAWS
SEc. 213. Section 403 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 is amended to read as follows:
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“EFFECT ON STATE LAW
“Sec. 403. The provisions of this Aet, and of regulations
promulgated under this Act, preempt any provision of State
law with respect to campaigns for nomination for election, or
for election, to Federal office (as such term is defined in sec-
tion 301 (c)).”.
TITLE III—CRIMES RELATING TO ELECTIONS
AND POLITICAL ACTIVITIES
CHANGES IN DEFINITIONS
SEc. 301. (a) Paragraph (a) of section 591 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by—

(1) inserting “or”” before “(4)”; and

(2) striking out “and (5) the election of dele-
gates to a constitutional convention for proposing aniend-
ments to the Constitution of the United States”.

(b) Such section 591 is amended by striking out para-
graph (d) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“(d) ‘political committee’ means—

“(1) any committee, club, association, or other
group of persons which receives contributions or makes
expenditures during a calendar year in an aggregate
amount exceeding $1,000;

“(2) any national committee, association, or orga-

nization of a political party, any State affiliate or sub-
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sidiary of a national political party, and any State cen-
tral committee of a political party; and

“(3) any committee, association, or organization
engaged n the administration of a separate segregated
fund described n section 610;”.
(¢) Such section 591 is amended by—

(1) inserting in paragraph (e) (1) after “subserip-

[13

tion” the following: *“ (including any assessment, fee, or

membership dues) ”’;

(2) striking out in such paragraph “or for the pur-
pose of influencing the election of delegates to a consti-
tutional convention for proposing ameidments to rhe
Constitution of the United States” and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: “or for the purpose of finane ng
any operations of a political committee, or for the pur-
pose of paying, at any time, any debt or obligation in-
curred by a candidate or a political committee in c¢on-
nection with any campaign for nomination for election,
or for election, to Federal office”; and

(3) striking out subparagraph (2) of paragraph
(e), and amending subparagraph (3) of such paragraph
to read as follows:

“(2) funds received by a political committee which
are transferred to that committee from another political

committee;”;
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(4) redesignating subparagraphs (4) and (5)
of paragraph (e) as paragraphs (3) and (4),
respectively;

(d) Such section 591 is amended by striking out para-
graph (f) and inserting in lieu thercof the following:
“(f) ‘expenditure’ means—

“(1) a purchase, payment, distribution, loan
(except a loan of money by a National or State bank
made in accordance with the applicable Danking laws
and regulations, and in the ordinary course of business),
advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of value,
made for the purpose of—

“(A) influencing the nomination for election,
or the election, of any person to Federal office, or
to the office of presidential and vice-presidential
elector;

“(B) influencing the result of a primary elec-
tion held for the selection of delegates to a national
nominating convention of a political party or for the
expression of a preference for the nomination of
persons for election to the office of President;

“(C) financing any operations of a political
committee; or

“(D) paying, at any time, any debt or obliga-

tion incurred by a candidate or a political committee
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in connection with any campaign for nominarion

for election, or for election, to Federal office; and

“(2) the transfer of funds by a political coramittee
to another political committee; but

“(3) does not include the value of service rendered
by individuals who volunteer to work “vithout compen-
sation on behalf of a candidate;”.

(e) Such section 591 is amended by striking out “and”
at the end of paragraph (g). striking out the “Stares.” in
paragraph (h) and inserting in lieu therecf “States;”, and
by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(i) ‘political party’ means any association, commit-
tee, or organization which nominates a candidate for elec-
tion to any Federal office whose name appears on the elec-
tion ballot as the candidate of that association, commiitee,
or organization: and

“(j) ‘national committee’ means the organization which,
by virtue of the hylaws of the political pary, is responsible
for the day-to-day operation of that political party at the
national level as determined by the Federal Election Com-
mission under section 301 (k) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971.”.

EXPENDITURE OF PERSONAL AND FAMILY FUNDS

FOR FEDERAL CAMPAIGNS
SEC. 302. (a) (1) Subsection (a) (1) of section 6(8 of

title 18, United States Code, is amended to read as follows:
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“(a) (1) No candidate may make expenditures from
his personal funds, or the personal funds of his immediate
family, in connection with his campaigns for nomination for
election, and for election, to Federal office in excess, in the
aggregate during any calendar year, of—

“(A) $50,000, in the case of a candidate for the
office of President or Vice President;

“(B) $35,000, in the ease of a candidate for the
office of Senator; or

“(C) $25,000, in the case of a candidate for the
office of Representative, or Delegate or Resident Com-
missioner to the Congress.”.

(2) Subsection (a) of such section is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(3) No candidate or his immediate family may make
loans or advances from their personal funds in connection
with his campaign for nomination for election, or election, to
Federal office unless such loan or advance is evidenced by a
written instrument fully disclosing the terms and conditions
of such loan or advance.

“(4) For purposes of this subsection, any such loan or
advance shall be included in computing the total amount of
such expenditures only to the extent of the balance of such

loan or advance outstanding and unpaid.”
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(b) Subsection (¢) of such section is amended by
striking out “$1,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$%5,-
000”, and by striking out “one year” and 'nserting in lieu
thereof “five years”.

(¢) (1) The caption of such section GO& is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following: “out of candida es’
personal and family funds”,

(2) The table of sections for chapter 29 of tirle 18,
United States C'ode, is amended by striking out the item
relating to section G608 and inserting in lieu thercof ‘he
following:

“608. Limitations on contributions and expenditures out of candidates’
personal and family funds.”,

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 608 of
title 18, United States Code, it shall not He unlawful for
any individual who, as of the date of enactment of this
Act, has outstanding any debt or obligatisn incurred on
bis behalf by any political committee in connection with
lis campaigns prior to Januarv 1, 1973, for nomination for
clection, and for election, to Federal office, to satisfy or cis-
charge any such debt or obligation out of his own personal
funds or the personal funds of his immediate “amily (as such

term is defined in such section 608) .
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SEPARATE SEGREGATED FUND MAINTENANCE BY
GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS

SEC. 303. Section 611 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end thercof the following
new paragraph:

“It shall not constitute a violation of the provisions
of this section for a corporation or a labor organization
to establish, administer, or solicit contributions to a sepa-
rate segregated fund to Dbe utilized for political purposes
by that corporation or labor organization if the establish-
ment and administration of, and solicitation of contributions
to, such fund do not constitute a violation of section 610.”.
LIMITATIONS ON POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS AND EX-

PENDITURES; EMBEZZLEMENT OR CONVERSION OF

CAMPAIGN FTUNDS

Sro. 304. (a) Chapter 29 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following
new sections:

“§ 614. Limitation on expenditures generally

“(a) (1) No candidate may make expenditures in con-

nection with his campaign for nomination for election, or for

election, to Federal office in cxcess of the amount to which he
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would be limited under section 504 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 if he were receiving payments uncer
title V of that Act.

“(2) Expenditures made on behalf of any candidute
are, for the purposes of this section, considered to be made
hy such candidate.

“(3) Expenditures made hy or on beha f of any canli-
date for the office of Vice President of the Urited States a e,
for the purposes of this section, considered o he made by
the candidate for the office of President of the United Sta es
with whom he is running.

“(4) For purposes of this subsection, an expenditire
is made on behalf of a candidate, including a Viee Presi-
dential candidate, if it is made hy—-

“(A) an aunthorized committee or any other agent
of the candidate for the purposes of waking any ¢x-
penditure, or

“(B) any person authorized or requested by the
candidate, an authorized committee of the candida‘e,
or an agent of the candidate to make the expenditu:e.
“(5) The Federal Election Commission shall prescribe

regulations under which any expenditure by a candidate :or
Presidential nomination for use in two or more States shall
be attributed to such candidate’s expenditure limitation in

each such State, based on the voting age population in such
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State which can reasonably be expected to be influenced by
such expenditure.

“(b) The national committee of a political party may
not make any expenditure during any calendar year in corn-
nection with the general election campaign of any candidate
for Federal office who is affiliated with that party which,
when added to the sum of all other expenditures made by
that national committee during that year in connection with
the general election campaigns of all candidates affiliated
with that party, exceeds an amount equal to 2 cents multi-
plied by the voting age population of the United States.
The State committee of a political party, including any
subordinate committees of the State committee, may not
make any expenditure during the calendar year in connee-
tion with the gencral election campaign of a candidate for
Federal office in such State who is afliliated with that party
which, when added to all other expenditures made by that
State committee during that year in connection with the
general eelction campaigns of candidates affiliated with that
party, exceeds an amount equal to 2 cents multiplied by the
voting age population of that State. For purposes of this sub-
section—

“(1) the term ‘voting age population’ means voting

age population certified for the year under section 504
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(¢) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971;
and
“(2) the approval by the national committee of

a political party of an expenditure by cr on behalf of

the Presidential candidate of that party as required »y

section 316 of that Act is not considered an expenditure

by that national committee.

“(c) (1) No person may make any expenditure {other
than an expenditure made on hehalf of a candidate under
the provisions of subsection (a) (4)) advocating the elce-
tion or defeat of a clearly identified candidate during a cul-
cundar year which, when added to all other expenditures
made by that person during the year 'aﬂvoca‘ting the elce-
tion or defeat of that candidate, exceeds $1,000.

“(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) —

“(A) ‘clearly identified” means—

“(1) the candidate’s name appears;

“(ii) a photograph or drawing of the candi-
date appears; or

“(iii) the identity of the candidate is apparent
by unambiguous reference ;
“(B) ‘person’ does mnot include the National or

State committee of a political party ; and

“(C) ‘expenditure’ does not include any payment

made or incurred by a corporation or a labor organiza-
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tion which, under the provisions of the last paragraph of

section 610 of title 18, United States Code, would not

constitute an expenditure by that corporation or labor

organization.

“(d) Any person who knowingly or willfully violates
the provisions of this section, other than subsection (a) (5),
shall be punishable by a fine of $25,000, imprisonment for
a period of not more than five years, or both. If any candi-
date is convicted of violating the provisions of this section
because of any expenditure made on his behalf (as deter-
mined under subsection (a) (4)) by a political committee,
the treasurer of that committee, or any other person author-
izing such expenditure, shall be punishable by a fine of not to
exceed $25,000, imprisonment for not to exceed five years,
or both, if such person knew, or had reason to know, that
such expenditure was in excess of the limitation applicable
to such candidate under this section.
“8 615. Limitations on contributions

““(a) No person may make a contribution to, or for the

benefit of, a candidate for that candidate’s campaign for

nomination for election, or election, which, when added to
the sum of all other contributions made by that person for
that campaign, exceeds $3,000.

“(b) (1) No candidate may knowingly accept a con-

tribution for his campaign from any person which, when
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added to the sum of all other contributions received from
that person for that campaign, exceeds $3,000.

“(2) No officer or employee of a political commit ee
or of a political party may knowingly accept any contrihu-
tion made for the benefit or use of a candicate which that
candidate could not accept under paragraph (1).

“(e) (1) For purposes of the limitations contained in
this section all contributions made by any person direcly
or indirectly to or for the benefit of a particular candidate,
including contributions which are in any way earmarked,
enucumbered, or otherwise directed through an intermedisry
or conduit to that candidate, shall be treated as contributicns
from that person to that candidate.

“(2) Contributions made to, or for the benefit of, a
candidate nominated by a political party for election to the
office of Vice President shall be considered, for purposes of
this section, to be made to, or for the benefit of, a candid: te
nominated by that party for election to the office of President.

“(8) The limitations imposed by subsections (a) and
(b) shall apply separately to each primary, primary rvn-
off, general, and special election in which a candidste
participates.

“(d) (1) No individual may make a ccntribution dir-
ing any calendar year which, when added to the sum of
all other contributions made by that individual during tl at

year, exceeds $25,000.
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“(2) Any contribution made for a campaign in a year,
other than the calendar year in which the election is held
to which that campaign relates, is, for purposes of this
section, considered to be made during the calendar year
in which that election is held.

““(e) Violation of the provisions of this section is
punishable by a fine of not to exceed $25,000, imprison-
ment for not to exceed five years, or both.

“§ 616. Form of contributions

“No person may make a contribution to, or for the bene-
fit of, any candidate or political committee in excess, in the
aggregate during any calendar year, of $100 unless such
contribution is made by a written instrument identifying the
person making the contribution. Violation of the provisions
of this section is punishable by a fine of not to exceed $1,000,
mmprisonment for not to exceed one year, or both.

“8 617. Embezzlement or conversion of political contribu-
tions

‘“(a) No candidate, officer, employee, or agent of a politi-
cal committee, or person acting on behalf of any candidate
or political committee, shall embezzle, knowingly convert
to his own use or the use of another, or deposit in any place
or in any manner except as authorized by law, any con-
tributions or campaign funds entrusted to him or under his

possession, custody, or control, or use any campaign funds to
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pay or defray the costs of attornev fees for the defense of
any person or persons charged with the commission of a
crime; or receive, conceal, or retain the same with intent
to convert it to his personal use or gain, knowing it to hsve
been embezzled or converted.

“(b) Violation of the provisions of this section is pin-
ishable by a fine of not more than $25,000, imprisonment
for not more than ten years, or both; hut if tke value of such
property does not exceed the sum of $100, the fine shall 1ot
exceed $1,000 and the imprisonment shall -0t exceed one
year. Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, aiy
surplus or unexpended campaign funds may be contr b-
uted to a national or State political party for political pir-
poses, or to educational or charitable organizations, or miy
be preserved for use in future campaigns for elective offive,
or for any other lawful purpose.”.

(b) Section 591 of title 18, United States Code, is
amended by striking out “and 611”7 and irserting in lieu
thereof “611, 614, 615, 616, and 617",

(c) The table of sections for chapter 29 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by addirg at the eid

thereof the following new items:

“614. Limitation on expenditures generally.

“615. Limitation on contributions.

“616. Form of contributions.

“617. Embezzlement or conversion of political contributions.”.
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TITLE IV—DISCLOSURE OF FINANCIAL INTER-
ESTS BY CERTAIN FEDERAL OFFICERS AND
EMPLOYEES
FEDERAL EMPLOYEE FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE
REQUIREMENTS
Sec. 401. (a) Any candidate of a political party in a
general election for the office of a Member of Congress who,
at the time he becomes a candidate, does not occupy any
such office, shall file within one month after he becomes a
candidate for such office, and each Member of Congress, each
officer and employee of the United States (including any
member of a uniformed service) who is compensated at a
rate in excess of $25,000 per annum, any individual occupy-
ing the position of an officer or employee of the United
States who performs duties of the type generally performed
by an individual Toccupying grade GS-16 of the General
Schedule or any higher grade or position (as determined by
the Federal Election Commission regardless of the rate of
compensation of such individual), the President, and the
Vice President shall file annually, with the Commission a
report containing a full and complete statement of—
(1) the amount and source of each item of income,
each item of reimbursement for any expenditure, and
each gift or aggregate of gifts from one source (other

than gifts received from his spouse or any member of
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his immediate family) received by him or by him aad
his spouse jointly during the preceding calendar year
which exceeds $100 in amount or value, including any
fee or other honorarium received by him for or in ccn-
nection with the preparation or delivery of any spee:h
or address, attendance at any convention or other s-
sembly of individuals, or the preparation of any article
or other composition for publication, and the moneta y
value of subsistence, entertainment, travel, and othor
facilities received by him in kind;

(2) the identity of each asset held by him, or Ly
him and his spouse jointly which has a value in excess
of $1,000, and the amount of each labilitv owed by hin
or by him and his spouse jointly, which is in excess of
$1,000 as of the close of the preceding calendar yea:;

(8) any transactions in securities o’ any business
entity by him or by him and his spouse jointly, or by
any person acting on his behalf or pursuant to his dire:-
tion during the preceding calendar year if the aggregate
amount involved in transactions in the securities of suc1
business entity exceeds $1,000 during such year;

(4) all transactions in commodities by him, or by
him and his spouse jointly, or by any person acting on
his behalf or pursuant to his direction during the pre-
ceding calendar year if the aggregate amount involved }1

such transactions exceeds $1,000; and
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(5) any purchase or sale, other than the purchasc
or sale of his personal residence, of real property or any
interest therein by him, or by him and his spouse jointly,
or by any person acting on his behalf or pursuant to his
direction, during the preceding calendar year if the value
of property involved in such purchase or sale exceeds
$1,000.

(b) Reports required by this section (other than reports
so required by candidates of political parties) shall be filed
not later than May 15 of each year. In the case of any per-
son who ceases, prior to such date in any year, to occupy the
office or position the occupancy of which imposes upon him
the reporting requirements contained in subsection (a) shall
file such report on the last day he occupies such office or
position, or on such later date, not more than three months
after such last day, as the Commission may prescribe.

(c) Reports required by this section shall be in such
form and detail as the Commission may prescribe. The Com-
mission may provide for the grouping of items of income,
sources of income, assets, liabilities, dealings in securities or
commodities, and purchases and sales of real property, when
separate itemization is not feasible or is not necessary for an
accurate disclosure of the income, net worth, dealing in secu-
rities and commodities, or purchases and sales of real prop-

erty of any individual.
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(d) Any person who willfully fails to file a report -e-
quired by this section or who knowingly and willfully file: a
false report under this section, shall be fined $2,000, or in-
prisoned for not more than five years, or both.

(e) All reports filed under this section shall be ma n-
tained by the Commission as public records, which, uncler
such reasonable regulations as it shall prescribe, shall be
available for inspection by members of the putlic.

(f) For the purposes of any report required by tiis
section, an individual shall be considered to have been Presi-
dent, Vice President, a Member of Congress, an officer or
employee of the United States, or a member of a uniforn ed
service, during any calendar year if he served in any such
position for more than six months during such calendar year.

(g) As used in this section—

(1) The term “income” means gross income as defir ed
in section 61 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

(2) The term “security”’ means security as defined in
section 2 of the Securities Act of 1933, as amended (15
U.8.C. 77Db).

(3) The term “commodity” means commodity as le-
fined in section 2 of the Commodity Exchange Act, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 2).

(4) The term “transactions in securities or commoditiss”

means any acquisition, holding, withholding, use, transfer,
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or other disposition involving any security or commodity.

(5) The term “Member of Congress’” means a Senator,
a Representative, a Resident Commissioner, or a Delegate.

(6) The term “officer” has the same meaning as in
section 2104 of title 5, United States Code.

(7) The term “employee” has the same meaning as in
section 2105 of such title.

(8) The term ‘“uniformed service” means any of the
Armed Forces, the commissioned corps of the Public Health
Service, or the commissioned corps of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric A dministration.

(9) The term “immediate family”’ means the child,
parent, grandparent, brother, or sister of an individual, and
the spouses of such persons.

(h) Section 554 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(f) All written communications and memorandums
stating the circumstances, source, and substance of all oral
communications made to the agency, or any officer or em-
ployee thereof, with respect to any case which is subject to
the provisions of this section by any person who is not an
officer or employee of the agency shall be made a part of
the public record of such case. This subsection shall not apply

to communications to any officer, employee, or agent of the
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agency engaged in the performance of investigative or prcse-
cuting functions for the agency with respec; to such cage.”

(i) The first report required under this section shall
be due on the fifteenth day of May cceurring at least thirty
days after the date of enactment.

TITLE V—RELATED INTERNAL REVENUE

CODIE AMENDMENTS
INCREASE IN POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS CREDIT AND
DEDUCTION

Sec. 501. (a) Section 41 (b) (1) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (relating to maximum credit for contribu-
tions to candidates for public office) is amended to read as
follows:

“(1) Maximum crepit.—The credit allowed by
subsection (a) for a taxable year shall not exceed %25
($50 in the case of a joint return under section 6013).”
(b) Section 218 (h) (1) of the Internal Revenue Cnde

of 1954 (relating to amount of deduction for contributions
to candidates for public office) is amended to read as follows:

“(1) AmouNt.—The deduction under subsection
(a) shall not exceed $100 ($200 in tha case of a joint
return under section 6013).”

(¢) The amendments made by subsections (a) and {b)
shall apply with respect to any political contribution the

payment of which i1s made after December 31, 1973.
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DOUBLING OF DOLLAR CHECKOFF; REPEAL OF SUBTITLE H

Sec. 502. (a) Section 6096 (a) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to designation of income tax pay-
ments to the Presidential Election Campaign Fund) is
amended to read as follows:

“(a) In GeNERAL.—Every individual whose income
tax liability for the taxable year is $2 or more is considered
to have designated that $2 shall be paid over to the Federal
Election Campaign Fund established under section 506 of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 unless he elects
not to make that designation. In the case of a joint return
of a husband and wife having an income tax liability of $4
or more, each spouse shall be considered to have designated
that $2 shall be paid over to such fund unless he elects not to
make such designation.”.

(b) Section 6096 (c) of such Code is amended by—

(1) striking out “Designation” in the caption there-
of and inserting in lieu thereof “Election’;

(2) striking out “A designation” and inserting in
lieu thereof “An election” ; and

(3) striking out “designation” each place it appears
in the text of such section and inserting in lieu thereof

“election”.

(¢) (1) The caption of part VIIT of subchapter A of
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chapter 61 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amencded

to read as follows:

“PART VIIIL—-DESIGNATION OF INCOME TAX PAY-
MENTS TO FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
FUND”.

(2) The table of parts for subchapter A of chapter 61
of the Code is amended by striking out the item relating

to part VIII and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“Part VITI. DESIGNATION OF INCOME TAX PAYMENTS TO I' BD-
ErRAL HErecrion Campaian 'uwnp.”.

(d) Subtitle H of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to financing of Presidential electior. campaigns) is
repealed.

(e) Any amount designated by a taxpayer under sec-
tion 6096 of such Code before its amendmens by this section
is considered to have been designated for payment into the
Federal Election Campaign Fund.

(f) The amendments made by this sec;ion apply with

respect to taxable years beginning after December 31, 1973,



Calendar No. 665
" S, 3044
[Report No. 93-689]

A BILL

To amend the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 to provide for public financing of
primary and general election campaigns for
Federal elective office, and to amend certain
other provisions of law relating to the
financing and conduct of such campaigns.

By Mr. Cannon

FrerUARY 21 (legislative day, FEsruary 19), 1974
Read twice and placed on the calendar

89







REPORT TO
ACCOMPANY
5.3044

SENATE COMMITTEE
ON RULES'AND
ADMINISTRATION







Calendar No. 665

93D CONGRESS . ‘REPORT
2d Session } SENATE No. 93-689

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

REPORT

OF THE

COMMITTEE ON
RULES AND ADMINISTRATION
(TOGETHER WITH ADDITIONAL VIEWS)

TO ACCOMPANY

S. 3044

TO AMEND THE FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF

1971 TO PROVIDE FQR PUBLIC FINANCING OF PRIMARY

AND GENERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGNS FOR FEDERAL

ELECTIVE OFFICE, AND TO AMEND CERTAIN OTHER

PROVISIONS OF LAW RELATING TO THE FINANCING
AND CONDUCT OF SUCH CAMPAIGNS

FEBRUARY 21 (legislative day, FeBrUARY 19), 1974.—Ordered to be printed

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
28-517 WASHINGTON : 1974




COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION
HOWARD W. CANNOX, Nevada, Chairman

CLAIBORNE PELL, Rhode Island MARLOW W. COOX, Kentucky
ROBERT C. BYRD, West Virginia HUGH SCOTT, Pennsylvania
JAMES B, ALLEN, Alabama ROBERT P. GRIFT'IN, Michigan

HARRISON A, WILLIAMS, JR., New Jersey MARK O. HATFIELD, Oregon

WILLiaM MCcWHORTER COCHRANE, Staff Director
Huer Q. ALexXaNDER, Chief Counsel
JosePH E. O’'LEARY, Professional Staff Member (Minority)
JorN P. CoDER, Professional Staff Memler

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS
CLAIBORNE PELL, Rhode Island, Chairinan
ROBERT (., BYRD, West Virginia ROBERT P. GRIFI'IN, Michigan

James H. Dorry, Chief Counsel
JAMES S. MEDILL, Minority Counsel

(II)

94



CONTENTS

Purpose of the bill_________ e
Need for and argument favoring public financing_________________________
Public financing is necessary for effective campaign reform.__________
Formula grants for qualified general election candidates____________
Matching grants for qualified primary candidates___________________
Strengthening political parties______ . ___ .
Preventing proliferation of splinter parties___.__________ ___ _____ ___
Fair opportunity for minor parties________ _________ . ___
Preventing Federal interference with a candidate’s campaign.________
Public financing will not provide an unfair advantage to incumbent
officials e
Public financing provisions:
Primary elections__ __ o
General elections__
Post-election payments_______ e
Source of public funding_________________
Additional tax incentives. .
Role of political parties___________________ e e e e e
Campaign reform. . __.___
Political broadecasting. . ___
Reporting and disclosure__ e
Criminal Code amendments_._______.__ o
Limits on “independent expenditures” .. . o

Examples of the application of the public ﬁnanmng provisions to Federal
elections:

Presidential general elections_____ e e
Senate elections_____ e
INlustrative examples supplied by the General Accounting Office______.

Cost estimates pursuant to section 252(a) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970 e

Presidential primary_______________ e
U.S. Senate_________________ —_— - _—
Changes in existing law.___ e
Rollecall votes in committee____________

g
=
[

[S<Ne 2o oA Fa o] TSNP

RBEEBRY HER

&3

95







Calendar No. 665

938D CONGRESS SENATE RerporT
2d Session No. 93-689

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1974

FEBRUARY 21 (legislative day, FEBRUARY 19), 1974.-—Ordered to be printed

Mr. Canxon, from the Committee on Rules and Administration,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany 8. 3044]

The Committee on Rules and Administration, having considered an
original bill to amend the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to
provide for public financing of primary and general election cam-
paigns for Federal elective office, and to amend certain other provi-
sions of law relating to the financing and conduct of such campaigns,
reports favorably thereon, and recommends that the bill do pass.

Purrost oF THE BILL

This recommended legislation is a comprehensive and far-reaching
measure, designed to bring together various laws already enacted or
passed by the Senate, for the purpose of providing complete control
over and disclosure of campaign contributions and expenditures in
campaigns for Federal elective office, including all public funds which
any candidate may be entitled to receive prior to or after the date of
any election.

During the 92nd Congress (1971-1972) a major new law was enacted
to provide sweeping and thorough control over, and public disclosure
of, receipts and expenditures in both Federal primary elections and
general elections. The new Act, the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (P.L. 92-225), applies to all elections, all candidates seeking
nomination for election or election to Federal office, and all political
committees raising or spending in excess of $1,000 during a calendar
year for the purpose of influencing or attempting to influence the re-
sults of those elections. Also, it requires candidates and political com-
mittees to file periodic statements and reports of receipts and expendi-
tures with appropriate supervisory officers charged with responsibility
to enforce compliance with the provisions of the Act.
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The Act of 1971 was predicated upon the principle of pukilic dis-
closure, that timely and complete disclosure of recelpts and eipendi-
tures would result in the exercise of prudence by andidates ard their
committees and that excessive expenditures would incur the d spleas-
ure of the electorate who would or could demonstrate ind gn:tion 2t
the polls. Except for the use of the media—radio, television, news-
papers, magazines, ontdoor advertising facilities, and barks »f tele-
phones—no limitations were imposed upon expencitures by can didates
or their committees, and no limitation was set upon contribulions to
candidates or committees.

It was unfortunate that the rnew Act did not bacome effective until
April 7, 1972, because the scramble to raise political funds j rior to
that date, and thus to avoid the disclosure provisions of tie law,
resulted in broad and grave dissatisfaction with the Act and led to a
demand for new and more comprehensive controls.

At the beginning of the 93rd Congress, many Lills were introduced
providing strict limitations upon contributions and expenitures.
S. 372, the Federal Election Campaign Act Amerdments of 1973, was
reported to the Senate after public hearings and stucly, and fo'lowing
substantial debate in the Senate, was passed by a1 vote of 82 0 8, as
an amendment to the Act of 1971, S. 372 was referred to the House
of Representatives for further consideration, but as of the late of
this report, no action has been taken by that body.

Further, with the introduction of specific limitations upon ccntribu-
tions and expenditures, concern developed that major political par-
ties and well-known individuals, including incumbent officel.olders,
would have greater access and appeal to donors than would minor
parties and unknown individuals who desired to enter the political
arena. Therefore, a movement for the public financing of Fade1al elec-
tions evolved in the Senate.

Public hearings were held by the Subcommittee on Privileises and
Elections, chaired by Senator Claiborne Pell, on the 18th, 19t 1, 20th,
and 21st of September, 1973. Over 40 witnesses appeared ta testify
in person and to submit lengthy statements in support of public
financing. A few witnesses appeared in opposition, but the grea er pre-
ponderance of testimony was favorable to the conzept.

Senator Cranston. from the State of California, speakinir for a
bipartisan group of more than a third of the Senate membersh ip, sub-
mitted a set of principles, eight in number, which they consicered to
be essential tenets of anyv legislation to provide public finarcing in
Federal elections. The principles were built upon the existing Presi-
dential checkoff plan, which passed the Senate in 1971 under the leader-
ship of Senators Russell Long, from Louisiana, and John [’astore,
from Rhode Tsland.

Those eight principles are as follows:

1. Extension of the Presidential checkoff ~oncept adop ed
in 1971 to provide Treasury financing of qualified candidates
that will enable a candidate to mount an effsctive caripa: gn
without the need to seek large private contributions; ‘he
amount must be sufficient to allow nonincumbents to cam-
paign against better-known incumbents; and there must hbe
adequate safeguards to insure full and easy public account-
ability for the use of private funds.
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2. Full funding for major party candidates: funding for
minor party, new party, and independent candidates—up to
full funding—based upon their performance in the last elec-
tion or their showing in the present election. _

3. Extension of public funding for qualified primary candi-
dates once they have demonstrated broad public support
through some means, which might include raising a special
number of petition signatures asking that the candidate be
given Federal funding for his campaign.

4. Establishing of an overall expenditure limit for both
general and primary elections. .

5. Permitting candidates to raise a limited amount of pri-
vate funds in very small contributions.

6. Provision of a role for political parties which would
allow them to serve as a legitimate pooling mechanism for
private contributions to candidates in general elections.

7. Requirement of a central financial reporting and record-
keeping check point in each candidate’s campaign for effective
monitoring.

8. Administration of campaign financial reporting and dis-
closure laws and regulations by an independent elections com-
migsion with enforcement powers.

On November 16, 1973, Senator Pell, Chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Privileges and Klections, introduced S. 2718, the Federal Elec-
tion Finance Act, which was then referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration. At that time the Senate was considering the debt
ceiling bill and a public financing proposal which had been offered
as an amendment to that bill by a bipartisan group of nine Senators.
The amendment was adopted by a majority of the Senate. Subse-
quently, when the Senate was required to recede from its action to add
public financing amendments to the debt ceiling bill, a commitment,
was made by the Committee on Rules and Administration, through its
chairman, Senator Cannon, and other Members, to report to the Senate
a bill providing for the public financing of Federal elections within
approximately 30 days following the reconvening of the Senate on
January 21, 1974.

The Pell bill provided the fundamentals, which the Committee con-
sidered during the course of its deliberations and mark-up sessions.
The original bill here reported to the Senate meets the objectives of
the previously mentioned eight principles, and of last year’s amend-
ment to the debt ceiling bill. Also, in order to present a comprehensive
coverage of private and public financing, limitations of contributions
and expenditures, and public disclosure of and supervision over the
whole spectrum of Federal election campaigns, the bill incorporates
the following:

Title [—Financing of Federal Campaigns;

Title II—Changes in Campaign Communications Law and in Re-
porting and Disclosure Provisions of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971; '

Title ITI—Crimes Relating to Elections and Political Activities:

Title IV—Disclosure of Financial Interests by Certain Federal
Officers and Employees; and

Title V—Related Internal Revenue Code Amendments.
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Therefore, if enacted, this Committee bill will renew and resmpha-
size the disclosure provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended in the Senate by the Lill S. 872, the Federul Elec-
tion Campaign Act Amendments of 1973. Moreover, the limitations
set by S. 372 upon contributions and expenditures and the creution in
that bill of an independent Federal Election Comrission with pri-
mary civil and criminal prosecutorial powers, as carried over in this
bill, will help to ensure careful compliance with all provisicns.

The use of a modified dollar check-off as an inducement to tax-
payers to designate $2 of their tax liability for the Federal Filection
Campain Fund, and carry-over of the tax credit or tax deduction in-
centives, will serve to encourage broader citizen participatior in the
elective process. The doubling of tax credit/tax deduction previsions
of existing law should also increase citizen support of canclidates and
parties of their choice.

Neep For axp AreumenT Favorixg Purric Fivawcig

The bill provides an integrated comprehensive program of campaign
reform, Title I dealing with public financing assistance for federal
elections is the only portion of the bill which has not previously been
considered and approved by the Senate.

The Committee recognizes that the issue of public financing lias been
a controversial one for several years, and that our colleagues muy have
a varlety of questions regarding the impact and implicaticns of these
proposals. While the Committee has built upon the principles nlreacy
adopted by Congress in the Presidential Campaign Fund of tae 1971
Revenue Act, the present bill extends these principles to other parts of
the electoral process for federal office.

Before proceeding with a detailed discussion of the provisions in this
Title, therefore, it will be useful to indicate the Committee’s thinking
n regard to the major issues and contentions which were raised at the
hearings.

Public financing is necessary for effective campaion reform

There is no question that the public appreciates the pervasive evils
of our present system for campaign financing. The potentials for abuse
are all too clear. Americans are looking to Congress for comprel ensive,
effective reform, not for halfway measures that only reach a small part
of the problem—or which may make some present problers even
worse.

The Committee is aware of the position, advanced by opponents of
public financing, that reporting and disclosure rules combined with
limits on contributions provide sufficient reform and make it vineces-
sary to extend public campaign financing beyond existing law, The
Committee does not agree.

In light of the record made before this Committee during its con-
sideration of S. 372, and the hearings on the present legislaticn, it is
clear to us that contribution and expenditure limits which would check
excessive influence of great wealth cannot be effectively and fairly
implemented without a comprehensive system of public caripaign
financing.

Congress has already recognized the desirability of public financing
for Presidential elections. This bill extends this recognition t» Con-
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gressional general elections and to primary elections for both Congress
and the presidency.

The only way in which Congress can eliminate reliance on large
private contributions and still ensure adequate presentation to the
electorate of opposing viewpoints of competing candidates is through
comprehensive public financing.

Modern campaigns are increasingly expensive and the necessary
fundraising is a great drain on the time and energies of the candidates.
Low contribution limits alone will compound that problem. Many
candidates—incumbent and challenger alike—will find it exceedingly
difficult to finance an adequate campaign to carry their message to
the voters, Drastically reducing the amounts which may be expended
by the candidate would ease this burden, but at the cost of increasing
the present disadvantage for non-incumbent challengers and endanger-
ing the whole process of political competition.

Moreover, even those candidates who could raise adequate funds
under restricted contribution limits would benefit from public financ-
ing. The committee bill would enable them to rely less heavily on those
relatively few individuals capable of contributing the maximum
amount. permitted by law.

Nor does the Committee agree with the argument that public financ-
ing would be an unwise waste of public monies at a time when control
of the federal budget is essential. The Committee believes the Ameri-
can voter has now had ample demonstration that the modest cost
per citizen of public financing for federal elections will be as wise
an investment of tax dollars as a democracy can malke.

The election of federal officials is not a private affair. It is the
foundation of our government. As Senator Mansfield recently ob-
served, it is now clear that “we shall not finally come to grips with
the problems except as we are prepared to pay for the public business
of elections with public funds. (State of the Congress Address, Febru-
ary 6,1974.)

Formula grants for qualified general election candidates

The bill provides nominees of major parties with public financing
equal to the full amount of expenditures permitted to be made in a
campaign.

Alternative approaches to financing general election campaigns were
noted by the Committee, but none provided a satisfactory substitute
for the provisions of the committee bill.

Some suggestions, such as increased mail privileges for both incum-
bent and challenger, or free radio and television time, are comple-
mentary to this bill. These suggestions have merit and deserve careful
consideration by the appropriate Congressional committees. If they
are enacted, such programs would obviously reduce the remaining
expenditures a candidate faces. If the cost of the campaign is cut down,
then the amounts of direct public funds which the bill provides for
may then be proportionately reduced. But the many complex questions
raised by proposals for free services and other in-kind assistance, need
not delay enactment of a comprehensive approach to campaign
financing.

Other alternatives considered and rejected by the Committee for
reform of general election campaign financing include a system of

28-517—74——2
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matching payments in response to private contributions or a niinimum
floor of public assistance with the bulk of campaign cost: raised
privately.

The Committee bill embodies the sounder principle that once some-
one becomes an unquestionably serious candidate, by virtue of Iis being
a major party nominee, he should be assured of ¢ dequate financing to
run a fully informative and effective campaign. The use c¢f matehing
payments 1s appropriate in the primary phase, as noted below, swhen it
1s not yet clear who may be the serious candidates and v-ho may be
frivolous ones. But such a scheme, or partial public funding, in the
general election would require candidates who have established their
legitimacy to devote too nmiuch time to endless fund raising ar the ex-
pense of providing competitive debate of the issues for the electorate.
This would be especially true in view of the $3,000 limit wlich the
Senate has imposed on individual contributions ind whic is carried
forward in the bill.

Matching grants for qualified primary candidares

If public financing is made available in general electiors, the ques-
tion remains whether it should also be extended to primarv zlection
candidates. Devising fair criteria for cligibility is harder in primary
elections since no single candidate has won his party’s nomination.
The difficulty lies in screening out frivolous canclidates who might be
encouraged to enter by the prospect of a large subsidy, while s-ill pro-
viding some assistance to serious candidates with potential for ¢ evelcp-
ing significant. support.

In light of this issue, some witnesses suggested that any public
financing be limited to general elections. After reviewing these sugges-
tions, your Committee concluded that meaningful reform of aur cam-
palgn financing practices requires inclusion of primary elections.

Unless primary election candidates can be relieved of their e ccessive
dependence on large amounts of private money, a systern of public
financing in general elections will only move the evils it seeks to rem-
edy upstream to the primary phase of the electoral process.

It will be difficult to justify the expenditure of public monet to help
purify that process, if candidates must still raise the full cost ¢ expen-
stve campaigns from private contributors, in order to win the nomina-
tion in the first place.

I a reasonable portion of these costs are defreyed by publi- assist-
ance, candidates for nomination will be able to raise the remainder on
a trmly “grass roots” basis without relying so heavily on those who «re
wealthy enough to give the maximum contributions permitied each
person under this act.

The bill provides significant public financing for primary candi-
dates, up to one-half the total expenditures they are permitted. Such
assistance is limited to those who demonstrate they are serious candi-
dates by raising a threshold eligibility fund in small arounts from
many contributors. No more than $100 from the contribution of any
person may be counted. The Committee believes the use of sn:all con-
tributions is the best practicable test for such support. This fund will
establish the candidate’s initial credibility and qualify him for federal
assistance. But this test does not determine the total amount of federal
funding he will actually receive.
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The threshold fund may merely represent a small nucleus of sup-
porters and not reflect enough widespread support to warrant size-
able federal grants. Therefore, unlike the formula grants available
to party nominees in the general election, primary candidates are only
entitled to federal assistance which matches, dollar for dollar, whatever
private funds they are able to raise.

Moreover, as in the case of the threshold fund, only $100 of each
person’s contribution can be matched with federal funds. This limita-
tion encourages a candidate to involve large numbers of voters in the
fundraising process. It also ensures that larger amounts of public as-
sistance will only go to candidates who continue to demonstrate wide-
spread support as the campaign develops.

The Cemmittee believes this scheme for financing primary cam-
paigns is a sound, balanced approach which avoids constitutional dif-
ficulties. Candidates are not barred from entering any primary merely
because they have not raised the threshold eligibility fund. They can
still run in the primary and finance their campaign privately. But

ongress is not required to fund every candidate, no matter how

frivolous, who exercises his constitutional right to enter a party pri-
mary. It may set a reasonable test of minimum support before it com-
mits public moneys to assist a campaign.

The States have a recognized “interest, if not a duty, to protect the
integrity of its political processes from frivolous or fraudulent candi-
dacies.” Bullock v. Carter 405 U.S. 134, 145 (1971). Surely Congress
has an equal interest, if not a duty. to ensure that large sums of public
moneys are not. expended on the campaigns of such frivolous
candidacies.

Several other concerns have been raised in regard to the enactment
of comprehensive public financing legislation for Federal elections.
These are discussed briefly below.

Strengthening political parties

The Committee was cautioned by several witnesses to examine the
relationship between campaign finance legislation and political par-
ties. Your Committee agrees that a vigorous party system is vital to
American politics and has given this matter careful study.

Under the Committee bill, parties will retain their essential non-
financial responsibilities in electoral politics. More important, the bill
retains the role of political parties in private financing for federal
candidates.

Public grants will go directly to candidates in the manner Congress
has already established for the Presidential Campaign Fund of the
1971 Tax Act. This also reflects the present pattern of private fund-
raising, since candidates receive the bulk of their contributions di-
rectly from the public, rather than from parties.

However, the Committee recognizes that pooling resources from
many small contributors is a legitimate function and an integral part
of party politics. Accordingly, the bill includes a special provision
for private funding by political parties. In a general election, candi-
dates may not accept direct contributions if they accept the full level
of public assistance. But they may receive substantial private fund-
ing, in addition to the public grant, in the form. of expenditures by
state and national party committees.
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The bill insures that such party assistance actually repres:nts the
involvement of many voters and not merely the influence of a wealtlhy
few. It prevents evasion of the individual contribution limits by per-
sons funneling large gifts through party committees; each person’s
donation to party funds used to assist federal candidates uncler ttis
special provision must not exceed the maximum amount he cor1d give
directly to a candidate.

Thus, parties will play an increased role in building strony coa i-
tions of voters and in keeping candidates responsible to the el ctorate
through the party organization.

In addition. parties will continue to perform crucial functions in tae
election apart from fundraising. such as registration and voter 1 nurnout
campaigns, providing speakers, organizing volunteer workers and pub-
licizing issues. Indeed, the combination of substantial public fit aneing
with limits on private gifts to candidates will release large sums pres-
ently committed to individual campaigns and make them available
for donation to the parties, themselves. As a result, our fin: nelally
hard-pressed parties will have increased resources not only to ronduct
party-wide election efforts, but also to sustain important party opera-
tions in between elections.

Preventing proliferation of splinter partics

The bill also provides a balanced approach to the difficulr issues
posed by minor parties.

On the one hand, the Committee bill would not stimulate & prolifera-
tion of splinter parties or independent candidates, Such a prolifsration
would undermine the stability provided by a strong two-party system
and could polarize voters on the basis of a single volatile issue.

All but fringe candidates would have an incentive to sezk & major
party nomination, rather than run as a minor party candidate, so0 as -o
be eligible for the full level of public assistance in the general e ection.
The bill would thereby have a cohesive effect, ericouraging different
factions to compete and work out coalitions withir. the framew: rk of a
basic two-party system.

If a candidate’s supporters clearly constitute a mere fringe grou P,
‘with no prospect of appealing to a large mass of voters, then he may
choose to run as a minor party candidate. But it is unlikely he would
raise many matchable contributions, in the event his party hac a pri-
mary. And in the general election, he will only be eligible for 1 grant
based on his party’s prior voting record.

Fair opportunity for miner parties

At the same time, minor parties with significant support are 1ligible
to receive a fair share of public assistance comnensurate wit 1 their
proven political strength.

Under the bill the subsidy for minor parties would only be a f:action
of the amount available to major party nominees, determined by the
ration of the minor party’s showing in the previous election to that of
the major parties. This formula follows the Presidential election checl-
off of the 1971 Tax Act.

This smaller subsidy would, however, be offset by two provisions,
which serve as safety valves to ensure fair opportunity for minor
parties without unduly promoting their proliferation or induciny entry
into contests which otherwise would not have been made.
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First, minor candidates may raise proportionately more private
funds than may a major party nominee receiving greater federal assist-
ance. Therefore, the total amount which each candidate would be per-
mitted to spend would remain equal. Second, if the minor party’s tally
in the election is better than past performances, the candidate would
receive a post-election entitlement increasing his federal grant to re-
flect the actual level of support indicated at the polls. This supplement.
could be used to pay outstanding campaign obligations or to reimburse.
loans and contributions.

Both of these provisions, too, follow the principles established by
Congress in the 1971 Tax Act for Presidential election financing.

In short, minor parties will retain their present opportunity—one
constitutionally required—to grow into a major political force if their
support is widespread and not a transient phenomenon. As the United
States Supreme Court has noted, the legitimate interest in preserving
the benefits of two major parties does not justify laws which would
choke off competition by other parties with potential appeal to the
electorate.

The bill complies with this requirement. It does not prevent minor
parties from placing candidates on the ballot or from organizing re-
sources to support them. It does not freeze the political status quo.
Compare Williams v. Rhodes 393 U.S. 23 (1968), with Jeness v.
Fortson 403 U.S. 431 (1971).

The Supreme Court has recognized and approved reasonable differ-
ences in the treatment of major and lesser parties based on their dem-
onstrated relative strength, observing :

“Sometimes the grossest discrimination can lie in treating things
that are different as though they were exactly alike. . . .” (Jeness v.
Fortson, supra 403 U.S. at 442,)

The Committee believes the reasonable difference in assistance
available to major and minor parties, in conjunction with other pro-
vision to provide a fair opportunity for minor parties to demonstrate
their strength and to increase it, provide a responsible scheme for
public financing of all parties which is constitutional.

Preventing Federal interference with a candidate’s campaign

When other arguments fail, opponents of any program to subsidize
a private activity vital to the public interest have always raised the
specter of “federal control.” Predictably, some opponents of cam-
paign reform have followed suit, arguing that public campaign
financing will lead to bureaucrats in Washington telling candidates
how to run their campaigns.

This objection is unfounded. The bill makes clear that candidates
are permitted full flexibility and discretion in their election efforts,
subject only to limitation on the dollar amounts of expenditures and
contributions.

In the first place, candidates for the Senate or House of Representa-
tives are free to use all or some or none of the public campaign funds
to which they are entitled. If a candidate elects to accept less than
the full grant to which he is entitled in the general election, he is
free to raise privately the difference between the federal aid he does
accept and his overall expenditure limit.
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Equally important, the Committee has resisted any suggestion that
those who accept federal campaign funds be obligated to conduct
their campaign in particular ways, or to use the federal moneys for
specific purposes that some may think are most uscful to the ele torate.
Whether they qualify for public assistance and accept it, or 10t, all
candidates are free to “do their own thing”: to cecide how they wll
conduct their campaign and employ their financial resoureos

Since public assistance will be granted in accordance wit.: auto-
matic formulas—on either a matching or cent-ser-voter ba:is—the
statute requires uniform treatment and prevents ciscriminetor; funi-
ing in favor of any candidate or party. The actual disburseraint and
audit of public campaign funds would be cverseen by the Indey endent
Elections Commission, which itself is subject to judicial reiew of
alleged discrimination. ‘

Public financing will not provide an wnfair advontage to inc ombent
officials

Opponents of comprehensive campaign reform have even suygested
that campaign finance legislation would aggravate any inherent
advantages which incumbent elected officials now hold over their
election opponents. While some schemes involving public fir ancing
may be envisaged for which this is true, this is clearly not such a
bill.

Indeed, an incumbent concerned with preserving his obvious advas-
tages over nonincumbent challengers might vote against the ¢ >mmit-
tee bill since it will increase the chance of meaningful competition
between the candidates.

As indicated above, lower limits on campaign contributinns, by
themselves, would serve to increase the advantages incumbenis pres-
ently have in fundraising. However, the bill provides sufficient public
funds for both nominees so that this problem is eliminated.

" Pusric Finaxetineg Provisioxs

Primary elections

Title I of the bill affords an equal and fair opportunity to candi-

dates of major, minor, or other parties, to obtain a certain am-unt of

ublic financing from the Treasury of the United States ‘f they cen

emonstrate a reasonable amount of support from the electorate ‘n
any geographic area in which an election is held and in which rhey in-
tend to run for nomination for election or for election to 1'ederal
ofice. Any candidate who has a bona fide follov:ing who will malke
contributions to him or his authorized political committees st flicient
to meet the base amounts set by the title, is entitlad to receive match-
ing payments from the government. Further, those cortril utions,
under the bill, are eligible for matching payments only up to certa'n
Imits.

Any candidate who participates in, or who qualifies under State law
to participate in, a Presidential Preference Primary and who desirss
to receive public financing from the Federal Government. must raise
a threshold or “earnest money” fund before becoming eligible for the
receipt of any public assistance.

The threshold amount is $250,000. While contributions may be re-
ceived up to $3,000—which is the limit allowed by S. 372 on coatribn-
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tions by individuals or others—only the first $250 of any such contri-
bution would be counted toward the base or threshold fund required.

The threshold fund would be required to be raised by a Presidential
candidate only once—the first primary entered.

\While the use of loans in the campaign process is accepted, In ac-
cordance with the provisions of existing law, including the disclosure
of any loans made to or on behalf of any candidate, the Comuiitice
believes that no loan should be counted in determining whether a
candidate has raised his threshold amount.

To demonstrate a genuine appeal to the electorate the candidate
must raise his threshold from committed gifts, instead of mere Joans
which could be repaid from public funds after the threshold is raised.
I the threshold could be raised fror loans, in whole or In part, the
spirit of the law would be violated.

Loans have their place and may be used for any other purpose dur-
ing the entire period of election campaigning except for the raising of
the “seed money” or threshold fund required to be raised by each
candidate who desires to receive matching Federal funds in primary
elections for Federal office.

Once having met the required threshold, the candidate would be
eligible to receive an equal or matching amount from the Treasury.
And, thereafter, each dollar contribution up to $250 would qualify the
candidate to receive equal matching funds from the government until
he reaches the limit set for the amount he may spend in any primary
olection. That limit, as provided by the bill 8. 872, and incorporated
in this bill, is 10 cents multiplied by the voting age population of the
geographic area in which an election is to be held, excep?, that in the
case of Presidential Primary Tlections, the limit is doubled for any
given State. That is, the Presidential Preference Primary candidate
may spend for any primary election in a particular State twice the

.

amount that a candidate running for nomination to the Senate in that
State may spend. (See table on page 30.)

The reason for allowing Presidential Preference Primary candi-
dates to exceed the limit set for any particular State, in contrast to the
limit set for candidates for the Senate nomination or Representative
at Large nomination, s to give an unknown individual the opportun-
ity to compete with one who enjoys a national identity or who is well
known in a particular area of the natlon.

However. the bill S. 372 set an aggregate or overall limit on the
amount which could be spent for the entire nominating process by a
candidate seeking nomination to the office of President. of the United
States, and that overall limit is retained for that purpose in this bill,
ie. 10 cents times the voting age population of the United States for
the entire nomination period.

In caleulating and auditing expenditures made from contributions
received from private donors, every contribution up to and including
$3,000 would be counted for the purpose of determining the total
spending limitation. But, for the purpose of determining eligibility
to receive public financing, only those private contributions up to $250
would be counted. )

Any candidate who qualifies, under the law of the State in which
he seeks nomination, to seek nomination for election for the office of
United States Senator, Delegate, Resident Commissioner, or Repre-
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sentative from a State having only one Representative must alin raise
a threshold or earnest-money base fund in order to be eligible to receive
Federal matching funds. _

Such a candidate would be required to raise an amount equa to the
lesser of 20 percent of the maximum amount he may spend in }is pri-
mary election, or $125,000. S. 872 set the limitation upon the smount
which a candidate for nomination for election to the Senate may spend.
It 1s the amount to be obtained by multiplying 10 cents times the voting
age population for the geographic area (the State), but not less than .
$125,000. The $125,000 base was established as a reasonablc min:-
mum_for expenditures by candidates of those States having sma'l
populations.

Therefore, the 20 percent threshold amount would begir with the
$125,000 base and rise to the maximum, but for those States aving
very large populations, i.e., California, New York, etc., the masimun:
threshold figure would be $125,000. So, a cendidate for nominalion to
the Senate would be required to raise an amount not less than 50 per-
cent of the base ($125.000) ., or $25,000, but not more than the ma> i
for eligibility, or $125.000. (See table on page 33.)

For the Senate, as for the House of Representatives, only thase in-
dividual contributions not in excess of $100 would qualify for >ublic
matching funds.

Once having met the threshold, all additional dollar con“rik itions
not in excess of $100 would qualify for matching Federal payments up
to the limitation which a candidate for nomination to the Senat may
spend 1n any State.

A candidate for nomination for election to the House of Representa-
tives must raise a threshold amount of $10,000. The threshold is the
same for all candidates seeking nomination for election to the J-fouse,
except for those running in the States having only cne Representative.
or in the District of Columbia. The $100 limit on contributiors el \gible
for matching payments applies as 1t does for the Senate.

Where separate run-off elections must be held to determine norinees
for the Senate or the House of Representatives, the same prov sions
shall apply.

All candidates seeking nomination for election to the offices of *resi-
dent, Senator, or Representative, have the option of soliciting all
private contributions up to the limitation on spending if th:y so
choose, or seeking both private and public mateaing funds. Total
public financing of primary elections is not provided.

General elections

Candidates participating in general election campaigns are trzated
differently depending upon whether they are the nominees of rajor
or minor parties having previous voting records, or of minor pirties
having no previous voting records. '

A major party is defined as one whose candidates for Presiden : and
Vice President in the preceding election received st least 2% percent
of the total number of popular votes cast in the United States for all
candidates for such offices.

A candidate nominated by a major party would be eligible to rezeive
full public funding in his campaign for election up to the limit set
by the bill 8. 8372 (15 cents times the voting age population of the geo-
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raphic area in which the election is to be held), as carried over into
%Yhis public financing bill. )

A ‘minor party is defined to mean any political party whose candi-
dates for President and Vice President in the preceding election re-
ceived at least 5 percent but less than 25 percent of the total number
of popular votes cast in the United States for all candidates for such
offices.

A candidate nominated by a minor party would be eligible for public
funding up to an amount which is in the same ratio as the average
number of popular votes cast for all the candidates of the major party
bears to the total number of popular votes cast for the candidate of the
minor party.

Where only one political party qualifies as a major party, then
that party whose candidate for election to a particular office at
the preceding general election received the next greatest number of
votes (but not less than 15 percent of the total number of votes cast)
shall be treated as a major party and entitled to receive full
public funding as such for the current election. There are States in
which one political party or the candidate of a political party is so
popular or dominant as to render, in fact, all other parties minor
parties, whether Democratic or Republican. Thérefore, this provision
will help to ensure the equal entitlement of the Democratic and Re-
publican parties, except In very rare instances where one of those
parties would rank third.

The bill also takes into consideration the candidate who ran at the
preceding election as a Democrat or Republican and received more
than 25 percent of the votes cast and who then runs at the following
election as an independent. When such a candidate switches from one
party ‘to another he does not carry with him the “track record”, i.e.
votes cast at the last general election, when he runs under another
party label. He would be entitled to payments as an independent only
if he receives at least 5 percent of the votes at the current election and
his payments would be in reimbursements after the election, not before.

If that candidate runs again as an independent at the succeeding
general election, and if he received more than 25 percent of the vote as
an independent at the preceding general election, then he would be
eligible for full public funding. ,

If a candidate of a minor party whose candidate for election to a
given Federal office at the preceding general election received at least
5 percent of the votes cast for all candidates for that office, he will be
entitled to receive public funds on a pro rata basis, and if at the current
election that candidate receives more than 5 percent of the total votes
cast, then he will be entitled to receive additional payments, as reim-
bursements to reflect the additional voter support.

" In the general election, candidates may choose to receive all private
contributions and no public funding, a blend of private and public
funding within the limitations on expenditures for general elections
as set forth in the bill, or, in the case of major party candidates ex-
clusively public funding.

Post-election payments

Post-election payments are available to candidates in 2 situations.
First, if a minor party candidate or an independent candidate who
is entitled to payments gefore the election in an amount which is less
28-517—T74—3 '
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than the amount payable to the candidate of a major party beiore t)ie
election receives a greater percentage of the votes than the cadidate
of his party received in the last election (when compared to t! e aver-
age percentage received by a major party candidate in that eliction),
he is entitled to receive an additional amount after the election, For
example, if the average percentage of the votes received by # major
party candidate in the preceding election was 80 p2reent and th:: minor
party candidate received 15 percent of the votes in that election, the
candidate of the minor party in the current election is entitl>d to a
pre-election payment of half the amount to which 1 major part: candi-
date 1s entitled. If the minor party candidate in the current : lection
receives 40 percent of the vote and the average percentage rece ved hy
the major party candidates is still 30 percent, the minor party candi-
date 1s entitled to a post-election payment equal to the amoun! of the
pre-election payment to which the major party candidates we e each
entitled, reduced by the amount of any payments he received befoe
the election and the amount of any contributions he received for use
in his campaign. If his pre-election payrment and his contril utions,
added together, equal the spending limitation for that race the : mount
of his post-election payment is zero. If the sum of 1is pre-election pay-
ment and the contributions equals 90 percent of the spending limita-
tion, his post-election payment is 10 percent of the spend:ng limitu-
tion.

Second, a candidate who is not the nominee of a major or minor
party and who did not receive more than 5 percert of the vote: in the
most recent general electicn for the same office, is not entitle! to re-
ceive any pre-election payments. If he takes the same steps beisre the
election to become eligible for payments that other candidates must
take in order to receive pre-election payments, then, if he recsives 5
percent or more of the votes in the current electicn he is entitl»d to a
payment after the election which bears the same ratio to the ma cimum
payment (equal to the spending limitation) as the number of votes le
receives bears to the average number of votes a major party candi-
date receives. The post-election payment is reduced by the am:unt of
contributions he receives for use in his campaign.

The rules under which the post-election payment may be u:ed are
basically these:

(1) The candidate cannot incur campaign expenditure: in ex-
cess of the amount of his limitation under proposed sectinn 504.
The limitation there is the same as the limitation that would
apply if he were receiving pre-election public financing of h's
campaign.

(2) The post-election payment may be used only to puy out-
standing campaign debts. '

(3) The candidate is regarded as having ro outstandin z cam-
paign debts until he has spent all the amounts he received as
contributions. ,

(4) Any part of the post-election payment. which is left after
paying his campaign debts must be returned to the Treasi ry for
deposit back into the fund.

Source or Purric FunNpiNg

Appropriations may be made by the Congress based on the arnounfs
taxpayers have designated for the fund under the checkoff :ystern.
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Authority is provided for the appropriation of additional amounts if
necessary.

The Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to provide for the
automatic designation of $2 of income tax liability of every individual
whose income tax liability is $2 or more for the taxable year to the
Federal Election Campaign Fund, unless the individual elects not to
make such a designation. In the case of a joint return of a husband
and wife having an income tax liability of $4 or more, each spouse is
considered to have designated that $2 shall be paid over to the fund
unless he elects not to make such a designation.

If the taxpayer designations of $2 per individual of tax liability
result in a sufficient total fund to meet the requirements of all candi-
dates entitled to receive public financing, then the Congress may
appropriate that amount for distribution by the Secretary of the
Treasury. If the amounts of designated tax payments to the fund
do not result in a sufficient total amount to fulfill the entitlements of
all qualified candidates, then the Congress may appropriate such
additional sums as may be necessary to make up any deficit.

In the event that insufficient funds are available to meet the
entitlements of candidates, and the Congress had not acted to appro-
priate amounts necessary to meet the entitlements of candidates, then
such candidates may recelve private contributions.

Any private contribution received would be limited to the ceilings
established by the bill upon contributions from individuals or politi-
cal committees and subject further to the amount of public financing,
if any, that the candidate is entitled or elects to receive.

ApprrionaL Tax INCENTIVES

The Internal Revenue Code would be amended so as to allow an
individual who has made a political contribution to a candidate or
political committee or political party during a calendar year to claim
in his tax return for that year a tax credit or a tax deduction.

The tax credit is limited to one half of the amount of the contribu-
tion made and to $25 per individual, or $50 on a joint return,

The tax deduction is limited to $100 per individual.

Thus these tax incentives would double the provisions set forth in
the existing law as they were enacted in the Revenue Act of 1971.

Rore or Poriticar, PArrTies

Emphasis in this bill is placed upon candidates. But, to preserve the
place of political parties in the elective process the bill provides that
the National Committee of a political party may spend for political
purposes an amount not in excess of the amount to be obtained by
multiplying 2 cents by the voting age population of the United States.

A State Committee of a political party may spend an amount to be
obtained by multiplying 2 cents by the voting age population of the
Statein which it functions.

CampraicN ReForm

Title IT of the bill contains in part the text of S. 372 {the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1973) which was passed by the Senate on
July 30, 1973.
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The Committee amendments to S. 372 do not affect any of t1e sub-
stantive provisions relating to limitations upon contributicns ¢r limi-
tations upon expenditures in primary or general elections. The amend-
ments, instead, are intended to remove from the text only those 1natters
which were considered nonessential or which duplicated other pro-
visions of the bill, or which were changed by subsequent; ac:ion of
the Congress. For example, the section prohibiting mass mailing of
newsletters, etc., within 60 days prior to the date of any electinn, was
made unnecessary by the enactment of Public Law 93-191, Dezember
18, 1973, regulating the use of the frank.

Title 11, in general contains provisions—

relating to political broadcasting, and
revising title III of the Federal lectior. Campaign Act of
1971 (relating to reporting and disclosure).

Povrrticar, BroapcasTing

The bill includes also the provisions of S. 8372 wtich repeal the Cam-
paign Communications Act, imposing limitations on amount: spent
by candidates for Federal office for the use of broadcast and printed
media in their campaigns. It also amends the Communications Act of
1934—

(1) to remove Federal candidates from the equal time 1quire-
ments of section 315 of that Act.

(2) to require broadcasters to demand a certification by any
Federal candidate, before charging him for kroadcast tim:, indi-
cating that the payment of charges for that time will not exceed
his expenditure limit under title 18, United States Code, and to
apply this provision to State and local candidates wherever :imilar
limits are 1imposed on them by State law; and

(8) to require broadcasters to make certain announcemer ts and
keep certain records in connection with political broadcasts:.

RErpor1ING AND DISCLOSURE

Title IT of the bill 15 concerned with a general revision of title 111 ¢f
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1972 (relating to the dis:losure
of Federal campaign funds).

The bill establishes an independent Federal Election Comiiission
within the executive branch to enforce the reportirg and disclosure re-
quirements of the 1971 Act and to enforce certain provisions ot chap-
ter 29 of title 18, United States Code (relating to crimes reluted to
political activity). The Commission is given broacl powers of enforce-
ment, including the power to make presentations to Federal grand
juries and to prosecute criminal cases.

In addition to a number of changes in the details of the rejorting
and disclosure requirements of the 1971 Act, Title IT—

(1) requires a candidate for Federal office to desigrate a cen-
tral campaign committee to serve as his central reporting a1d dis-
closure agent, and to designate campaign depositories int¢ which
all contributions and any public financing payments must be de-
posited and out of which all campaign expenditures (other than
petty cash) must be made;
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(2) increases penalties for violations of reporting and disclo-
sure requirements to a maximum of $100,000 and five years im-
prisonment for a knowing violation;

(3) requires that no expenditure in excess of $1,000 can be made
in connection with a Presidential campaign unless that expendi-
ture has been approved by the Chairman of the national commit-
tee of the political party or his delegate; and

(4) provides that excess campaign contributions may be used
by a person elected to Federal oflice to defray expenses incurred
in connection with that office or as a contribution to a charity.

CrimiNaL CopE AMENDMENTS

Chapter 29 of title 18, United States Code (relating to political ac-
tivities), is amended by Title IT of the bill—

(1) to make certain minor changes in the definitions of “elec-
tion”, “political committee”, “contribution”, and “expenditure”;

(2) to revise the provisions of cection 608 (relating to limita-
tions on contributions and expenditures by a Federal candidate
from his own funds and his family’s funds) by making the dollar
limitations applicable to total campaign expenditures during a
calendar year, requiring loans or advances by the candidate or
his family to be evidenced by a written instrument, including only
the outstanding balances of such loans cr advances in the compu-
tation of the limitation, and increasing the penalty for violations
to 2 maximum of $25,000 fine and five years imprisonment :

{3) to amend section 611 (relating to contributions by Govern-
ment contractors) to permit Government contractors to maintain
separate segregated funds for voluntary contributions in the same
manner as a non-Government corporate contractor may :

(4) to limit Federal campaign expenditures to the limits estab-
lished for candidates who elect to receive public financing, l.e.—

(A) in the case of primary election campaigns, the
greater of—
(1) 10 cents multiplied by the voting age population
of the State or Congressional district, or
(i) $125,000 (in the case of a candidate for Senator,
Resident Commissioner, Delegate, or sole Representa-
tive), or $90,000 (in the case of a candidate for Rep-
resentative from a State entitled to 2 or more
Representatives) ;
(B) in the case of general election campaigns, the
greater of—
(i) 15 cents multiplied by the appropriate voting age
population, or
(ii) $175,000 (in the case of 2 candidate for Senator,
Resident Commussioner, Delegate, or sole Representa-
tive), or $90,000 (in the case of a candidate for Rep-
resentative from a State entitled to 2 or more Repre-
sentatives) ; and
(C) in the case of a candidate for nomination as a Presi-
dential candidate, or for election as President, the amount
allowable in each State in which he campaigns is twice the
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amount which would be allowable to a candidate for 1 omina-
tion for election to the Senate from tha: State subjert to an
overall limiration for expenditures throughout the [nited
States of 10 cents multiplied by tha voting age; N

(5) to limit political contributions by incividuals to 17ederal
candidates to a yearly maximum of— »

(A) 3,000 for each primary and general electic i cari-
paign of any particular candidate, and

(B) $25,000, in the aggregate, for all contributions to
Federal candidates and to political comrmittees that s upport
them

(6) to limit independent political expenditures by wyone
(other than the national committee or State committee of « politi-
cal party, or one of the Congressional campaign cominitt es) 1o
$1,000 per year for each candidate;

(7) to limit general election expenditures oy a politica’ party
to 2 cents multiplied by the voting age population of the Tnited
States, in the case of a national committee of a political party, or
in the State, in the case of a State committee.

(8) to prohibit contributions in excess of $100 other thun by a
written instrument identifying the contributor; and

(9) to prohibit the embezzlement or conversion of politicel
contributions.

Livirs ox “INDEPENDENT ExrENDITTRES”

The bill retains the limits on mdependent expenditures a ready
adopted by the Senate in 8. 372. The Committee finds these lim its ars
both necessary and constitutional. “Independent expenditures” 1 :fer t-
sums expended on behalf of a candidate without his authorizat on, as
distinct from contributions of money, goods or services put at tlie dis-
posal of his campaign organization.

For example, a person might purchase billboard advertiseme: s en-
dorsing a candidate. If he does so completely on his own, and not at
the request or suggestion of the candidate or his agent’s that would
constitute an “independent expenditure on beha f of a cand date”
under section 614 (c) of the bill. The person making the expen liturs
would have to report it as such.

However, if the advertisement was placed in cooperation wih the
candidate’s campaign organization, then the amount would con:titute
a g1ft by the supporter and an expenditure by the cendidate—-just as i
there had been a direct contribution enabling the candidate ta place
the advertisement, himself. It would be so reported by both.

While independent expenditures pose a clifficult question, it shoulc.
be emphasized that the need to control them does 1.0t arise from. pub-
lic finamcing. Whether campaigns are funded privately or publicly
such controls are imperative if Congress is to enact meaningful imits
on direct contributions. Otherwise, wealthy individuals limite:! to .
$3.000 direct contribution could also purchase one hundred thensand
dollars’ worth of advertisements for a favored -andidate. “ach g,
ioophole would render direct contribution limits virtually meaning-

ess.

Admittedly, expenditures made directly by an individual te urge:
support of a candidate pose First Amendment issues more vividly than
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do financial contributions to a campaign fund. Nevertheless, to pro-
hibit a $60,000 direct contribution to be used for a TV spot commercial
but then to permit the would-be contributor to purchase the time him-
self, and place a commercial endorsing the candidate, would exalt con-
stitutional form over substance. Your Committee does not believe the
First Amendment requires such a wooden construction.

If Congress may, consistent with the First Amendment, limit con-
tributions to preserve the integrity of the electoral process, then it also
can constitutionally limit independent expenditures in order to make
the contribution hmits effective. :

At the same time, the bill avoids some of the constitutional issues in
this area encountered by previous legislation. The 1971 Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act deals with such independent efforts by requiring
candidate approval before the media may accept advertisements from
any source which promote his candidacy. See ACLU v. Jennings, CA.
No. 196772 (Three-judge court, D.C. Dist. Col.) In contrast, the Com-
mittee bill does not require this candidate “sign off.” Nor does it in-
clude unauthorized expenditures in the total spending limit imposed
on the candidate.

Limiting the amount of independent expenditure someone may
make in support of a candidate, but not counting such amounts for
purposes OF the overall spending limit of the candidate, is the best
compromise of competing interests in free speech and effective cam-
patgn regulation.

It controls undue influence by a group or individual. Yet it avoids
the dilemma of either giving candidates a veto over such independent
expression or subjecting the candidate to the independent decisions of
his supporters, even if he prefers using his permitted expenditure in
other ways.

Thus, the bill preserves to everyone some right of political expres-
sion, which they can undertake regardless of whether the candidate
has already used up his permitted expenditures and regardless of
whether the expression they wish to make on the candidate’s behalf
“fits in” with his campaign plan.

Finally, your Committee has been careful to preserve inviolate every
citizen’s ability to communicate to anyone his views on political issues.
Expenditures made by a person or group to communicate such views,
if the communication does not advocate specific candidates, count
neither as direct contributions, nor as independent expenditures on
behalf of a candidate.

EXAMPLES OF THE APPLICATION OF THE PUBLIC Frvancing Provisions
10 FrEpERAL HKLECTIONS

There are elections which do not present the conventional situation
of a choice between 2 major party candidates. It is also true that,
from time to time, a candidate changes his political party affiliation.
The following examples illustrate the application of the provisions of
the bill to such elections and candidates.

Example No. 1

Tn a 1984 election for the Senate, Mr. Apple is the candidate of
political party A, political party B. and political party C. His op-
ponent, Mr. Orange, is the candidate of political party D. When the

115




20

votes are counted, Mr. Apple has received 55 percent of the total num-
ber of votes. He received 20 percent of the vote as the candiclate of
party A, 20 percent of the vote as the candidate of party B, ind 15
percent of the vote as the candidate of party C. Mr. Orange, as the
candidate of party D, received 45 percent o7 the vore.

In the 1990 contest for Mr. Apple’s seat, parties A, B, and D are
treated as major parties. (Under section 501(8) cf the proposud new
title of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, a major party 's
a political party whose candidate received, as the candidate f thst
party, 25 percent or more of the votes cast in the most recent election
for the same office. However, if only one party qualifies &s a majcr
party under that rule, any political party whose candidate r:ceived
the second highest number of votes in that elec:ion is also freated
as a major party if he received at least 15 percent of the votrs.) In
this example Apple received 20 percent of the vcte as the cardidate
of party A. Since the candidate of party A. did nct recelve 25 jercert
or more of the votes, party A will be treated in the 1990 election as a
major party only because its candidate recelved the second lighest
number of votes in the 1984 election, and because he receive:. more
than 15 percent of the votes. Mr. Apple also recsived 20 percent of
the votes as the candidate of party B, so that party will also be ‘reated
as a major party in the 1990 election. Party D is a major party in the
1990 election becuse its candidate in 1984, Mr. Orange, receive:l more
than 25 percent of the votes. Party C is a minor party in the 1910 elec-
tion because its candidate, in 1984, Mr. Apple, neither receive:| more
than 25 percent of the vote as the candidate of that party nor the sec-
ond highest number of votes as the candidates of vhat party.

The provisions of the bill apply to the 1990 contest for Mr. /.pple’'s
seat in the following ways:

VARIATION A

Mr. Apple is again the nominee of party A, pa-ty B, and pirty C.
Since party A and party B are each treated as a major party, their
candidates are entitled to payments equal in amonnt to the spending
limitation (assume the applicable limitation is $200,000). The cand:-
date of party C in 1990 is entitled to a payment which bears th: same
ratio to the amount a major party candidate may receive ($200,000)
as the number of votes received by the candidate of that party in the
preceding general election bears to the average rumber of votes re-
ceived by a major party candidate in that electior. Mr. Apple. as the
candidate of party C in 1984, received 15 percent of the votes e nd the
average number of votes received by the candidates of party A. party
B, and Party D was 28.3 percent of the total. The party C candilate in
1984 is entitled to approximately fifteen twenty-eighths of $250,000,
which equals about $107,175. Although Mr. Apple 1s the candirlate of
party A, party B, party C in 1990, he is not ent:tled to a coribinel
payment of $507,175. The provisions of proposed section 503 (c . limit
the amount of the maximum payment any candidate can reciive to
the amount he can spend. Mr. Appple’s sending limit is $200,000. so
he would receive payments totaling $200,000. Wt ether he would re-
ceive the full amount as the candidate of party A (or of party I3) ani
nothing as the candidate of the other 2 parties, o1r whether he would
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receive part of the amount as the candidate of each party would de-
pend upon the circumstances under which he certified his candidacy
and upon the arrangements he made with each party.

Since Mr. Orange, as the candidate of party D, received 45 percent
of the votes in the 1984 contest, the candidate of party D in the 1990
contest is entitled to receive a payment of $200,000 as the candidate
of a major party.

VARIATION B

Mr. Apple decides not to seek re-election. For the reasons set forth
above, the candidates of parties A, B, and I would each be entitled
to receive payments under the proposed new title of $200,000 each
for use in the 1990 general election campaign. The candidate of
party C would be entitled to receive $107,175.

VARIATION C

Mr. Apple decides to seek re-election only as the candidate of party
A. Mr. Apple is entitled to a payment of $200,000, the candidates
of parties B and D are each entitled to receive a payment of $200,000,
and the candidate of party C is entitled to a payment of $107,175.

VARIATION D

Regardless of what Mr. Apple does, Mr. Orange decides to try again
for the seat, but this time he chooses to run as an independent candi-
date rather than as the candidate of party D. Mr. Orange is not en-
titled to receive one penny in public funds until after the election is
over. If he receives more than 5 percent of the votes cast, then he is
entitled to receive payments in reimbursement of his campaign ex-
penses based on the percentage of votes he receives as compared to
the average number of votes received by major party candidates in
that election.

Fxample No. 2

‘TIn a 1984 election for the House the candidate of political party A
is an individual who has been elected to the House from that district
for over 80 years, so party B doesn’t bother to nominate a candidate.
The incumbent retires before his term is up and a special election is
called for 1985. In the special election, the new candidate of party A
is entitled to a payment equal to his expenditure limitation. Assume
that the applicable limitation is $100,000. Party B nominates a candi-
date, but, since the party had no candidate in the preceding general
election for the office, he is not entitled to any payment before the
election. In the 1985 election, the candidate of party A receives 45 per-
cent of the votes; the candidate of party B receives 55 percent of
the votes. The candidate of party B is then entitled to a payment after
the election which bears the same ratio to the pre-election payment
made to the candidate of party A as the number of votes received by
the candidate of party B bears to the number of votes received by the
candidate of party A. Since the candidate of party B received more
votes than the candidate of party A, his post-election payment is equal
to the pre-election payment received by the candidate of party A (it
does not exceed that payment because of the application of the limita-
tion in proposed section 503 (c)).

28-517—T74——4
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Leample No. 3

In the 1984 election mentioned in example nuniber 2, party B de-
cides that the incumbent is to be their nominee as ‘well. Sixty-fire per-
cent of the votes he receives come from the members of party A end the
remalining 35 percent come from the members of party B. In tie spe-
cial election of 1985, both party A and party B are major parties be-
cause their candidate in 1984, the now retired incumbent, received
more than 25 percent of the vote in the preceding general eleclion as
the candidate of each party. The candidate of party A and the randi-
date of party B in the 1985 election are each entitled to a pre-e cction
payment of $100,000.

Presidential general elections

The Committee bill makes no basie change in existing law in ths
application of the dollar checkoff to the entitlement of candid:tes to
public funds in Presidential elections.

In general, a candidate qualifies for full public ‘unding if he is ths
candidate of a “major” party—a party that received 25 percont or
more of the popular votes cast in the preceding elaction. Ha q alifies
for partial public funding if he is the candidate of 1 “minor” pa ty—a
party that received 5 percent or more, but less than 25 percint, of
the popular votes cast in the preceding election; tte amount of subliz
funds for a minor party candidate is based on the proportion 3f the
popular vote he received in the preceding election.

In addition, a candidate may also qualify for public funds retro-
actively, on the basis of his showing in the current election. In such a
case, a candidate who receives public funds after tae election m 1y uss
the funds to reimburse private contributors.

In the 1972 Presidential election, President Nixon receivel 60.2
percent of the vote as the candidate of the Republican Party. Sunato»
McGovern received 37.2 percent of the vore as the candidate »f tha
Democratic Party. Representative Schmitz received 1.3 percent of tha
vote as the candidate of the American Independent Party or unde -
other party designations.

In 1976 the Republican Party and the Democratic Party qua’ify as
major parties on the basis of the 1972 election, and their candidates
will be entitled to full public funding. Since no other party qualifies as
a major or minor party on the basis of the 1972 ele:tion, no other can-
didates will be entitled to public funds in advance of the 1975 elec-
tion. However, if a candidate of a third party runs in 1976 and r:ceives
more than 5 percent of the vote, he will qual fy retroactively for >ubliz
funds, based on his showing in the 1976 election.

The application of the public financing provison to Presicential
elections is also illustrated by the following section, showing its appli-
cation to Senate elections.

Senate elections

Some of the following examples are adapted from actual “lenate
elections in recent years. Most of the examples are designed to illus-
trate the application of the dollar checkoff to Senate elections i1volv-
ing relatively unusual situations. The dollar checkoff, already appli-
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cable to Presidential general elections under existing law, was en-
acted in 1971 with close attention to its impact on potential third party
presidential candidacies. As the examples demonstrate, the formula
in existing law for Presidential elections is easily applied to Senate
elections, as provided by the Committae bill. ‘ o

Typically, however, minor party candidates have not been a signifi-
cant factor in the vast majority of recent Senate elections.

In the past three Congressional election years, there have been a
total of 103 Senate elections. In 42 of these elections—14 of the 34
races in 1972, 12 of the 85 races in 1970, and 16 of the 34 races in 1968—
only two candidates were entered—Democratic and Republican. In the
other 61 races, additional candidates representing some 30 other par-
ties were also on the ballot in those years in various states. But, in those
61 races, there were only seven races in which the third candidate re-
ceived more than 5 percent of the vote—Louisiana in 1972 ; Connecticut
and New York in 1970; and Alabama, Alaska, Maryland and New
York in 1968. In those seven races—seven out of 103 races in all—the
third candidate would have qualified for partial public funding as
a “minor” party candidate in the following election. In none of those
seven races did the third candidate receive more than 25 percent of the
vote ; therefore, no third candidate would have qualified as a “major”
party candidate entitled to full public funding in the following
election.

The examples follow:

1. In the 1968 Senate election, Candidate A of the Democratic Party
defeated Candidate B of the Republican Party by 50 percent to 48
percent, and Candidate C of Party X received 2 percent of the vote.

When the Senate seat is up again in 1974, the Democratic Party and
the Republican Party are “major” parties. Their candidates are each
entitled to public funds in the amount of 15 cents per vote, based on
the voting age population of the State. Since Candidate C failed to
reach the 5 percent cutoeff in the 1968 election, Party X does not qualify
for public funds in 1974,

2. Same as example (1) for 1968. In the 1974 election, Candidate
A of the Democratic Party defeats Candidate B of the Republican
Party by 46 percent to 44 percent, and Candidate D of Party X re-
ceives 10 percent of the vote.

Candidate D qualifies as a “minor” party candidate on the basis of
his showing in the current election (1974), since he received more than
5 percent of the vote. He 1s therefore entitled to public funds on a
retroactive reimubursement basis, even though he did not quality for
public funds in advance of the election because Party X failed to
receive 5 percent of the vote in 1968. Candidate D would be entitled to
10/45 or 22 percent of the amount of public funds given to each major
party candidate, A and B. The amount is based on Candidate D’s pro-
portional share of the average vote of the two major party candidates,
and is calculated as follows: 10% + (46% + 44%) /2=-10/45=922%.
Candidate C may use these public funds to reimburse private contrib-
utors to his campaign in 1974,

3. In 1968, Candidate A of the Republican Party defeated Candi-
date B of the Democratic Party by 46 percent to 44 percent, and
Candidate C of Party X won 10 percent, of the vote,
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In 1974, the candidates of the Democratic Party and the Rep iblican
Party are “major” party candidates and qualify for full publi: funds
(15 cents per vote). The candidate of Party X is a “minor” parcy
candidate and qualifies for partial public funds in 1974, in the umount.
of 22 percent of the entitlement of each major party candidate.

4. In the 1974 Senate election, Candidate A of the Democrati:: Party
defeats Candidate B of the Republican Party by 46 percent to 44 per-
cent. Candidate C runs as an Independent and receives 10 percent of
the vote.

Candidate C qualifies retroactively for public funds on the same
basis as if he were the candidate of a party. He receives 22 “ercent
of the amount of public funds given to each major party candidate.

5. A received 4 percent of the vote as the candidate of Party X and
3 percent of the vote as the candidate of Party Y in 1968.

In 1974, A qualifies for public funds as a minor party candidate.
His entitlement to public funds is based on 7 percent of the 1918 vote,
since the bill permits a candidate to accumulate his votes from the pre-
ceding election, if he received 5 percent or more but less than 25 per-
cent of the votes in that election.

6. In the 1968 election, Candidate A of the Doemocratic Party de-
feated Candidate B of the Republican Party by {4 percent to 37 per-
cent. In the 1974 election, Senator A runs as an Independent, B runs
as an Independent, C runs as the Candidate of thz Republican Party,
and D runs as the candidate of the Democratic Party. (Based v a re-
cent Virginia Senate election.)

Candidate C of the Republican Party and Candidate 1 of the
Democratic Party are each entitled to full public funding i 1974,
since they are candidates of a major party on the basis of the 1938 elec-
tion. Senator A is also entitled to full public funding, based on his own
showing as a winning major party cancidate in 1974. B does not
qualify for public funds, since the Committee bill does not off:r pub-
lic funds to an independent candidate who was a defeated major
party candidate in the preceding election.

7. Senator A ran as an Independent in 1968 and won the ilection
with 54 percent of the vote. The candidate of the Democratic Party
received 31 percent of the vote and the candidate of the Repiblican
Party recelived 15 percent of the vote. (Based on a recent Virginia
Senate election.)

If Senator A runs again as an Independent in 1974, he is ent tled o
full public funds (15 cents per vote), based on his 1968 showirz as ¢n
Independent. The candidate of the Democratic Party in 1974 is also
entitled to full public funds, because Party A qualifies as a “majo:”
party on the basis of its 1968 showing. However, the candidat: of the
Republican Party in 1974 will qualify on.y for partial public funas,
since it is a “minor” party based on its 1968 showing, even tkough it
was a “major” party based on the 1962 elaction. In 1974, the Repub-
lican candidate is entitled to 15/(54+381)/2, or 85% of the nmount
given to Senator A and to the Democratic candidate. _

If the Republican candidate receives more than 25 percent of the
vote in 1974 he qualifies retroactively as a “major” party candidate
and is entitled to full public funds.

8. In 1968, candidaté A of the Republican Party defeateil Inde-
pendent Candidate B by 50.7 percent to 49.3 percent, and there was no
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candidate of the Democratic Party (adapted from the Virginia Gov-
ernor’s election in 1973).

If Candidate B runs again as an Independent in 1974, he is cn-
titled to full public funds. Senator A of the Republican Party will also
be entitled to full public funds. If there is a candidate of the Demo-
cratic Party, he will not qualify for public funds unless he does so
retroactively on the basis of his showing in the 1974 election. If Candi-
date B runs as the candidate of the Democratic Party in 1974, he
qualifies for full public funds—not because he is the Democratic Candi-
date, but because of his personal showing as an Independent in 1968.

9. In 1968, Candidate A of the Democratic Party defeated Candi-
date B of the Republican Party by 78 percent to 22 percent (based on
a recent West Virginia Senate election).

In 1974 since the Democratic Party is the only “major” party on
the basis of the 1968 results, the Republican Party will also qualify
as a “major” party under the bill. It is the party with the next highest
showing in the preceding election, even though its candidate in 1968
won less than 25 percent of the vote and would not ordinarily qualify
as a “major” party.

10. In 1968, Candidate A defeated Candidate B by 60 percent to 40
percent. Candidate A received 45 percent of his vote as the candidate
of the Democratic Party, and 15 percent of his vote as the candidate
of the Liberal Party. Candidate B received 26 percent of his vote as
the candidate of the Republican Party, and 14 percent of his vote as
the candidate of the Conservative Party. (Adapted from recent New
York Senate elections.)

In 1974, the Democratic and Republican candidates qualify as
“major” party candidates. The candidates of the Liberal and Conserv-
ative Parties each qualify as “minor” party candidates. In addition, if
B runs as the Conservative Party candidate, but not as the Republican
Party Candidate, in 1974, he qualifies only as a “minor” party can-
didate, because the bill does not allow a defeated major party candi-
date to run as a minor party candidate in the next election and carry
over his status as a major party candidate.

9. In 1968, Candidate A of the Democratic Party won the election
with 55% of the vote. Candidate B of the Republican Party won
19% of the vote and Independent Candidate C won 23% of the vote.
(Based on a recent Louisiana Senate election.)

In 1974, since the Democratic Party is the only “major” party on
the basis of the 1968 results, the bill, as noted in example (9), operates
to allow the Republican Party to qualify as a “major” party, even
though it received less than 25% of the vote in 1968, and even though
Independent Candidate C made a better showing in 1968. If Candi-
date C runs again as an Independent in 1974, he qualifies for partial

ublic funds as a “minor” party candidate. But the bill does not bene-
Et an Independent by allowing him to receive full public funding as
if he were a major party candidate. As exaraple (7) makes clear, if
both an Independent candidate and the Democratic Party candidate
qualify for full public funds on the basis of the preceding election,
the bill does not operate to allow the Republican candidate to qualify
for full public funds. In other words, the bill does not operate
to create full public funding for a third candidate, where two candi-
dates already qualify for full public funds on the basis of their show-
ing in the preceding election.
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llustrative exam p?(s of public financing under Senate [luizs Com-
mittee print No. 4. us revised

(Supplied by the General Accounting Office)

1. 1976 Presidential Primary Llections—Assume four Dimocrats
and four Rnpubhcans raise a campuon fund of at least $250.000 ec.ch
from contributions of not more than $250 each. Fach candida ¢ would
be entitled to matching funds of $250,000, plus one dollar for rach ad-
ditional dollar of quahfx ng contributions (under $250) raisec. Inetch
primary election or convention to select mational conventinn dele-
gates, each candidate couid spend up to twice tae amount p: rimitred
a Senate primary candidate. For example, in the 1976 Wisconsin
presidential primary each candidate could spend up to 20¢ t1mw< voting
age population ($606,600 based on current population) ar | could
receive up to one-half of that ameunt in public funds.

2. 1976 Presidential General Election.—Both the Democrutic and
the Republican candidates represent a major pacty (over 2i5%¢ of the
popular vote in 1972). Borh are entitled to optional full public finaic-
ing up to the spending limit of 15 cents times voting age pooulation
(‘s 21.250,000 based on current population). The s )on(hnw linii applies
to all (‘“Lndld(lteb whether or not they choose puble financi g, o other
-andidate is qualified for public funds based on 1972 result:. but if
another candidate receives over 5% of the 1976 vote, he w ould be
entitled after the election to a proportionate share to reimbu se cam-
paign expenditures.

Assume the two major party candidates receive 41 percenr and 39
percent of the 1976 popular vote, respectively, and assume Candi-
date C of the National Party receives 10 percent. Candidate (' will be
entitled to a post-election payment based on the ratio of his vote to
the average of the major parties’ vote; i.e. 10/40 of $21,250,000. Canli-
date C would receive up to $5,312 .uOO In the 1989 goneml election “or
FPresident, the Democrats and B,epu blicans would be major pai ties and
the National Party would be a minor party whose candidale 1:3 en-
titled to pre-election pavments in the same ratio. If Candidat:: C runs
as an independent in 1980, he would also be entitled to payme nts based
on the votes he received in 1976.

3. Senate Primary £lection.—Candidate A is opposed in the pri-
mary by Candidate B aud both raise the required threshold cam-
paign fund from contributions of $100 or less. Each candidate
entitled to matching funds on a dollar for dollar Hasis. If eitht r candi-
date doesn’t raise the mininum amount from prw%e sourcest he will
not receive any public funds.

4. Senate Nominating é’om*em‘um.—Same result as in preceding
example because the term “primary election” 1a the bill in:ludes a
convention or caucus of a political f)attv held to nominate a ca |le(1Le.

5. Senate General Election.—Assume Candidates A and B a e norai-
nated by the major parties and Candidate C reprosents a minc * party ;
and the voting age population of the state is 4 million. Candidates A
and B are each entitled to $600,000 (15¢ times voting age popilation)
for their general election campaign. If the minor party reciived 14
of the average vote of the major partles in the preceding electinn, Cun-
didate C is entitled to $200,000.

,__.
b2
(8]
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6. House Primary Election.—In a congressional district in a multi-
district state, four candidates for major party nomination qualify for
matching funds by raising more than $10,000 in contributions of $100
or less. Kach is entitled to spend up to $90,000 and is entitled to match-
ing funds for each dollar raised.

7. House General Election.—The nominated candidate of a major
party 1s entitled to full public payment of $90,000 in the general elec-
tion. If the State has only one district, the primary limit is increased
to $125,000 and the general election limit is increased to $175,000.

Cost EstrmaTtes PursvanTt 10 Skcrion 252(a) oF THE LEGISLATIVE
RreorcaNizaTion Acr or 1970

Section 252(a) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 re-
quires that any committee reporting a bill of a public character shall
‘include in its accompanying report an estimate of the costs which
would be incurred in effecting such legislation, or a statement of the
reasons compliance with this requirement is impracticable.

Accordingly, the Committee on Rules and Administration estimates
the annual cost to the United States Government to an average of
$89.391.693. This average estimate is based upon the supposition that
all seats in the House of Representatives will be contested every two
years; that one third of all Senate seats will be contested every two
years; and that, of course, there will be a quadrennial election for
President and Vice President. The costs are predicated upon total esti-
mated public funds paid to eligible candidates for nomination for
election, or election to Federal office.

The Committee is not aware of any estimates of costs made by any
Federal agency which are different from those made by the committee.

COST ESTIMATES

President (every 4 years) : 4-year total
Primary elections, not including State conventions (21 States).__ $42, 010, 800
General o 47, 218, 194

Total, President . ___________ 89, 228, 994

Senate (33 campaigns every 2 years) :

Primary (33 States) including conventions________________ __ 10, 170, 900
General (33 States) .o . 23, 929, 900
Total, Senate ___ . . _____ e 34, 100, 800
Multiplied by 2 68, 201, 600

House (every 2 years) : '

Primary (435 seats) including conventions._._________________ 31, 245, 100
General (435 seats) oo 69, 062, 888
Total, House ———— —— - - --~ 100, 307, 988
Multiplied by 2o~ 200, 615, 976
Total, 4-year coSto L 358, 046, 570
Average annual coste . __________________ 89, 511, 643

ADDITIONAL COST ESTIMATES

The Internal Revenue Service furnished the following information,
based upon 1971 figures, demonstrating the cost to the government if
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all taxpayers were to designate one dollar of tax liakility to the Presi-
dential Campaign fund:

Total returns joint— e et e m e e e $4., 770, D00
Total individual returns . . e e 3., 830, D00

Total returnS_ ..o e e e o e e e e i 2 7+, 600, 200

If all returns, individual and joint, should take full advanta;e of the
one dollar check off the total cost would be $177,370,000.

If, all returns should take full advantage of a fwo dollar ¢heck off
the cost would be $234,740,000.

RESULTS OF DOLLAR CHECKOFF

Returns using checkofi for 1973

Total returns

Number Percant Amount iled
1973 returns filed in 1974
Through Jan. 18 o 43,198 10.7 $60,066 _ ... .._.
Week of:
jan. 25 . 120, 202 14.0 171,984 . ...
Feb. 1.._. 251, 312 14,7 365,777 - e
Feb.8_... - 396, 287 14.3 585,509 . ... ...
Feb. 15_.. 553, 80€ 14.1 820,986 .. ..o ..
Cumulative:
JBN. 25 e e e 163, 400 13.0 232,050 - .o ___.._...
[ Y U UP 414,712 14.0 597,827 .. .. ..
Feb. 8- oo e 810, 99¢ 14.1 1,183, 346 15, 94, 000
Feb. 15 o e e 1, 364, 80t 14.1 2,004, 332 23, 492, 000
Returns using checkoff for 1972 I'otal
- re-urns
Number Percent Amount filed
1973 returns filed in 1974:
Through Jan. 18 - oo i 21, 580 5.3 §30,461 . . _.....o.
Week of:
3aN. 25 - e e e 59, 360 6.9 85, 998
Feb. Y. e 120, 083 7.0 177,418
Feb. 8 e 186, 534 6.7 280,093 . .
Feb. 15 e mem 258,172 6.6 390,459 . .
80, 940 6.4 116, 459 .
201, 028 6.8 293,877 .
387, 561 6.8 573,970 .. .
645, 734 6.7 964,429 . ___. pmmmnn

Congress oF THE UNITED STATES,
Jornt CommrrTEE ON INTERNAL REVENUE TaxaTIiON
Lonaworta House Orrice Buirpix s,
Washington, D.C.. February 21, 197,.
Mr. James H. Durry,
Chief Qounsel, Subcommittee on Privileges and K lections, Livles ond
Administration Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington. D.\).

Drar Mz Durry: This is in reference to your telephone riquesi of
February 20 for the estimated decrease in Federal individual income
tax liability which would result from doubling from $50 (3100 for
joint returns) to $100 ($200 for joint returns) the maximura deduc-
tion for political contributions and doubling “rom $12.50 ($25 for
joint returns) to $25 ($50 for joint returns) the maximum tix credit
for political contributions.
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Based on estimated 1972 levels of political contributions under the
proposal as derived from the levels of contributions reflected in tax
returns filed for 1972, we estimate that the proposed doubling of the
maximum deduction and the maximum credit would decrease Federal
individual income tax liability by about $26 million of which $15 mil-
lion is ascribable to the doubling of the maximum deduction and $11
million is ascribable to the doubling of the maximum credit.

Sincerely yours,

Laurexce N. WoopwoRTH.

SENATE CAMPAIGN FUND LIMITATIONS UNDER RULES COMMITTEE BILL

. 1973
voting age . Primary General
popuiation Primary spending spending
VAP threshold limit—10 cents limit-—15 cents
for 1974 matching times VAP or  times VAP or
State elections - fund! $125, 000 $175, 000
Alabama. e 2,338,000 $46, 760 $233, 800 $350, 700
Alaska. e 200, 000 25,000 125,000 175, 000
ATIZOMA e 1, 345, 000 26,900 134, 500 201, 750
ATKANSAS e eccaeama s 1,374,000 27,480 137,400 206,100
Californmia_ e aaaa 14,143,000 125,000 1,414,300 2,121,450
Colorado. - e 1,631,000 32,620 63,100 244, 650
Connecticut . e 2,101,000 42,020 210, 000 315, 000
Delaware o ———— 382,000 25, 000 125,000 175, 000
FlORIda. o o e 5, 427,000 108, 540 542,700 814, 050
GEOIZIA . oo oo 3,140, 000 62, 800 314,000 471,000
Hawali . e 549, 000 25,000 125, 000 175,000
1daho . e 501,000 25, 000 125,000 175, 000
OIS - o - o e e e e e 7,568, 000 125, 600 756, 800 1,135,200
Indiana. e eeeen 3,530,000 70, 600 353,000 529, 500
JOWA - - e e e 1,957, 000 39, 140 195,700 293, 550
KANSAS _ - e m e 1, 570, 000 31, 400 157, 000 235,500
Kentucky - - - o o e 2,235,000 44,700 223,500 335, 250
LOUISIANA .« - - oo e 2, 399, 000 47,980 239,900 359, 850
Maine - e 689, 000 25,000 125,000 175, 000
Maryland . _ i 2,720,000 54, 400 272,000 408, 000
Massachusetts. e eecieeoaas 4,006, 000 80, 120 400, 600 600, 900
MiChigaNn o e 5,922, 000 118, 440 592, 200 838, 300
Minnesota_ i 2,575,000 51, 500 257,500 386, 250
MiSSTSSIPPI - - - oo e 1,453, 000 29, 060 145, 300 217,950
IMASSOUNT - e e o o e e em 3,251,000 65, 020 325,100 487, 650
474,000 25,000 125, 000 175, 060
1,042,000 25,000 125,000 175, 000
365,000 25,000 125, 000 175, 000
New Hampshire . eiciiaaeen 531, 000 25,000 125, 000 175, 000
NeW JerSeY oo oo e 5,030, 000 100, 600 503, 000 754, 500
New MexXiCo_ - o e aem 691, 000 25, 000 125,000 175, 060
NeW YOrK. - oo 12, 665, 000 125, 000 1, 26€, 500 1, 899, 75¢
North Carolina. ... e 3,541,000 70, 820 354,100 531, 150
North Dakota_ oo e eem 421, 000 25,000 125,000 175, 000
OhI0 - o oo e e 7,175,000 125, 000 717,500 1, 076, 250
OKIaNOMA . e e 1, 832, 000 70, 820 183, 020 274, 800
OFBEON - o o oo oo 1,532,000 30,640 153,200 229, 800
Pennsylvania___ . e 8, 240, 000 125,000 824,000 1, 236, 000
Rhode 1S1and . - o e 677,000 25,000 125,000 175, 000
South Carohing - - - - - oo e 1,775,000 35, 100 177, 500 266, 250
South Dakota. - . iemee 454, 000 25, 000 125,000 175, 000
TeNNESSER - - oo o e = 2,799,000 55, 980 279,900 419, 850
TOXAS- oo - o oo e e 7,785,000 125, 000 778,500 1, 167, 750
Utah. o e 715,000 25, 000 125, 000 175, 000
Vermont e o oo oo o oo o e em 309, 000 25,000 125,000 175, 000
VITgINIA. o oo e 3,243,000 64, 860 324,300 486, 450
Washinglon. o e 2,329,000 486, 580 232,900 349, 350
West Virginia. .. oo e 1,228, 000 25,000 125,000 184, 200
WESCONSIN - - — oo e e e e e oo mm 3,033, 000 60, 660 303, 300 454, 950
WYOMING - o oo o oo 234,000 25,000 125, 000 175, 000

1 Figures in this column represent 20 percent of the applicable primary spending limit except for a maximum threshold

of $125,000 and a minimum threshold of $25,000.

28-517—74—>5
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PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY
(Based on 1972)

Assumptions: 1} Candidates qualify by raising $250,000
2)  Apply 1972 qualifiers to primaries actually run

Requirements: 1) To qualify candidates must raise $250,000

Formula: 1) Match 31 for $1 raised by those qualifying up to
spending limit
2) Spending limit is 2 times the Senate formula
which is the greater of 10¢ x state VAP or $125,000

1) New Hampshire - 4 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 531,000 = $53,100 x 2 = $106,200 or $250,000
government cost:  $125,000 x 4 candidates = $500,000

2} Florida - 8 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 5,427,000 = $542,700 x 2 = $1,085,400
government cost:  $542,700 x 8 candidates = §D4,341 ,IS_(E

3) Illinois - 1 candidate in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 7,568,000 = $756,800 x 2= $1,513,600
government cost:  $756,800 x 1 candidate = $756,80Q

4)  Wisconsin - 8 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 3,033,000 = $303.300 x 2 = $606,600
government cost:  $303,300 x 8 candidates = ;3_2,426;@

5) Massachusetts - 7 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 4,006,000 = $400,600 x 2 = $801,200
government cost:  $400,600 x 7 candidates = $2,804,200

6) Pennsylvania - 5 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 8,240,000 = $824,000 x 2 = §1,648,000
government cost:  $824,000 x 5 candidates = $4,120,300

7) District of Columbia - 1 candidate in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 529,000 = $52,900 x2 = $105,800 or $250,000
government cost:  $125,000 x 1 candidate = El 25,000_

8) Indiana - 4 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 3,530,000 = $353,000 x 2 = §706,000
government cost:  $353,000 x 4 candidates = $1 ,412,@2

9) Tennessee - 8 candidatesin primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 2,799,000 = $279,900 x 2 = §559,800
government cost:  $279,900 x 8 candidates = $2,239,m

10) Ohio - 5 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 7,175,000 = $717,500 x 2 = $1,435,00C
government cost:  $717,500 x 5 candidates =§3,587,g)9_

11) North Carolina - 5 candidates in primary raised $250,000

spending limit: 10¢ x 3,541,000 = $354,100 x 2 = $708,200
government cost:  $354,100 x 5 candidates = $1,770,500
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21)
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Nebraska - 8 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 1,042,000 = $104,200 x 2 = $208,400
government cost:  $104,200 x 8 candidates = ﬁ?}ﬁOO

West Virginia - 2 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 1,228,000 = $122,800 x 2 = $245,600
government cost:  $122,800 x 2 candidates = 24_5,600

Maryland - 8 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 2,720,000 = $272,000 x 2 = $544,000
government cost:  $272,000 x 8 candidates = $2,176,000

Michigan - 5 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 5,922,000 = $592,200 x 2 = $1,184,400
government cost:  $592,200 x 5 candidates = $_2,_9_61,000

Oregon - 8 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 104 x 1,532,000 = $153,200 x 2 = $306,400
government cost:  $153,200 x 8 candidates = $1,225,600

Rhode Island - 8 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 677,000 = $67,700 x 2 = $135,400 or $250,000
government cost:  $125,000 x 8 candidates = $1,000,000

California - 6 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 14,143,000 = $1,414,300 x 2 = $2,828,600
government cost:  $1,414,300 x 6 candidates = §§_,485,800

New Jersey - No candidates in primary raised $250,000

New Mexico - 6 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 691,000 = $69,100 x 2 = $138,200 or $250,000
government cost:  $125,000 x 6 candidates = $750,000

South Dakota - 2 candidates in primary raised $250,000
spending limit: 10¢ x 454,000 = $45,400 x 2 = $90,800 or $250,000
government cost:  $125,000 x 2 candidates = ﬁg_SE,OOO

Total primary cost to government = $42,010,800
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2)
Formula: 1)
Assumption: 1)
2)

32

Major parties {25% or more vote) receive full
Federal funding up to spending limit.

Minor parties (5-25% of vote) receive proportionate
share.

Spending limit is 15¢ x VAP (5§21,248,400)

Two major parties
One minor party gets 10% of vote

VAP = 141,656,000

spending limit:
government cost:

128

15¢ x 141,656,000 = $21,248,400
$21,248,400 x 2 candidates = $42.496¢,800
+ minor party= 4,721,394

$47,218,194

$42,010,800
47,218,194
$89,226,994



Assumptions:
Formula:
1) Alabama:
2) Alaska:
3) Arkansas:
4) Colorado:

9
2)

3)

1)
2)
3)

4)
5)

33

U.S. SENATE

(Based on 1972)

Primary opposed~ 2 candidates qualified and
spent maximum

Primary unopposed- candidates did not raise
qualifying amount

General—- major candidates raised qualifying
amounts

Qualifying amount~ lesser of 20% of primary
spending amount or $125,000

Primary spending amount- greater of 10¢ x VAP
or $125,000

General spending amount-- greater of 15¢ x VAP
or $175,000

Matching in primary- 1 for 1

Full amount in general

Qualify (lesser of 20% of $233,800 or $125,000) = $46,760
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 2,338,000 = $233,800

4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $233,800 + 2 x 4 = $467,600
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 2,338,000 = $350,700

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $350,700 x 2 = $701,400

Qualify (20% of $125,000) = $25,000

Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 200,000 = $20,000 or
$125,000
no candidates qualified
government cost = 0

General: spending list = 15¢ x 200,000 = $30,000 or
$175,000
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $75,000 x 2 = $350,000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of 137,400 or $125,000) = $27,480
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 1,374,000 = $137,400

2 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $137,400 x 2 = $274 400
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 1,374,000 = $206,100

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $206,100 x 2 = $412,200

Qualifying (Lesser of 20% of $163,100 or $125,000) = $32,620
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x $1,631,000 = $163,100

2 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $163,100x 2 + 2= §163,100
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 1,631,000 = $244 650

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $244,650 x 2 = $489,300
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6)
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8)

9

10)

11)
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Delaware:

Georgia:

Idaho:

llinois:

fowa:

Kansas:

Kentucky:
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Qualifving (lesser of 20% of $38,200 or $125,000) := $25,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 382,000 = $38,.:00 or $125,000
no candidate qualified

government cost = 0 .
spending limit = 15¢ x 382,200 or 175,000 = §175,0C0
2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $353,000

Qualifying (lesser of 209 of $314,000 or $125,000) = $62,800

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 3,140,000 = $314,000

4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $314,000 + 2 x 4 = $628,000
spending limit = 15¢ x 3,149,000 = $471,000

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $471,000 x 2 = $94 2,000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $50,100 or $125,000) := $25,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 501,000 = $50,100 or $125,0C0
4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $§125,000 +2 x 4 = 3250,000
spending limit = 15¢ x 501,000 = $75,105 or $175,000
=$175,000

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = §175,000 x 2 = $353,000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $756,800 or $125,000) = §125,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 7,568,000 = §7%6,800

2 candidates qualified - matching
government cost = $756,800 x 2+ 2 = £756,800
spending lirit = 15¢ x 7,563,000 = $1,135,200
2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = §1,135,200 x 2 = 52,270 400

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $195,700 or $125,000) = $39,140

Primary:

General:

spending lirnit = 10¢ x 1,957,000 = §1¢5,700

2 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $195,700x 2+ 2= §$195,700
spending lirnit = 15¢ x 1,957,000 = $2¢3,550

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $293,550 x 2= $587,100C

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $157,000 o1 $125,000) = $31,400

Primary:

General:

spending lirait = 10¢ x 1,570,000 = $157,000

2 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = 157,000 x 2 +2 = $157,000
spending lirnit = 15¢ x 1,570,000 = $235,500

2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $235,500x 2= $471,00C

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $223,500 or $125,000) = $44,700

Primary:

spending limit = 10¢ x 2,235,000 = $223,500
4 candidates qualified - mat:ching
government cost = $223,500 +2 x 4 = $447,000
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11) Kentucky (cont’d) General: spending limit = 15¢ x 2,235,000 = $335,250
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $335,250 x 2 = $670,500

12) Louisiana: Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $239,900 or $125,000) = $47,980
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 2,399,000 = $239,900
2 candidates qualified - matching
government cost = $239,900 + 2 x 4 = $479,800
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 2,399,000 = $359,850
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost == $359,850 x 2 = §719,700

13) Maine: Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $68,900 or $125,000) = $25,000
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 689,000 = $68,900
4 candidates qualified - matching
government cost = $125,000 + 2 x 4 = $250,000
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 689,000 = $103,350 or $175,000
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $350,000

14) Massachusetts: Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $400,600 or $125,000) = $80,120
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 4,006,000 = $400,600
2 candidates qualified - matching
government cost = $400,600 x 2+ 2 = $400,600
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 4,006,000 = $600,900
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $600,900 x 2 = §1,201,800

15) Michigan: Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $592,200 or $125,000) = $118,440
Primary: spending limit = 1 0¢ x 5,922,000 = $592,200
no candidates qualified
government cost = 0
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 5,922,000 = $888,300
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $888,300 x 2 = $1,776,600

'

16) Minnesota: Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $257,500 or $125,000) = $51,500
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x $2,575,000 = $257,500
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $257,500 + 2 x 2 = $257,500
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 2,575,000 = $386,250
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $386,250 x 2 = $772,500

17) Mississippi: Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $145,300 or $125,000) = $29,060
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 1,453,000 = $145,300
4 candidates qualified - matching
government cost = $145,300 + 2 x 4 = $290,600
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 1,453,000 = $217,950
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $217,950 x 2 = $435,900




18)

19)

22)
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Montana:

Nebraska:

New Hampshire:

New Jersey:

New Mexico:

North Carolina:
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Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $47,400 or $125,000) = $25,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 474,000 = $47,400 or $125,000
4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $125,000 +2 x 4 = $250,000
spending limit = 15¢ x 474,000 = $71,100 or $175,000
2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $350,000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $104,200 or $125,000) := $25,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 1,042,000 = $10<,200 or $125,000
4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = §125200+2 x4 = $250,000

spending limit = 15¢ x 1,042.000 = $15¢,300 or

$175,000

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $350 000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $53,100 or $125,000) = $25,000

Primary:

General:

spending lim:t = 10¢ x 531,000 = $53,120 or $125,000
2 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = §125,000 +2x 2= §125,000
spending limit = 15¢ x 531,000 = $79,650 or $175,000
2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $350,000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $503,000 or $125,000) = $100,600

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x $5,030,000 = $5¢3,000

4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $503,000 + 2 x4 = § ,006,000
spending limit = 15¢ x 5,030,000 = $754,500

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = §754,500 x 2 = $1,509,000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $69,100 or $125,000) = 525,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 691,000 = $69,100 or $125,000
4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $125,000+2 x4 = $250,000
spending limit = 15¢ x 691,000 = $103,650 or $175,000
2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $350,300

Qualifying (lesser of 20%) of $354,100 or $125,000) = $70,820

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 3,541,000 = $354 100

4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $354,100 +2x4=§ 708,200
spending limit = 15¢ x 3,541,000 = $35T7 150
2 candidates qualified - full arnount

government cost = $531,150 ¢ 2 = $1,06 2,300



24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

30)

Oklahoma:

Oregon:

Rhode Island:

South Carolina:

South Dakota:

Tennessee:

Texas:

28-517——T4———6

37

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $183,200 or $125,000) = $36,640

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 1,832,000 = 813,200

4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $183,200 + 2 x 4 = §366,400
spending limit = 15¢ x 1,832,000 = $274,800

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $274,800 x 2 = $549,600

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $153,200 or $125,000) = $30,640

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 1,532,000 = $153,200

4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $153,200 ~ 2 x 4 = §306,400
spending limit = 15¢ x 1,532,000 = $229,800

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $229,800 x 2 = $459,600

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $67,700 or $125,000) = $25,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x $677,000 = $67,700 or $125,000
no candidates qualified

government cost = 0

spending limit = 15¢ x $677,000 = $101,550 or $175,000
2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $350,000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $177,500 or $125,000) = $35,500

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 1,775,000 = $177,500

2 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $177,500 +2x 2=3177,500
spending limit = 15¢ x 1,775,000 = $266,250

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $266,250 x 2 = $532,500

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $45,400 or $125,000) = $25,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 454,000 = $45,400 or $125,000
4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $125,000 + 2 x 4 = §250,000
spending limit = 15¢ x 454,000 = $68,100 or $175,000
2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $350,000

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $279,900 or $125,000) = $55,980

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 2,799,000 = $279,900

4 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $279,900 + 2 x 4 = $559,800
spending limit = 15¢ x 2,799,000 = $419,850

2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $419,850 x 2 = $839,700

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $778,500 or $125,000) = $125,000

Primary:

General:

spending limit = 10¢ x 7,785,000 = $778,500

2 candidates qualified - matching

government cost = $778,500 x 2 + 2 = $778,500
spending limit = 15¢ x 7,785,000 = $1,167,750
2 candidates qualified - full amount

government cost = $1,167,750 x 2 = $2,335,500




31)

32)

33)

134

Virginia:

West Virginia:

Wyoming:
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Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $324,300 or $125,000) = $64,860
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 3,243,000 = $324,300

no candidates qualified

government cost = 0
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 3,243,000 = $48 6,450

2 candidates qualified = full amount

government cost = $486,450 x 2 = $97.,900

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $122,800 or $125,000) = $25,000
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 1,228,000 = $122,800 or
$125,000
no candidates qualified
government cost = 0
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 1,228,000 = $184,200
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $184,200 x 2 = $36¢.,400

Qualifying (lesser of 20% of $23,400 or $125,000) = $25,000
Primary: spending limit = 10¢ x 234,00 = $23,420 or $125,000
2 candidates qualified - matching
government cost = §125,000 +2 x 2 = §125,000
General: spending limit = 15¢ x 234,000 = $35,1:)0 or $175,000
2 candidates qualified - full amount
government cost = $175,000 x 2 = $35C,000

TOTAL PRIMARY $10,170,300
TOTAL GENERAL 23,929,300
GRAND TOTAL SENATE $34,100,300
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Coances 1x Exmsting Law

In compliance with subsection 4 of rule XXIX of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill S. 3044
as reported by the Committee on Rules and Administration, are shown
as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black
brackets, new matter is printed in italic, and existing law in which
no change is proposed is shown in roman) :

COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1934
(47 U.S.C. 315, 317)

§ 315. Candidates for public office; facilities; rules

(a) If any licensee shall permit any person who is a legally qualified
candidate for any public office, other than Federal elective office (in-
cluding the office of Vice President), to use a broadcasting station,
he shall afford equal opportunities to all other such candidates for
that office in the use of such broadcasting station: Provided, That
such licensee shall have no power of censorship over the material
broadcast under the provisions of this section. No obligation is imposed
upon any licensee to allow the use of its station by any such candi-
date. Appearance by a legally qualified candidate on any—

(1) bona fide newscast,

(2) bona fide news interview,

(3) bona fide documentary (if the appearance of the candidate
is incidental to the presentation of the subject or subjects covered
by the news documentary), or

(4) on-the-spot coverage of bona fide news events (including
but not limited to political conventions and activities incidental
thereto),

shall not be deemed to be use of a broadcasting station within the
meaning of this subsection. Nothing in the foregoing sentence shall
be construed as relieving broadcasters, in connection with the presen-
tation of newscasts, news interviews, news documentaries, and on-the-
spot coverage of news events, from the obligation imposed upon them
under this chapter to operate in the public interest and to afford rea-
sonable opportunity for the discussion of conflicting views on issues
of public importance.

(b) The charges made for the use of any broadcasting station [by
any person] by or on behalf of any person who is a legally qualified
candidate for any public office in connection with his campaign for
nomination for election, or election, to such office shall not exceed—

(1) during the forty-five days preceding the date of a primary
or primary runoff election and during the sixty days p’recédin}r_r,
the date of a general or special election in which such person is
a candidate, the lowest unit charge of the station for the same.
class and amount of time for the same period; and

(2) at any other time, the charges made for comparable use of
such station by other users thereof.

[(c) No station licensee may make any charge for the use of such
station by or on behalf of any legally qualified candidate for Federal
elective office (or for nomination to such office) unless such candidate
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{or a person specifically authorized by such candidate in writing to do
so) certifies to such licensec in writing that the payment of sucl charge
will not violate any limitation specified in paragraph (1), (2), or (3)
of section 104(a) of the Campaign Communications Reform Act,
whichever paragraph is applicable.}

(¢) No station licensee may make any charge for the use of such
station by or on behalf of amy legally qualified candidate for norii-
nation for election, or for election, to Federal elective office unless such
candidate (or a person specifically authorized by such candidate in
writing to do so) certifies to such licensee in writing that the wayment
of such charge will not exceed the limit on expenditures applicadle to
that candidate under section 504 of the Federal Flection Campaign
Act of 1971, or under section 614 of title 18, Unired States Cade.

[(d) a State by law and expressly—

[ (1) bas provided that a primary or other election for any
office of such State or of a political subdivision thereof iz subject
to this subsection,

[(2) has specified a limitation upon total expenditures for the
use of broadeasting stations on behalf of the candidacy of each
legally qualified candidate in such election,

[ (3) has provided in any such law an unequivocal expression of
intent to be bound by the provisions of this subsection, and

[ (4) has stipulated that the amount of such limitation shall rot
exceed the amount which would be determined for such election
under section 104(a) (1) (B) or 104(a) (2 (B) (whiclever is
applicable) of the Campaign Communications Reform Aet had
such election been an election for a Federal e ective office «r nomi-
nation thereto:

[then no station licensee may make any charge for the use of such sta-
tion by or on behalf of any legally qualified cand: date in such zlection
unless such candidate (or a person specifically authorized by such
candidate in writing to do so) certifies to such licansee in writing that
the payment of such charge will not violate such State limitatior.]

(d) If a State by law imposes a limitation upon the amount which
a legally qualified candidate for nomination for election, or for elvc-
tion, to public office (other than Federal elective office) witlhin that
State may spend in connection with his campaign for such nomira-
tion or his campaign for election, then no station licensee miy make
any charge for the use of such station by or on behalf of such candidcte
unless such candidate (or a person specifically authorized in writing
by him to do so) certifies to such licensee in writing that the payment
of such charge will not violate that limitation.

(e) Whoever willfully and knowingly violatss the provisions of
subsection (c) or (d) of this section shall be pun'shed by a fir.e not to
exceed $5,000 or imprisonment for a period not to exceed five years, or
both. The provisions of sections 501 through 503 of this Act shall not
apply to violators of either such subsection.

(f) For the purposes of this section:

(A) The term “broadcasting station” includes a community
antenna television system.

(B) The term “licensee™ and “station licersee” when used with
respect to a community antenna television system, means the
operator of such system.
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(C) The term “Federal elective office” means the office of Presi-
dent of the United States, or of Senator or Representative in, or
gesident Commissioner or Delegate to, the Congress of the United

tates.

(2) For purposes of subsections (c¢) and (d), the term “legally qual-
ified candidate” means any person who (A) meets the qualifications
prescribed by the applicable laws to hold the office for which he is a
candidate and (B) is eligible under applicable State law to be voted
for by the electorate directly or by means of delegates or electors.

(g) The Commission shall prescribe appropriate rules and regu-
lations to carry out the provisions of this section.

§ 317. Announcement of payment for broadcast

(a) (1) All matter broadcast by any radio station for which any
money, service or other valuable consideration is directly or indirectly
paid, or promised to or charged or accepted by, the station so broad-
casting, from any person, shall, at the time the same is so broadcast,
be announced as paid for or furnished, as the case may be, by such
[person: Provided, That] person. If such matter is a political adver-
tisement soliciting funds for a candidate or a political committee,
there shall be announced at the time of such broadcast a statement that
a copy of reports filed by that person with the Federal Klection Com-
massion is available from the Federal Election Commission, Wash-
ington, D.C., and the licensee shall not make any charge for any part
of the costs of making the announcement. The term “service or other
valuable consideration” shall not include any service or property fur-
ished without charge or at a nominal charge for use on, or in connec-
tion with, a broadcast unless it is so furnished in consideration for an
identification in a broadcast of any person, product, service, trade-
mark, or brand name beyond an identification which is reasonably re-
lated to the use of such service or property on the broadcast.

(2) Nothing in this section shall preclude the Commission from
requiring that an appropriate announcement shall be made at the
time of the broadcast in the case of any political program or any pro-
gram involving the discussion of any controversial issue for which any
films, records, transcriptions, talent, scripts, or other material or serv-
ice of any kind have been furnished, without charge or at a nominal
charge, directly or indirectly, as inducement to the broadcast of such
program. ) ]

(b) In any case where a report has been made to a radio station, as
required by section 508 of this title, of circumstances which would
have required an announcement under this section had the considera-
tion been received by such radio station, an appropriate announcement,
shall be made by such radio station. n

(¢) The licensee of each radio station shall exercise reasonable dili-
gence to obtain from its employees, and from other persons with whom
1t deals directly in connection with any program or program matter
for broadecast, information to enable such licensee to make the an-
nouncement required by this section. _

(d) The Commission may waive the requirement of an announce-
ment as provided in this section in any case or class of cases with
respect to which it determines that the public interest, convenience, or
necessity does not require the broadcasting of such announcement.
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(e) Each station licensee shall maintain a record of any j olitical
advertisement broadcast, together with the identification of the person
who caused it to be broadcast, for a period of two years. The record
shall be available for public inspection at reasonable hours.

[c](/) The Commission shall prescribe appropriate rules and regu-
lations to carry out the provisions of this section.

CAMPAIGN COMMUNICATIONS REFORM AC™
[TrrLe T—-CampateN COMMUNICATIONS

[saorT TITLE

[Skc. 101. This title may be cited as the “Campaign Coriunica-
tions Reform Act”.
[DEFINITIONS

[Skc. 102. For purposes of this title:

[(1) The term “communications raedia” means broaccasting
stations, newspapers, magazines, outdoor advertising farilities,
and telephones: but. with respect to telephones, spendinir or un
expenditure shall be deemed to be spending or an expenditure for
the use of communications media only if such spending or ¢xpend-
iture is for the costs of telephones, paid telephonists, ani ant»-
matic telephone equipment, used by a candidate for Federal elec-
tive office to communicate with potential vozers (excluding any
costs of telephones incurred by a volunteer for use of teliphones
by him).

[(2) The term “broadeasting station™ has the same meaing s
such term has under section 815 (f) of the Coramunication: Act of
1934.

[(3) The term “Federal elective office” means the office 0" Presi-
dent of the United States, or of Senator or Llepresentativ: . or
Resident Commissioner or Delegate to, the Congress of the United
States (and for purposes of section 103 (b) such term includes the
office of Vice President).

[(4) The term “legally qualified candidate” means any person
who (A) meets the qualifications prescribed by the applicable
laws to hold the Federal elective office for which he is a candidate,
and (B) is eligible under applicable State law to be voted for by
the electorate directly or by means of delegates or electors. '

[(5) The term “voting age population” means resident. popula-
tion, eighteen years of age and older. ‘

[(6) The term “State” includes the District of Colurahia and
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

[MEDIA RATE AND RELATED REQUIREMENTS

Sgc. 103. Note: Subsection (a) amended the Communicatirns Aot
of 1934, which is not affected by repeal of the Carapaign Comuriunica-
tions Reform Act.

[(b) To the extent that any person sells space :n any newsypiper or
magazine to a legally qualified candidate for Federal elective affice, or
nomination thereto, in connection with such candidate’s campaign for
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nomination for, or election to, such office, the charges made for the

use of such space in connection with his campaign shall not exceed
L]

the charges made for comparable use of such space for other purposes.

[LIMITATIONS OF EXPENDITURES FOR USE OF COMl\IUNICATiONS MEDIA

[Sec. 104. (a) (1) Subject to paragraph (4), no legally qualified
candidate in an election (other than a primary or primary runoff
election) for a Federal elective office may-—

[(A) spend for the use of communications media on behalf of
his candidacy in such election a total amount in excess of the
greater of—

[(i) 10 cents multiplied by the voting age population (as
certified under paragraph (5)) of the geographical area in
which the election for such office is held, or
[ (i1) $50,000 or

[(B) spend for the use of broadcast stations on behalf of his
candidacy in such election a total amount in excess of 60 per
centum of the account determined under subparagraph (A) with
respect to such election.

[(2) No legally qualified candidate in a primary election for nomi-
nation to a Federal elective office, other than President, may spend—

[(A) for the use of communications media, or

[(B) for the use of broadcast stations,

[on behalf of his candidacy in such election a total amount In excess of
the amounts determined under paragraph (1) (A) or (B), respec-
tively, with respect to the general election for such office. For purposes
of this subsection a primary runoff election shall be treated as a
separate primary election.

[(3) (A) No person who is a candidate for presidential nomination
may spend—

[ (i) for the use in a State of communications media, or

[ (ii) for the use in a State of broadcast stations,

[on behalf of his candidacy for presidential nomination a total amount
in excess of the amounts which would have been determined under
paragraph (1) (A) or (B), respectively, had he been a candidate
for election for the office of Senator from such State (or for the office
of Delegate or Resident Commissioner in the case of the District of
Columbia or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico).

[(B) For purposes of this paragraph (3), a person is a candidate
for presidential nomination if he makes (or any other person makes
on his behalf) an expenditure for the use of any communications
medium on behalf of his candidacy for any political party’s nomina-
tion for election to the office of President. He shall be considered to
be such a candidate during the period— :

[(i) beginning on the date on which he (or such other person)
first makes such an expenditure (or, if later, January 1 of the
year in which the election for the qfﬁce of President is held), and

[(ii) ending on the date on which such political party nomi-
nates a candidate for the office of P'yes1dent.

[For purposes of this title and of section 315 of the Communications
Act of 1934, a candidate for.presldentlal_ nomination shall be con-
sidered a legally qualified candidate for public office.

139




44

[(C) The Comptroller General shall prescribe regulations under
which any expenditure by a candidate for presideritial nominat on for
the use in two or more States of a communications medium shall be
attributed to such candidate’s expenditure limitation in esch such
State, based on the number of persons in such State who can 1cason-
ably be expected to be reached by such communications medium,

L(4) (A) For purposes of subparagraph (B) :

[(i) The term “price index” means the average over a calendar
year of the Consumer Price Index (all items—-United Staies city
average) published monthly by the Bureau of Labor Staisties.

L[(i1) The term “base period” means the calendar year 1970,

L (B) At the beginning of each calendar year (commencing in 1972),

as there becomes available necessary data from the RBureau of Labo v
Statistics of the Department of Labor, the Secretary of Labor shall
certify to the Comptroller General and publish in the Federal Registe v
the per centum difference between the price index for the 12 nionths
preceding the beginning of such calendar year and the price index fo
the base period. Each amount determined under paragraph (1) (A
(1) and (ii) shall be increased by such per centum difference. Facl,
amount so increased shall be the amount in effect for such calenda
rear.
’ [£(5) Within 60 days after the date of enactment of this Acr, and
during the first week of January in 1973 and every subsequent vear,
the Secretary of Comierce shall certify to the Comptroller (Gineral
and publish in the Federal Register an estimate of the voting age
population of each State and congressional district for the last :alen-
dar year ending before the date of certification.

L(6) Amounts spent for the use of communications media or Lehalf
of any legally qualified candidate for Federal elective office (ar for
nomination to such office) shall, for the purposes of this subsection.
be deemed to have been spent by such candidate, Amounts spent fo
the use of communications media by or on beh: 1f of any legally
qualified candidate for the office of Vice President of the United
States shall, for the purposes of this section, be deemed to have beern
spent by the candidate for the office of President of the United !States
with whom he is running.

L£(7) For purposes of this section and section 315(¢c) of the Com-

munications Act of 1934——

L(A) spending and charges for the use of communic:tions
media include not only the direct charges of the media bu also
agents’ commissions allowed the agent by the media, and

L(B) any expenditure for the use of any communications medi-
um by or on behalf of the candidacy of a candidate for Federal
elective oflice (or nomination thereto) shall ba charged against
the expenditure limitation under this subsection applicable Lo the
election in which such medium is used. |

L(b) No person may make any charge for the use by or on Liehalf
of any legally qualifiéd candidate for Federal electivé office (v for
nomination to such office) of any newspaper, magazine, or ourdoor
advertising facility, unless such candidate (or a person specifically
authorized by such candidate in writing to do so) certifies in writing
to the person making such charge that the payment ¢ f such charg:. will
not violate paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (a), whichever
1s applicable.] ‘
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Nore: Subsection (c) amended the Communications Act of 1934,
which is not affected by the repeal of this section.

[reEcULATIONS

[Skc. 105. The Comptroller General shall prescribe such regulations
as may be necessary or appropriate to carry out sections 102, 103 (b),
104(a),and 104(b) of this Act.

[rExAUTIES

[Skc. 106. Whoever willfully and knowingly violates any provision
of section 103(b), 104(a), or 104(b) or any regulation under section
105 shall be punished by a fine of not more than $5,000 or by imprison-
ment of not more than five years, or both.]

THE FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF 1971

E3 ® K *x® E £ *
Trrie I1I-—Discrosure oF Feprran Campaiew Fuxps

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 301. When used in this title—

(a) “election” means (1) a general, special, primary, or runoff elec-
tion, (2) a convention or caucus of a political party held to nominate
a candidate, (3) a primary election held for the selection of delegates
to a national nominating convention of a political party, and (4) a
primary election held for the expression of a preference for the nomi-
nation of persons for election to the office of President [, and (5) the
election of delegates to a constitutional convention for proposing
amendments to the Constitution of the United States];

(b) “candidate” means an individual who seeks nomination for
election, or election, to Federal office, whether or not such indi-
vidual is elected, and, for purposes of this paragraph, an individ-
ual shall be deemed to seek nomination for election, or election,
if he has (1) taken the action necessary under the law of a State
to qualify himself for nomination for election, or election, to Fed-
eral office, or (2) received contributions or made expenditures, or
has given his consent for any other person to recelve contributions
or make expenditures, with a view to bringing about his nomi-
nation for election, or election, to such oflice;

(c) “Federal office” means the office of President or Vice Presi-
dent of the United States; or of Senator or Representative in, or
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the Congress of the United
States;

[(d), “political committee” means any committee, association,
or organization which accepts contributions or makes expendi-
tures during a calendar year In an aggregate amount exceeding
$1,000;7

(d) “political committee” means—

(1) any committee, club, associaton, or other group of

persons which recewves any contributions or mokes expendi-
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tures during o calendar year in an aggregate amount exceed -
ing $1,000;

(2) any national committee, association, or organization
of a political party, any State affiliate or subsidiary of a na-
tional political party, and any State central committee of «
political party; and '

(3) any committee, association, or organization engaged
in the administration of a separate segregated fund described
in section 610 of title 18, United States Code;

(e) “contribution™ means—

(1) a gift, sabscription (éncluding any assessinent, fee, or
membership dues), loan, advance, or deposit of money or any-
thing of value, made for the purpose of influencing the nomi-
nation for election, or election, of any person to Federal of-
fice or as a presidential or vice-presidential elector, or for the
purpose of influencing the result of a primary held for the
selection of delegates to a national nominating convention of
a political party or for the expression of a preference for the
nomination of persons for election to the office of President,
[or for the purpose of influencing the election of delegates to
a constitutional convention for proposing amendments to the
Constitution of the United States] or for the purpose of
financing any operations of a political cormmitiee (other than
a payment made or obligution incurred by a corporation or it
labor orgamization which, under the provisions of the last
paragraph of section 610 of title 18, United States Code,
would not constitute a contribution by ihat corporation or
labor union), or for the purpose of paying, at any time, any
debt or obligation incurred by a candidate or a political com-
mittee in connection with any campaign for nomination fosr
election, or for election, to Federal office

L(2) a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not
legally enforceable, to malke a contribution for any such pur-
pose;

L(3) a transfer between political committees;’}

(3) funds received by a political commiittee which are
transferred to that committee from another pclitical com.-
mittee,

L£(4)]3 (3) the payment, by any person other than a candi-
date or political committee, of compensation for the personal
services of another person which are rendered to such candi-
date or committee without charge for any such purpose; and

L(5)1 (4) notwithstanding the foregoing meanings of
“contribution”, the word shall not be construec. to include
services provided without compensation by individuals vol-

_unteering a portion or all of their time on behalf of a candi-
date or political committee ;
[(f) “expenditure” means—

[(1) a purchase, payment, distribution, loan, e.dvance, de-
posit, or gift of money or anything of value, made for the
purpose of influencing the nomination for election, or elec-
tion, of any person to Federal office, or as a pres dential and
vice-presidential elector, or for the purpose of influencing the
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result of a primary held for the selection of delegates to a
national nominating convention of a political party or for
the expression of a preference for the nomination of persons
for election to the office of President, or for the purpose of in-
fluencing the election of delegates to a constitutional conven-
tion for proposing amendments to the Constitution of the
United States;

[(2) a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not
legally enforceable, to make an expenditure, and

[(3) a transfer of funds between political committees;]

(f) “expenditure’—

(1) means a purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance,
deposit, or gift of money or anything of value, made for the
purpose of—

(A) influencing the nomination for election, or the
election, of any person to Federal office, or to the office
of presidential and vice-presidential elector;

(B) influencing the result of a primary election held
for the selection of delegates to a national nominating
conwvention of a political party or for the expression of a
preference for the nomination of persons for election to
the office of President;

(O) financing any operations of a political committee,
or

(D) paying, at any time, any debt or obligation in-
curred by a candidate or o political committee in connec-
tion with any campaign for nomination for election, or
for election, to Federal office;

(2) means the transfer of funds by a political committee to
another political committee ; but

(3) does not include— “

(A) the value of services rendered by individuals who
volunteer to work without compensation on behalf of a
candidate; or _

(B) any payment made or obligation incurred by a
corporation or a labor organization which, under the pro-
wisions of the last paragraph of section 610 of title 18,
United States Code, would not constitute an expenditure
by that corporation or labor organization

[(g) “supervisory officer” means the Secretary of the Senate
with respect to candidates for Senator; the Clerk of the House of
Representatives with respect to candidates for Representatives in,

"or Delecate or Resident Commissioner to, the Congress of the
United §tates; and the Comptroller General of the United States
in any other case;] _ .

(g) “Commission” means the Federal Election Commission;

(h) “person” means an individual, partnership, committee, as-
sociation, corporation, labor organization, and any other orga-
nization or group of persons; [and] _

(i) “State” means each State of the United States, the District
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any terri-
tory or possession of the United States[.];

143




48

(7) “identification” means—

(7) in the case of an individual, his full name and the full
address of his principal place of residence ; and

(2) in the case of any other person, the full name and ao-
dress of that person;

(k) “national committee” means the duly constituted oryaniza-
tion which, by virtue of the bylaws of a political party is respon-
sibel for the day-to-day operation of that pclitical party at the
national level, as determined by the Commission ; and

(1) “political party” means an association, committee, or or-
ganization which nominates a condidate for election to any Fed-
eral office whose name appears on the election ballot as the candi-
date of that association, committee, or organizction.

ORGANIZATION OF POLITICAL COMMITTEES

Skc. 302. (a) Every political committee shall have a chairm:n an
a treasurer. No contribution and no expenditure shall be accep ted or
made by or on behalf of a political committee at a time wher there is a
vacancy in the office of chairman or treasurer thercof. No expenditure
shall be made for or on behalf of a political comrmittee without the
authorization of its chairman or treasurer, or their designated sgents.

(b) Every person who receives a contribution in excess of §$10 for
a political committee shall, on demand of the treasurer, and n any
event within five days after receipt of such contribution, render to the
treasurer a detailed account thereof, including the amount [, the name
and address (occupation and the principal place of business, if any)'|
of the contribution and the identification of the person makiny such
contribution, and the date on which received. All funds of a pclitical
committee shall be segregated from, and may not b2 commingle: with \
any personal funds of officers, members, or associates of sucl:
committee.

(c) It shall be the duty of the treasurer of a political commiztee to
keep a detailed and exact account of—

(1) all contributions made to or for such committee

(2) the [full name and mailing address (sccupation and the
principal place of business, if any)] identification of every per-
son making a contribution in excess of $10, and the da‘e ani
amount thereof [;] and, if a person’s contributions 29¢ reqate
more than $100, the account sholl include occupation, wind the
principal place of business (if any) ;

(3) all expenditures made by or on behalf of such comuittee;
and ,

(4) the [full name and mailing address (occupation and the
principal place of business, if any )} identification of every |ersoll
to whom any expenditure is made, the date and amount thereo’
and the name and address of, and office sought by, each can/lidate
on whose behalf such expenditure was made.

(d) It shall be the duty of the treasurer to obtain and keep: a re-
ceipted bill, stating the particulars, for every expenditure made by
or on behalf of a political committee in excess of $100 in amount, and
for any such expenditure in a lesser amount, if the aggregate arnount
of such expenditures to the same person during a calendar vear exceeds
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$100. The treasurer shall preserve all receipted bills and accounts re-
quired to be kept by this section for periods of time to be determined
by the [supervisory officer.] Commission.

(e) Any political committee which solicits or receives contributions
or makes expenditures on behalf of any candidate that is not author-
ized in writing by such candidate to do so shall include a notice on the
face or front page of all literature and advertisements published in
connection with such candidate’s campaign by such committee or on
its behalf stating that the committee is not authorized by such eandi-
date and that such candidate is not responsible for the activities of
such committee.

[(f) (1) Any political committee shall include on the face or front
page of all literature and advertisements soliciting funds the follow-
ing notice : )

[“A copy of our report filed with the appropriate supervisory officer
is (or will be) available for purchase from the Superintendent of
Documents, United States Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C. 20402.”

[(2) (A) The supervisory officer shall compile and furnish to the
Public Printer, not later than the last day of March of each year, an
annual report for each political committee which has filed a report
with him under this title during the period from March 10 of the
preceding calendar year through January 31 of the year in which such
annual report is made available to the Public Printer. Fach such
annual report shall contain—

[(i) a copy of the statement of organization of the political
committee required under section 303, together with any amend-
ments thereto; and

[(ii) a copy of each report filed by such committee under sec-
tion 804 from March 10 of the preceding year through January 31
of the year in which the annual report is so furnished to the

_ Public Printer.

[(B) The Public Printer shall make copies of such annual reports
available for sale to the public by the Superintendent of Documents
as soon as practicable after they are received from the supervisory
officer.}

REGISTRATION OF CANDIDATES AND POLITICAL COMMITTEES ! STATEMENTS

Skc. 303. (@) Each candidate shall, within ten days after the date
on which he has qualified under State law as a candidate., or on which
he, or any person authorized by him to do so, has received a contri-
bution or made an ewpenditure in connection with his campaign or for
the purpose of preparing to undertake his campaign, file with the
Commission a registration statement in such form as the Commission
may prescribe. The statement shall include— o

(1) ‘the identification of the candidate, and any individual,
political committee, or other person he has authorized to receive
contributions or make expenditures on his behalf in connection
with his campaign; ‘ ' o

(2) the identification of his campargn depositories, together
with the title and number of each account at each such depository
which is to be used in connection with his campaign, and safety
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deposit bowx to be used in connection therewith, and the iientii-
cation of each individual authorized by him to make any cpendi-
ture or withdrawal from such account or box ; and

(3) such additional relevant information as the Comiission
may require.

L(a)J (&) [Each political committee which anticipates reieiving
contributions or making expenditures during the calendar years in an
aggregate amount exceeding $.,000 shall file with the supervisory
officer a statement of organization, within ten days after its orgranizi-
tion or, if later, ten days after the date on whick it has infor natian
which causes the committec to anticipate it will raceive contrilations
or make expenditures in excess of $1,000.] 7The treasurer of each
political committee shall file with the Commission o statemen: of oi-
ganization within ten days after the date on whi-h the comn. iiee s
organized. Kach such committee in existence at the date of eny tment
of [this Act] the Federal Election Campaign Lot Amendin: nts of
1974 shall file a statement of organization with the [[supervisory of-
ficer] Cominission at such time as [he 7¢ prescrives.

L(b) ¥ (c) The statement of organization shall be ¢ such forum as the
flommission shall prescribe. and shall include—

(1) the name and address of the committee;

(2) the names, addresses, and relaticnships of afliliated or cor -
nected organizations;

[ (3) the area, scope. or jurisdiction of the committee ;]

(3) the geographic area or political jurisdiction within which
the committee will operate, and a general description of 11+ com-
mittee’s authority and activities :

(4) the name, address. and position of the custodian of books
and accounts;

(5)_the name, address, and position of other principal fficers,
including officers and members of the finance committee, ‘£ any;

(6) the name. address, office sought, and party affiliate ¢t (A)
cach candidate whom the committee is supporting, and (1') any
other individual, if any, whom the committes is supporting for
nomination for election, or election, to any public office whatever :
or, 1f the committee is supporting the entire ticket of any party,
the name of the party; '

(7) a statement whether the committee is a continuing oni:;

(8) the disposition of residual funds which will be made in the
event of dissolution;

[(9) a listing of all banks, safety deposit boxes, or other 1 eposi -
tories used;}

(9) the name and address of the campaign aepositories u-ed by
that committee, together with the title and number o f each account
and safety deposit box used by that committee at each depoiitory,
and the identification of each individual authoiized to make with-
drawals or payments out of such account or bow ;

(10) a statement of the reports required to be filed by the com-
mittee with State or local officers, and, if s0, th2 names, addresses,
and positions of such persons; and

(11) such other information as shall be requ red by the I[super-
visory officer.] Commission. '
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L(c)1(d) Any change in information previously submitted in a
statement of organization shall be reported to the [supervisory officer]
C'ommission within a ten-day period following the change.

L[(d)J1(e) Any committee which, after having filed one or more
statements of organization, disbands or determines it will no longer
receive contributions or make expenditures during the calendar year

in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000 shall so notify the [super-
visory officer.] Commission.

REPORTS [BY POLITICAL COMMITTEES AND CANDIDATES]

Src. 304. (a) (1) Each treasurer of a political committee support-
ing a candidate or candidates [for election] for nomination for elec-
tion, or for election,to Federal office, and each candidate [for election]
for nomination for election, or for election, to such office, shall file with
the Fappropriate supervisory officer] Commission reports of receipts
and expenditures on forms to be prescribed or approved by [him.J .
[Such reports shall be filed on the tenth day of March, June, and
September, in each year, and on the fifteenth and fifth days next pre-
ceding the date on which an election is held, and also by the thirty-
first day of January.] Such reports shall be filed on the tenth day of
Aprid, July, and October of each year, on the tenth day preceding an
election, and on the last day of January of each year. Notwithstanding
the preceding sentence, the reports required by that sentence to be filed
during April, July, and October by or relating to a candidate during
a year in which no Federal election is held in which he is a candidate,
may be filed on the twentieth day of each month. Such reports shall be
complete as of such date as the [supervisory officer] Commission may
prescribe, which shall not be less than five days before the date of
filing[[, except that any contribution of $5,000 or more received after
the last report is filed prior to the election shall be reported within
forty-eight hours after its receipt.] /1 ¢the person making any anonym-
ous contribution is subsequently identified, the identification of the
contributor shall be reported to the Commission within the reporting
period within which he is identified. . ‘

(2) Upon a request made by a Presidential candidate or a political
committee which operates in more than one State, or wpon its own
motion, the Commission may waive the reporting dates (other than
January 31) set forth in paragraph (1), and require instead that such
candidates or political committees file reports not less frequently than
monthly. The Commission may not require a Presidential candidate
or o political committee operating in more than one State to file more
than eleven reports (not counting any report to 'be filed on Janu-
ary 31) during any calendar year. I'f the C OmmMisSion acts on its own
motion under this paragraph with respect to a candidate or a political
committee, that candidate or commitiee may obtain judicial review in
accordance with the provisions of chapter 7 of title 5, United States
Code. _

(b) Each report under this section shall disclose—

(1) the amount of cash on hand at the beginning of the report-
ing period; . )

(2) the full name and mailing address (occupation and the
principal place of business, if any)- of each person who has made
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one or more contributions to or for such committze or candidste
(including the purchase of tickets for events such as dinne-s,
luncheons, rallies, and similar fundraising events) within tne
calendar year in an aggregate amount or value in excess of §100,
together with the amount and date of such contributions;

(3) the total sum of individual contributions :made to or for
such committee or candidate during the reporting period and not
reported under paragraph (2);

(4) the name and address of each political comraittee or cancli-
date from which the reporting committee or the candidate :e-
ceived, or to which that committee or candidate made, any trars-
fer of funds, together with the amounts and dates of all transfers;

(5) each loan to or from any person within the calendar vear
in an aggregate amount or value in excess of $100, together wich
the full names and mailing addresses {occupations and the prin-
cipal place of business, if any) of the [lender and endorser:,]
lender, endorsers, and guarantors, if any, and the date and amcunt
of such loans; '

(6) the total amount of proceeds from (A) the sale of tickets
to each dinner, luncheon. rally, and other fundraising event:
(B) mass collections made at such events; and (C) sales of iteris
such as political campaign pins, buttons, badges, flags, emblen s,
hats. banners, literature, and similar materials;

(7) each contributicn, rebate, refund, or other raceipt in excess
of $100 not otherwise listed under paragraphs (2 through (6);

(8) the total sum of all receipts by or for such committee or
candidate during the reporting period ;

(9) the [full name and mailing address (occupation and the
principal place of business, if any)] identification of each persin
to whom expenditures have been made by such committee or vn
behalf of such committee or candidate within the calendar year
in an aggregate amount or value in excess of $1C0, the amourt,
date, and purpose of each such expenditure and the name ard
address of, and office sought by, each candidate on whose behulf
such expenditure was made:

(10) the [full name and mailing address (occupation and the
principal place of business, if any)] identification of each persim
to whom an expenditure for personal services, salaries, and reiii-
bursed expenses in excess of $100 has been made, and which is not
otherwise reported, including the amcunt, date, end purpose »f
such expenditure;

(11) the total sum of expenditures made by such committes v
candidate during the calendar year;

(12) the amount and nature of debts and obligations owed by
or to the committee, in such form as the [supe-visory office:]
C'ommission may prescribe and a continuous reporting of their
debts and obligations after the election at such periods as the
[supervisory officer] Commission may require until such debits
and obligations are extinguished, together with a statement as ‘o
the circumstances and conditions under which any such debt or
obligation is extinguished and the consideration therefor; [anc’]

(13) such information as the Commission may require for tne
disclosure of the nature, amount, source, and designated recipiet
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of any ear-marked, encumbered, or restricted contribution or other
special fund,; and ' .

[13] (14) such other information as shall be required by the
[supervisory officer.] Commission. ;

(c) [The reports required to be filed by subsection (a) shall be
cumulative during the calendar year to which they relate, but where
there has been no change in an item reported in a previous report
during such year, only the amount need be carried forward.J 7'%e
reports required to be filed by subsection (a) shall be cumulative dur-
ing the calendar year to which they relate, and during such additionol
periods of time as the Commission may require. If no contributions
or expenditures have been accepted or expended during a calendar
year, the treasurer of the political committee or candicate shall file a
statement to that effect.

(d) This section does not require a Member of Congress to report,
as contributions received or as expenditures made, the value of photo-
graphic, matting, or recording services furnished to him before the
first day of January of the year preceding the year in which his term
of office expires if those services were furnished to him by the Senate
Recording Studio, the House Recording Studio, or by any individual
whose pay is disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate or the Clerk of
the House of Representatives and who furnishes such services as his
primary duty as an employce of the Senate or House of Representa-
tives, or if such services were paid for by the Republican or Demo-
cratic Senatorial Campaign Commaitiee, the Democyatic National Con-
gressional Committee, or the National Republican Congressional
Commiittee.

(e) Ewery person (other than a political committee or candidate)
who makes contributions or expenditures, other than by contribution
to a political committee or candidate, in an aggregate amount in excess
of $100 within a calendar year shall file with the Commission a state-
ment containing the information required by this section. Statements
required by this subsection shall be filed on the dates on which reports
by political committees are filed, but need not be cumulative.

[REPORTS BY OTHER THAN POLITICAL COMMITTEES

[Src. 305. Every person (other than a political committee or can-
didate) who makes contributions or expenditures, other than by con-
tribution to a political committee or candidate, in an aggregate amount
in excess of $100 within a calendar year shall file with the supervisory
officer a statement containing the information required by section 304.
Statements required by this section shall be filed on the dates on which
reports by political committees are filed, but need not be camulative.’]

REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING

Skc. 305. (@) No person shall cause any political advertisement to
be published unless he furnishes to the publisher of the advertisement
his identification in writing, together with the identification of any
person authorizing him to cause such publication. )

(b) Any published political advertisement shall contain a statement,
in such form as the Commision may prescribe, of the identification of
the person authorizing the publication of that advertisement.
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(¢) Any publisher who publishes any political 1dvertisemen’ shail
maintain such records as the Commission may presoribe for a peiod of
two years after the date of publication seiting ferth such adiertise-
ment and any materiol reluting to identification jurnished to .iim n
conmection therewith, and shall permit. the public to inspect and copy
those records at reasonable hours.

(d) To the extent that any person sells space in any newspaper or
magazine to a candidate for Federal office, or norvination theizto, in
“eonmection with such candidate’s campaign for nomination for, i.r elec-
tion to, such office, the charges made for the use of such space in cor-
nection with his campaign shall not exceed the charges made for com-
parable use of such space for other purposes.

te) Any political committee shall include on the face or front page
of all literature and advertisements soliciting contributions the fol-
lowing notice:

“A copy of our report filed with the Federal Election. ('ommis-
sion is available for purchase from the Federal Election. Com-
mission, Washington, D.C.’

(f) Asused in this section, the term—

(1) “political advertisements” means any mutter advocating the
election or defeat of any candidate or otherwise seeking to wn-
Auence the outcome of any election, bui does not include any bonx
fide news story (including interviews, commentaries, or other
works prepared. for and published by any newspaper, magazine,
or other periodical publication the publication of which work is
not paid for by any candidare, political committee, or ageni there-
of or by any other person) ; and

(2) “published” means publication in a newspaper, macazineg,
or other periodical publication, distribution of printed l:aflets,
pamphlets, or other documents, or display ‘hrough the use of
any outdoor advertising facility, and such o'her use of printed
media as the Commission shall prescribe.

FORMAL REQUIREMENTS RESPECTING REFORTS ATVD STATEMEN''S

Sec. 806. (a) A report or statement required by this title to Le filed
by a treasurer of a political committee, a candidate, or by any other
person, shall be verified by the oath or affirmation of the person filing
such report or statement, taken before any officer authorized te admin-
ister oaths.

. (b) A copy of a report or statement shall be preserved by the person
filing it for a period of time to be designated by the [supervisory
officer] Commission in a published regulation.

[ (¢c) The supervisory officer may, by published regulation of general
applicability, relieve any category of political com mittees of th= obli-
gation to comply with section 304 if such commuttee (1) primarily
supports persons seeking State or local office, and does not substantially
support candidates, and (2) does not operate in more than on: State
or on a statewide basis.

(¢) The Commission may, by published regulation of general ap-
plicability, relieve—

(1) any category of candidates of the obligation to coymply
personally with the requirements of section 304, if it determines
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that such action will not have any adverse effect on the purposes
of this title, and _ o
(2) any category of political committees of the obligation to
comply with such if such committees—
(A) primarily support persons seeking State or local office,
and
(B) do mnot operate in more than one State or do not
operate on a statewide basis.

(d) The [supervisory officer] Commission shall, by published regu-
lations of General applicability, prescribe the manner in which contri-
butions and expenditures in the nature of debts and other contracts,
agreements, and promises to make contributions or expenditures shall
be reported. Such regulations shall provide that they be reported in
separate schedules. In determining aggregate amounts of contribu-
tions and expenditures, amounts reported as provided in such regula-
tions shall not be considered until actual payment is made.

REPORTS ON CONVENTION FINANCING

Skc. 307. Each committee or other organization which—

(1) represents a State, or a political subdivision thereof, or any
group of persons, in dealing with officials of a national political
party with respect to matters involving a convention held in such
State or political subdivision to nominate a candidate for the office
of President or Vice President, or

(2) represents a national political party in making arrange-
ments for the convention of such party held to nominate a can-
didate for the office of President or Vice President.

shall, within sixty days following the end of the convention (but not
later than twenty days prior to the date on which presidential and
vice-presidential electors are chosen), file with the [Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States] Federal Election Commission a full and
complete financial statement, in such form and detail as [he] ¢ may
prescribe, of the sources from which it derived its funds, and the pur-
poses for which such funds were expended.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Sec. 308. (a) (1) There is hereby established, as an independent
establishment of the executive branch of the Government of the United
States, & commission to be known as the Federal Election Commission.

(2) The Commission shall be composed of the Comptroller Gen-
eral, who shall serve without the right to vote, and seven members
who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. Of the seven members of the Commission—

(A) two shall be chosen from among individuals recommended
by the President pro tempore of the Senate, upon the recom-
mendations of the majority leader of the Senate and the minority
leader of the Senate,; and ,

(B) two shall be chosen from among individuals recommended
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives, upon the recom-
mendations of the majority leader of the House and the minority
leader of the House.

The two members appointed under subparagraph (A) shall not be
affiliated with the same political party; nor shall the two members
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appointed under subparagraph (B). Of the members not apjvinted
under such subparagraphs, not more than two shall be affiliated with
the same political party.

(3) Members of the Commission, other than the Comptrolle. Gerin
eral, shall serve for terms of seven years, except that, of the members
first appointed—

(4) one of the members not appointed wnder subparqgraph
(4) or (B) of paragraph (2) shall be appointed for a terin end-
ing on the April thirtieth first occurirng more thon siz wmonths
after the date on which he is appointed;

(B) one of the members appointed under paragraph () (A4)
shall be appointed for a term ending one year after the April
thirtieth on which the term of the member referred to i sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph ends

(C) one of the members appointed under paragraph (1) (B)
shall be appointed for a term ending two years thereafter,

(D) one of the members not appointed wnder subparograph
(4) or (B) of paragraph (2) shall be appointed for u term.
ending three years thereafter;

(£) one of the members appointed under paragraph () (A)
shall be appointed for a term ending four years thereafter

(F) one of the members appointed under paragraph () (B)
shall be appointed for a term ending five years thereafier; and

(G') one of the members not appointed wnder subparagrapi
(A) or (B) of paragraph (2) shall be appointed for o term
ending six years thereafter.

(4) Members shall be chosen on the basis of their maturity, eperi-
ence, integrity, impartiality, and good judgment. A member n.ay be
reappointed to the Commission only once.

(5) An individual appointed to fll a vacanvy occurring othe » thain
by the expiration of a term of office shall be appoinied only jor the
unexpired term of the member he succeeds. Any vacancy occurring
wn the office of member of the Commission shall be filled in the manner
in which that office was originally filled.

(6) The Commission shall elect a Chairman and a Vice Ohairman
from among its members for a term of two years. The Chairman and
the Vice Chairman shall not be ajfiliated wz’zig the same political varty.
The Vice Chairman sholl act as Chairman in the ahsence or discbility
of the Chairman, or in the event of a vacancy in that office.

(b) A vacancy in the Commission shall not imprir the right >f the
remaining members to exercise all the powers of the Commassion and
four members thereof shall constitute a quorum.

(¢) The Commission shall have am official seal which skill be
judicially noticed.

(d) The Commission shall at the close of each fiscal year regort to
the Congress and to the President concerning the cetion it has taken -
the names, salaries, and duties of all individuals in its employ and the
money it has disbursed; and shall make such furcher reports on the
matters within its jurisdiction and such recommendations for further
legislation as may appear desirable.

(e) The principal office of the Commission shall be in or newr the
District of Columbia, but it may meet or exercise any or all its powers
in any State.
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(f) The Commission shall appoint a General Counsel and an Execu-
tive Director to serve at the pleasure of the Commission. The General
Counsel shall be the chief legal officer of the Commission. The Execu-
tive Director shall be responsible for the administrative operations of
the Commission and shall perform such other duties as may be dele-
gated or assigned to him from time to time by regulations or orders of
the Commission. However, the Commission shall not delegate the
making of requlations regarding elections to the Executive Director.

(9) The Chairman of the Commission shall appoint and fix the com-
pensation of such personnel as may be necessary to fulfill the duties
of the Commission in accordance with the provisions of title 5, United
States Code.

(k) The Commission may obtain the services of experts and con-
sultants in accordance with section 3109 of title 5, United States Code.

() In carrying out its responsibilities under this title, the Comanis-
sion shall, to the fullest extent practicable, avail itself of the assist-
ance, including personnel and facilities, of the General Accounting
Office and the Department of Justice. The Comptroller General and
the Attorney General are authorized to maite available to the Com-
mission such. personnel, facilities, and other assistance, with or with-
out reimbursement, as the Commission may request.

() The provisions of section 7324 of title b, United States Code,
shall apply to members of the Commission notwithstanding the pro-
visions of subsection (d)(3) of such section. ,

(k) (1) Whencver the Commission submits any budget estimate or
request to the President or the Office of Management and Budget, it
shall concurrently transmit a copy of that estimate or request to the
Congress.

(2) Whenever the Commission submits any legislative recommen-
dations, or testimony, or comments on legisltation requested by the
Congress or by any Member of Congress to the President or the Office
of ]ig[ anagement and Budget, it shall concurrently transmit a copy
thereof to the Congress or to the member requesting the same. No
officer or agency of the United States shall have any cuthority to re-
quire the Commission to submit its legislative recommendations, or
testimony, or comments on legislation, to any office or agency of the
United States for approval, comments, or review, prior to the sub-
mission of such recommendations, testimony, or comments to the
Congress.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 309. (a) The Commission shall have the power—

(1) to require, by special or general orders, any person to sub-
mit in writing such reports and answers to questions as the Com-
mission may prescribe; and such submissions shall be made within
such reasonable period and under oath or otherwise as the Com-
mission may determine;

(2; to administer oaths;

(3) to require by subpena, signed by the Chairman or the Vice
Chairman, the attendance and tesiimony of witnesses and the pro-
duction of all documentary evidence relating to the execution of
its duties;
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(4) in any proceeding or investigation to order testimusy to be
taken by deposition before any person who is designated by the
Comunission and has the power to adiminister oaths and, in such
instances, to compel testimony and the production of evidonce wn
the same manner as authorized under paragraph (3) of tlis sui-
section » :

(&) to pay witnesses the same fees and mileage as are paid in
like circumstances in the courts of the United States;

(6) to initiate (through civil proceedings for injunctive velicf
and through presentations to Federal grana juries), prosecuts,
defend, or appeal any civil or criminal actior. in the name of the
Commission for the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this

title and of sections 602, 608, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 516, an
617 of title 18, United States Code, through ils General ('cunse!;

(7) to delegate any of its functions or povers, other than the
power to issue subpenas under paragraph (2), to any off'cer o
employee of the Commission; and

(8) to make, amend, and repeal such rulss, purswant to the
provisions of chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code, as are
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act.

(b) Any United States district court within the jurisdiction of
which any inquiry is carried on, may, wpon petition by the Comniission,
in case of refusal to obey a subpena or order of the Commissior. issued
under section (0? of this section, issue an order requiring compliance
therewith. Any failure to obey the order of the court may be punished
by the court as a contempt thereof.

(¢) No person shall be subject to civil liability t» any person (other
than the Commission or the United States) for disslosing information
at the request of the Commission.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Comaission
shall be the primary cwil and criminal enforcement agency foir viole-
tions of the provisions of this title, and of sections 603, 608, ¢1), 61.,
612, 613, 614, 615, 616, and 617 of title 18, United States Code. Any
violation of any such provision shall be prosecuted by the Atiorney
General or Department of Justice personnel only after consuitation
with, and with the consent of , the Commassion.

(e) (1) Any person who violates any provision of this Act, or of
sections 602, 608, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 616, or 617 of title 14,
United States Code, may be assessed a civil penalty by the Coma ission
under paragraph (2) of this subsection of not more than $10690 for
each such violation. Fach occurrence of a violation of this tit'e and
each day of noncompliance with a disclosure requirement of th:'s titlz
or an order of the Commission issued under this section shall cor.titute
a separate offense. In determining the amount of the penalty the: Com.-
mission shall consider the person’s history of previous wiolations, the
appropriateness of such penalty to the financial resources of ihe per-
son charged, the gravity of the violation, and the demonstrated good
faith of the person charged in attempting to achieve rapid comgpliance
‘after notification of a violation.

(8) A ciwvil penalty shall be assessed by the Commission by orde:
only after the person charged with a wviolation has been given an
opportunity for a hearing and the Commission ias determined, by
decision incorporating its findings of fact therein, that a viclation
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did occur, and the amount of the penalty. Any hearing under this
section shall be of record and shall be held in accordance with section
664 of title &, United States Code.

(3) If the person against whom a civil penalty is assessed fails to
pay the penalty, the Commission shall file a petition for enforcement
of its order assessing the penalty in any appropriate district court
of the United States. The petition shall designate the person against
whom the order is sought to be enforced as the respondent. A copy
of the petition shall forthwith be sent by registered or certified mail
to the respondent and his attorney. of record, and thereupon the Com-
mission shall certify and file in such court the record upon which such
order sought to be forced was issued. The court shall have jurisdiction
to enter a judgment enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so modsi-
fied, or setting aside in whole or in part the order and decision of the
Commission or it may remand the proceedings to the C'ommission for
such further action as it may direct. The court may determine de novo
all issues of law but the Commission's findings of fact, if supported by
substantial evidence, shall be conclusive.

CENTRAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTELES

Skc. 310. (a) Each candidate shall designate one political commit-
tee as his central campaign committee. A candidate for nomination
for election, or for election, to the office of President, may also desig-
nate one political committee in each State in which he is a candidate
as his State campaign committee for that State. The designation shail
be made in writing, and a copy of the designation, together with such
information as the Commission may require, shall be furnished to the
Commiission upon the designation of any such committee.

(b) No political committee may be designated as the central cam-
paign committee of more than one candidate. The central campaign
committee, and each State campaign committee, designated by a can-
didate nominated by a political party for election to the office of Presi-
dent shall be the central campargn committee and the State campaign
committee of the candidate nomenated by that party for election to the
office of Vice President.

(¢) (1) Any political committee authorized by a candidate to accept
contributions or make expenditures in connection with his campaign
for nomination for election, or for election, which is not a central cam-
paign committee or a State campaign committee, shall furnish each re-
port required of it under section 304 (other than reports required un-
der the last sentence of section 304(a) and 311(b) to that candidate’s
central campaign committee at the time it would, but for this subsec-
tion, be required to furnish that report to the Commission. Any re-
port properly furnished to a central campaign committee under this
subsection shall be, for purposes of this title, held and considered to
have been furnished to the Commission at the time at which it was fur-
nished to such central campaign committee.

(2) The Commission may, by regulation, require any political com-
mittee receiving contributions or making expenditures in a State on
behalf of a candidate who, under subsection (a), has designated a
State campaign committee for that State to furnish its reporis to that
State campaign committee instead of furnishing reports to the central
campaign committee of that candidate.
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(8) The Commission may require any political committee to furnish
any report directly to the Commission.

(d) Each political committee which is a centrai campaign s mmii-
tee or a State campaign committee shall receive all reports fifed with
or furnished to it by other political committees, and consolidate and
furnish the reports to the Commission, together with its own reports,
in accordance with the provisions of this title and regulatiois pre-
scribed by the Commission.

CAMPAIGN DEPOSITORIES

Sec. 311. (@) (1) Each candidate shall designate one or mee No-
tional or State banks as his campaign depositories. The central cani-
paign committee of that candidate, and any other political committee
authorized by him'to receive contributions or to make expenditires on
his behalf, shall maintain a checking account at a depository so desig-
nated by the candidate and shall deposit any contributions received
by that committee into that account. A candidate shall deposit any
payment recewved by him under section 506 of this Act in the azcount
maintained by his central campaign committee. No expenditure iay be
mude by any such committee on behalf of a candidate or to injluence
his election except by check drawn on thai account, other thi petly
cash expenditures as provided in subsection (b).

(2) The treasurer of each political committee (other thon a polil-
ical committee authorized by a candidate to receive contributions or
to make expenditures on his behalf) shall designate one or maore Na-
tional or State banks as campaign depositories of that commiit e, and
shall maintain a checking account for the committee at each such dec-
pository. All contributions received by that committee shall be de-
posited in such an account. No expenditure may be made by thot com-
mittee except by check drawn on that acccunt, other than petty cash
expenditures as provided in subsection (b).

(b) A political committee may maintain o petty cash fund out of
which it may make expenditures not in excess of $100 to any peison i
connection with a single purchase or transaction. A record ni petty
cash disbursements shall be kept in accordance with requirements es-
tablished by the Commission, and such statements and reports thereof
shall be furnished to the Commission as it may require.

(¢) A candidate. for nomination for election, or for election. to the
office of President may establish one such depository in each State,
which shall be considered by his State campaign comvmitiee for that
State and any other political committee authorized by him to veceive
contributions or to make expenditures on his behalf in that State,
under regulations prescribed by the Commission, as his singly cam-
paign depository. The campaign depository of the candidate o} a po-
litical party for election to the office of Vice President shall be the
campaign depository designated by the candidate of that purty for
election to the office of President.

DUTIES OF THE [SUPERVISORY OFFICER] COMMISSION

Skc. [308.] 372. (a) It shall be the duty of the [supervisory cfficer;]
Commission—

(1) to develop and furnish to the person recuired by the provi-

sions of this Act prescribed forms for the making of the rzports

and statements required to be filed with [him]| ¢¢ under thi: title;
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(2) to prepare, publish, and furnish to the person required to
file such reports and statements a manual setting forth recom-
mended uniform methods of bookkeeping and reporting;

(3) to develop a filing, coding, and cross-indexing system con-
sonant with the purposes of this title;

(4) to make the reports and statements filed with [him] ¢
available for public inspection and copying, commencing as soon
~ as practicable but not later than the end of the second day follow-
ing the day during which it was received, and to permit copying
of any such report or statement by hand or by duplicating ma-
chine, as requested by any person, at the expense of such person:
Provided, That any information copied from such reports and
statements shall not be sold or utilized by any person for the pur-
pose of soliciting contributions or for any commercial purpose;

(5) to preserve such reports and statements for a period of ten
years from the date of receipt, except that reports and statements
relating solely to candidates for the House of Representatives
shall be preserved for only five years from the date of receipt;

L(6) to compile and maintain a current list of all statements or
parts of statements pertaining to each candidate;] _

(6) to compile and maintain ¢ cumulative index Usting all
statements and reports filed with the Commission during each
calendar year by political committees and candidates, which the
Commission shall cause to be published in the Federal Register
no less frequently than monthly during even-numbered years and
quarterly in odd-numbered years and which shall be in such form
and shall include such information as may be prescribed by the
Commission to permit easy identification of each statement, re-
port, candidate, and commitiee listed, at least as to their names,
the dates of the statements and reports, and the number of pages
wn each, and the Commission shall make copies of statemenis and
reports listed in the index available for sale, direct or by mail, at
a price determined by the Commission to be reasonable to the
purchaser; :

(7) to prepare and publish an annual report including compi-
lations of (A) total reported contributions and expenditures for
all candidates, political committees, and other persons during the
year; (B) total amounts expended according to such categories
as [he] ¢¢ shall determine and broken down into candidate, party,
and nonparty expenditures on the national, State, and local levels;
(C) total amounts expended for influencing nominations and
elections stated separately ; (D) total amounts contributed accord-
ing to such categories of amounts as [heJ ¢¢ shall determine and
broken down into contributions on the national, State, and local
level for candidates and political committees; and (E) aggregate
amounts contributed by any contributor shown to have contributed
in excess of $100;

(8) to prepare and publish from time to time special reports
comparing the various totals and categories of contributions and
expenditures made with respect to preceding elections;

(9) to prepare and publish such other reports as [he] ¢ may
deem appropriate;
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(10) to assure wide dissemination of statistics, summsries, and
reports prepared under this title;

(11) to make from time to time audits anc. field invest:zations
with respect to reports and statements filed under the pravisions
of this title, and with respect to alleged failuves to file any report
or statement required under the provisions of this title;

(12) to report apparent violations of law to the appropriate
law enforcement authorities; and

(13) to prescribe suitable rules and regulations to carry ont
the provisions of this title.

(b) The [supervisory officer] Commission shall encourage, ind co-
operate with, the election officials in the several States ta cevelop
procedures which will eliminate the necessity of multiple filings by
permitting the filing of copies of Federal reports to satisfy tha State
requirements.

(¢) Tt shall be the duty of the [Comptroller Creneral}] Cormmision
to serve as a national clearinghouse for information in respect to the
administration of elections. In carrying out [his] é¢s duties uncler this
subsection, the [Comptroller General] Commission shall enter inco
contracts for the purpose of conducting independent studics of the
administration of elections. Such studies shall irclude, but shall not
be limited to, studies of—

(1) the method of selection of, and the type of duties assigned
to, officials and personnel working on boards of elections ;

(2) practices relating to the registration of voters; and

(3) voting and counting methods.

Studies made under this subsection shall be published by the || Com)-
troller General] Commission and copies thereof shall be made avail-
able to the general public upon the payment of the cost raerect.
[Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to authorize the Comj-
troller General to require inclusion of any comment or recorninenda-
tion of the Comptroller General in any such study.]

(d)(1) Any person who believes a violatior of this tirle has
occurred may file a complaint with the [[supervisory officer’] C'ori-
mission. 1f the [supervisory officer]] Commission determines there is
substantial reason to believe such a violation has occurred |'hel 27
shall expeditiously make an investigation, which shall also iniclude an
investigation of reports and statements filed by the complainart if he
is a candidate, of the matter complained of. Whenever in the judg-
ment of the [supervisory officer] Commission, after affording due
notice and an opportunity for a hearing, any person has engaged or
is about to engage in any acts or practices which constituts r will
constitute a violation of any provision of this tit e or any reg laticn
or order issued thereunder, [the Attorney General on behal{f of the
United States] the Commission shall institute a civil action for relief,
including a permanent or temporary injunction, restraining order, or
any other appropriate order in the district court of the United States
for the district in which the person is found, resides, or trarsacts busi-
ness. Upon a proper showing that such person has engaged or s about
to engage 1n such acts or practices, a permanent or temfoorar‘u' ‘njunc-
tion, restraining order, or other order shall be granted without bord
by such court.
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(2) In any action brought under paragraph (1) of this subscction,
subpenas for witnesses who are required to attend a United States
district court may run into any other district.

(3) Any party aggrieved by an order granted under paragraph
(1) of this subsection may, at any time within sixty days after the
date of entry thereof, file a petition with the United States court of
appeals for the circuit in which such person 1s found, resides, or trans-
acts business, for judicial review of such order. ‘

(4) The judgment of the court of appeals affirming or setting aside,
in whole or in part, any such order of the district court shall be final,
subject to review by the Supreme Court of the United States upon
certiorari or certification as provided in section 1254 of title 28, United
States Code.

(5) Any action brought under this subsection shall be advanced on
the docket of the court in which filed, and put ahead of all other
actions (other than other actions brought under this subsection).

JUDICIAL REVIEW

Ske. 313. (a) Any agency action by the Commissioner made under
the provisions of this Act shall be subject to review by the United
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upon
petition filed in such court by any interested person. Any petition filed
pursuant to this section shall be jfiled within thirty days after the
agency action by the (ommission for which review is sought.

(b) The Commission, the national committee of any political party,
and. individuals eligible to vote in an election for Federal office, are
authorized to institute such actions, including actions for declaratory
judgment or injunctive relief, as may be appropriate to implement
any provision of this Act. '

(¢) The provisions of chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code, apply
to judicial review of any agency action, as defined in section 551 of
title 5, United States Code, by the Commission.

STATEMENTS FILED WITH STATE OFFICERS

Skc. [309.] 314. (a) A copy of each statement required to be filed
with [a supervisory officer] ¢he Commission by this title shall be filed
with the Secretary of State (or, if there is no office of Secretary of
State, the equivalent State officer) of the appropriate State. For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term “appropriate State” means—

(1) for reports relating to expenditures and contributions in
connection with the campaign for nomination for election, or elec-
tion, of a candidate to the office of President or Vice President
of the United States, each State [in which an expenditure is made
by him or on his behalf,] in which he is a candidate or in which
substantial expenditures are made by him or on his behalf; and

(2) for reports relating to expenditures and contributions in
connection with the campaign for nomination for election, or elec-
tion, of a candidate to the office of Senator or Representative in,
or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the Congress of the
United %tates, the State in which he seeks election.
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_ (b) It shall be the duty of the Secretary of State, or the equivalent
State officer, under subsection (a)—

(1) to receive and maintain in an crderly manner all reports
and statements required by this title to be filed with him;

(2) to preserve such reports and statements for a perioc of ten
years from date of receipt, except that reports and statements.
relating solely to candidates for the House of Representatives.
shall be preserved for only five years from the date of reeeipt;

(3) to make the reports and statements filed with him av:ilablz
for public inspection and copying during regular office hovre, com -
mencing as soon as practicable but not later than the end of the
day during which it was received, and to permit copying of any
such report or statement by hand or by duplicating rachine,
requested by any person, at the expense of such person; ard

(4) to compile and maintain a current list of all staternents o
parts of statements pertaining to each candidate.

(¢) There is authorized to be approprivied to the Commaission in
each fiscal year the sum of $500,000, to be made available ii. such
‘amounts as the Commission deems appropriate to the States 'or the
purpose of assisting them in complying with their duties as set frrth in
this section.

PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS IN NAME OF ANOTHEX

Skc. [810.] 315. No person shall make a contribution in the name of
another person or knowingly permit his name to be used to effect sucn
a contribution, and no person shall knowingly accept a contribution
made by one person in the name of another persomn.

[I’EN ALTY FOR VIOLATIONS

[Sec. 311. (a) Any person who violates any of the provisions of this
title shall be fined not more than $1,000 or impriscned not mor: than
one year, or both.

[(b) In case of any conviction under this title, where the punish-
ment inflicted does not include imprisonment, such conviction s%all be
deemed a misdemeanor conviction only.]

APPROVAL OF PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES BY NATIONAL
COMMITTEE

Skc. 316. (a) No expenditure in excess of 31,000 shall be made by or
on behalf of any candidate who has received the nomination of hie
political party for President or Vice President urless such expendi-
ture has been specifically approved by the chairman or treasvrer oj
that political party’s national committee or the designated representa-
tive of that national committee in the State where the funds ar: to be
expended.

(b) Each national committee approving expenditures wnder sub-
section (a) shall register under section 303 as a political cominittee
and report each expenditure it approves as if it rad made thut ex-
penditure, together with the identification of the person secking ap-
proval and making the expenditure.

(¢) No political party shall have more than one rational comiritiee.
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USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES

Skc. 317. Amounts received by a candidate as contributions that are
an excess of any amount necessary to defray his campaign expenses
(after the application of section 507 (b) (1) of this Act), and any other
amounts contributed to an individual for the purpose of supporting
his activities as a holder of Federal office, may be used by that candi-
date or individual, as the case may be, to defray any ordinary and
necessary empenses incurred by him in connection with his duties as o
holder of Federal office, or may be contributed by him to any orga-
nization described in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue gode of
1954. To the extent any such contribution, amount contributed, or ex-
penditure thereof is not otherwise-required to be disclosed under the
provisions of this title, such contribution, amount contributed, or ex-
penditure shall be fully disclosed in accordance with regulations pro-
mulgated by the Commission. The Commission is authorized to pro-
mulgate such regulations as may be necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this section.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPEIATIONS

Sgc. 318. There are authorized to be appropriated to the Commis-
sion, for the purpose of carrying out its functions under this title,
title V, and under chapter 29 of title 18, United States Code, not to
exceed $5000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and not to
exceed $5,000,000 for each fiscal year thereafter.

PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS

Sec. 319. (a) Violation of any provision of this title is a misde-
meanor punishable by a fine of not more than $10,000. imprisonment
for not more than one year, or both.

(b) Violation of any provision of this title with knowledge or rea-
son 1o know that the action committed or omitted is a violation of this
title is punishable by a fine of not more than $100,000. imprisonment
for not more than five years, or both.

Trrie IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

* % % % * L3 *

[EFFECT ON STATE LAW

[Sec. 403. (a) Nothing in this Act shall be deemed to invalidate
or make inapplicable any provision of any State law, except where
compliance with such provision of law would result in a violation of
a provision of this Act. :

[(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), no provision of State law
shall be construed to prohibit any person from taking any action au-
thorized by this Act or from making any expenditure (as such term
is defined in section 301 (f) of this Act) which he could lawfully make

under this Act.J
EFFECT ON STATE LAW

Sec. 403. The provisions of this Act, and of regulations promul-
gated under this Act, preempt any provision of State law with re-

161




66

spect to campaigns for nomination for election, or for eleciion, to
Federal office (as such term is defined in section 301(c)).

*® * ® * * * %

SECTIONS 5314 AND 5315 OF TITLE 5,
UNITED STATES CODE

§ 5314. Positions at level III
Level III of the Executive Schedule applies to the following posi-
tions, for which the annual rate of basic pay is $40,000:

* & * * ® o5 #®

(60) Members (other than the Comptroiler General), Fedevcl Elec-
téion Commission (7).

§ 5315. Positions at level IV

Level IV of the Executive Schedule applies to the followin» posi-
tions, for which the annual rate of basic pay is $38,000:

& % & * E ® sk

(98) General Counsel, Federal Election Commission.
(99) Ezecutive Director, Federal Election Commission.

CHAPTER 29 OF TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CUDE

Sec.
591. Definitions.
& £ * % % £l *
608. Limitations on contributions and expenditures out of condidates’ personil
and family funds.
* = B ® * *® *
61}, Limitation on expenditures generally.
615. Limitation on contributions.
616. Form of contributions.
617. Embezzlement or conversion of political contributions.

§ 591. Definitions

When used in sections 597, 599, 600, 602, €08, 610, [and 6117 ¢. 1,614,
615,616, and 617 of this title—

(a) “election” means (1) a general, special, primary, or rwwnif elec-
tion, (2) a convention or caucus of a political party held to no ninaie
a candidate, (3) a primary election held for the selection of du egatvs:
to a national nominating convention of a political party, or (4 a pri-
mary election held for the expression of a preference for the vormin:.-
tion of persons for election to the office of President, Fand (5) the
election of delegates to a constitutional convention for pro posing:
amendments to the Constitution of the United States];

(b) “candidate” means an individual who secks nominatim fcr
election, or election, to Federal office, whether or not such individus.l
is elected, and, for purposes of this paragraph, anc individual s.1all Le
deemed to seek nomination for election, or election, to Federa. offic:,
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if he has (1) taken the action necessary under the law of a State to
qualify himself for nomination for election, or election, or (2) received
contributions or made expenditures, or has given his consent for any
other person to receive contributions or make expenditures, with a
view to bringing about his nomination for election, or election, to such
office ; '

(¢) “Federal office” means the office of President or Vice President of
the United States, or Senator or Representative in, or Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to, the Congress of the United States;

[(d) “political committee” means any individual, committee, asso-
ciation, or organization which accepts contributions or makes expendi-
tures during a calendar year in an aggregate amount exceeding
$1,000:3

(d) “political committee” means—

(1) any committee, club, association, or other group of persons
which receives contributions or makes expenditures during a cal-
endar year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000;

(2) any national committee, association, or organization of a
political party, and State affiliate or subsidiary of a national
political party, and any State central committee of a political
party; ond

(3) any committee, association, or organization engaged in the
administration of a separate segregated fund described in section,
610;

(e) “contribution” means__

(1) a gift, subscription (éncluding any assessment, fee, or mem-
bership dues), loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of
value (except a loan of money by a national or State bank made in
accordance with the applicable banking laws and regulations and
in the ordinary course of business), made for the purpose of
influencing the nomination for election, or election of any person
to Federal office, for the purpose of influencing the results of a
primary held for the selection of delegates to a national nominat-
ing convention of a political party or for the expression of a pref-
erence for the nomination of persons for election to the office of
President, [or for the purpose of influencing the election of dele-
gates to a constitutional convention for proposing amendments to
the Constitution of the United States] or for the purpose of financ-
ing any operations of a political commitiee, or for the purpose of
paying, at any time, any debt or obligation incurred by a candi-
date or a political committee in connection with any campaign.
for nomination for election, or for election, to Federal office;

[(2) a contract, promise, or agreement, express or implied,
whether or not legally enforceable, to make a contribution for
such purposes;

[ (3) atransferof funds between political committees;]

(2) funds received by a political committee which are trams-
ferred to that committee from another political; -

[ (4)J(3) the payment, by any person other than a candidate or
political committee, of compensation for the personal services of
another person which are rendered to such candidate or political
committee without charge for any such purpose; and
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[(5)3(4) notwithstanding the foregoing meanings of “con-
tribution”, the word shall not be construed to include servi:es pro-
vided without compensation by individuals volunteering a por-
tion or all of their time on behalf of a candidate or jolitical
committee ;

[(f) “expenditure” means—

[(1) a purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, leposit,
or gift of money or anything of value (except a loan of money
by a national or State bank made in accordance with the appli-
cable banking laws and regulations and in the ordinary course
of business), made for the purpose of influencing the r.omina-
tion for election, or election, of any person to Federal office, for
the purpose of influencing the result of a primary held for the
selection of delegates to a national nominating convention of a
political party or for the expression of a preference for the
nomination of persons for election to the office of Presiclent, or
for the purpose of influencing the election of delegatss to a
constitutional convention for proposing amendments to the Con-
stitution of the United States;

[(2) a contract, promise, or agreement, express or implied,
whether or not legally enforceable, to make any expenditure; and

[(3) a transfer of funds between political committees;]

(f) “expenditure” means—

(1) a purchase, payment, distribution, loan (except a loan of
money by a National or State bank made in accordance with the
applicable banking lows and regulations, end in the ordinary
course of business), advance, deposit, or gift of money or any-
thing of value, made for the purpose of—

A) influencing the nomination for election, or the elec-
tion, of any person to Federal office, or to the office of presi-
dential and vice-presidential elector;

(B) influencing the result of a primary election held for
the selection of delegates to a national nominating conven-
tion of a political party or for the expression of a preference
for the momination of persons for election to the cffice of
President;

gO ) financing any operations of a poiitical commiitee; or

D) paying, at any time, any debt or obligation incurred
by a candidate or a political committee in conmection with
any campaign for nomination for election, or for election, to
Federal office; and

(2) the tramsfer of funds by a political committee to wmother
political committee,; but

(8) does not include the value of service rendered by individuals
;LZOko volunteer to work without compensation on behalf of ¢ candsi-

ate.

(g) “person” and “whoever” mean an individual, partnership, com-
ittee, association, corporation, or any other organization or group of
persons; [and]

(h) “State” means each State of the United States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any territory or
possession of the United [States.] States,
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(2) ‘political party’ means any association, committee, or organize-
tion which nominates a candidate for election to any Federal office
whose name appears on the election ballot as the candidate of that
association, commitiee, or organization; and

() ‘national committee’ means the organization which, by virtue
of the bylaws of the political party, is responsible for the day-to-day
operation of that political party at the national level as determined
by the Federal Election Commission under section 301 (k) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971.

£ * * % S * *

§ 608. Limitations on contributions and expenditures out of candi-
dates’ personal and family funds

L[(2) (1) No candidate may make expenditures frorn his personal
funds, or the personal funds of his immediate family, in connection
with his campaign for nomination for election, or election, to Federal
office in excess of-—

[ (A) $50,000, in the case of a candidate for the office of Presi-
dent or Vice President;

[(B) $35,000, in the case of a candidate for the office of Sen-
ator; or

L(C) $25,000, in the case of a candidate for the office of Repre-
sentative, or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to the Congress.]

(@) (1) No candidate may make expenditures from his personal
funds, or the personal funds of his immedicte family, in connection
with his campaigns for nominations for election, and for election, to
Federal office in excess, in the aggregate of—

(A) $50,000 in the case of a candidate for the office of Presi-
dent or Vice President; :

(B)$35,000 in the case of a candidate for the office of Sena-
tor; or

(Q) 825,000 in the case of a candidate for the office of Repre-
sentative, or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to the Congress.

(2) For purposes of this subsection, “immediate family” means a
candidate’s spouse, and any child, parent, grandparent, brother, or
sister of the candidate, and the spouses of such persons.

(8) No candidate or his immediate family may make loans or ad-
vances from their personal funds in conmection with his campaign
for nomination for election, or election, to Federal office unless such
loan or advance is evidenced by a written instrument fully disclosing
the terms and conditions of such loan or advance.

(4) For purposes of this subsection, any such loan or advance shall
be included in computing the total amount of such expenditures only
to the extent of the balance of such loan or advance outstanding and
unpaid.

2(Db) No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contribution or authorize any expenditure in violation of the provi-
sions of this section.

(¢) Violation of the provisions of this section is punishable by a
fine not to exceed [$1,000] $25,000, imprisonment for not to exceed
[one year].five years, or both.

* * * * * * &
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§ 611. Contributions by Government contractors
Whoever—

(a) entering into any contract with the United States or any
department or agency thereof either for the rendition of personal
services or furnishing any material, supplies, or equipment to the
United States or any department or agency thereof or for selling
any land or building to the United States or any departiment or
agency thereof, if payment for the performance of such contract
or payment for such material, supplies, equipment, land, o build-
ing is to be made in whole or in part from fuads appropriated by
the Congress, at any time between the commencement of negotia-
tions for and the later of (1) the completion of performance
under, or (2) the termination of negotiations for, such conrract or
furnishing of material, supplies, equipment, land or buildings,
directly or indirectly makes any contribution of money or other
thing of value, or promises expressly or impliedly to make any
such contribution, to any political party, committee, or candidate

-for public office or to any person for any political purpose or
use; or

(b) knowingly solicits any such contribu:ion from any such
person for any such purpose during any such period;

shall be fined not more than ;‘E&S,OOO or imprisoned not more than five
years, or both. '

It shall not constitute a violation of the provisions of this section for
a corporation or a labor organization to establish, administer, or solicit
contributions to a separate segregated fund to be wtilized }{or political
purposes by that corporation or labor organization if the establisi-
ment and administration of, and solicitation of contributions to, such
fund do not constitute a violation of section 610.

* * * * * * "

§ 614. Limitation on expenditures generally

(a) (1) No candidate may make expenditures in connection with his
campaign for nomination for election, or for election, to Federal office
in excess of the amount to which he would be limited under section
504 of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 if he were receiving
payments under title V of that Act.

(2) Expenditures made on behalf of any candidate are, for the pur-
poses of this section, considered to be made by such candidate.

(3) Lzpenditures made by or on behalf of any candidate for the
office of Vice President of the United States are for the purposes of
this section, considered to be made by the candidate for the office of
President of the United States with whom he is running.

(4) For purposes of this subsection, an expenditure is made on be-
half of a candidate, including o Vice Presidenticl candidate, if it is
made by—

(4) an authorized committee or any other agent of the cond:-
date for the purposes of making any expenditure, or
) any person authorized or requested by the candidate, on
authorized committee of the candidate, or an agent of the cands-
date to make the expenditure.

(6) The Federal Election Commission shall prescribe regulations

under which any expenditure by a candidate for Fresidential noming-
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tion for use in two or more States shall be attributed to such candi-
date’s expenditure limitation in each such State, based on the voting
age population in such State which can reasonably be expected to be
nfluenced by such expenditure.

(6) Themational committee of a political party may not make any
expenditure during any calendar year in connection with the general
election campaign of any candidate for Federal office who is affiliated
with that party which, when added to the sum of all other expendi-
tures made by that national commitice during that year in connection
with the general election campaigns of all condidates affiliated with
that party, exceeds an amount equal to 2 cents multiplied by the voting
age population of the United States. T he State committee of a political
party, including any subordinate committees of the State committee,
may not make any evpenditure during the calendar year in connec-
tion with the general election campaign of ¢ candidate for Federal
office in such State who is affiliated with that party which, when added
to all other expenditures made by that State committee during that
year in connection with the general election campaigns of candidates
affiliated with that party, exceeds an amount equal to 2 cents multi-
plied by the voting age population of that State. For purposes of this
subsection—

(1) the term “voting age population” means voting age popu-
lation certified for the year under section 504(g) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971; and

(2) the approval by the national committee of a political party
of an expenditure by or on behalf of the presidential candidate
of that party as required by section 316 of that Act is not con-
stdered an expenditure by that national committee.

(e) (1) No person may make any expenditure (other than an ex-
penditure made on behalf of a candidate under the provisions of sub-
section (@) (4)) advocating the election or defeat of a clearly identi-
fied candidate during a calendar year which, when added to all other
expenditures made by that person during the year advocating the eleg-
tion or defeat of that candidate, exceeds $1,000.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—

(4) “clearly identified” means—

(2) the candidate’s name appears;

(¢) a photograph or drawing of the candidate appears;
or

(i) the identity of the candidate is apparent by wun-
ambiguous reference ;

(B) “person” does not include the National or State commit-
tee of a political party; and

(0) “expenditure” does not include any payment made or in~
curred by a corporation or a labor organization which, under the
provisions of the last paragraph of section 610 of title 18, United
States Code, would not constitute an expenditure by that corpora-
tion or labor organization.

(D) Any person who knowingly or willfully violates the provisions
of this section, other than subsection (a) (5), shall be punishable by a
fine of $25,000, imprisonment for a period of not more than five years,
or both. If any candidate is convicted of violating the provisions of
his section because of any expenditure made on his behalf (as deter-
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mined under subsection (a) (4)) by a political committee, the treasurer
of that committee, or any other person authorizing such expenditure,
shall be punishable by a fine of not to exceed $25,070, imprisoniment for
not to exceed five years, or both, if such person knew, or had rzason to
Enow, that such expenditure was in excess of the limitation applicable
to such candidate under this section.

§ 615. Limitations on contributions

(a) No person may make a contribution to, or for the bencfit of, @
candidate for that candidate’s campaign for nomination for election,
or election, which, when added to the sum of all other contributions
made by that person for that campaign, exceeds $3,000.

“(B) (1) No candidate may knowingly accept a contribution for his

campaign from any person which, when added to the sum of oll other

gontm'butéons received. from that person for that campaign, exceeds
3,000.

(2) No officer or employee of a political commiittee or of o political
party may knowingly accept any contribution made for the benefit or
use of & candidate which that candidate could not accept wnder parae-
graph (1).

(¢) (1) For purposes of the limitations contair ed in this section all
contributions made by any person directly or indirectly to or for the
benefit of a particular candidate, including contributions which are in
any way earmarked, encumbered, or otherwise directed through an in-
termediary or conduit to that candidate, shall be treated as contribu-
tions from that person to that condidate.

(2) Contributions made to, or for the Lenefit of, a candidaie nomi-
nated by a political party for election to the office of Vice President
shall be considered, for purposes of this section, ‘o be made to, or for
the benefit of, a candidate nominated by that party for election to the
office of President.

(3) The limitations imposed by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply
separately to each primary, primary runoff, general, and special elec-
tion in which a candidate participates.

(d) (1) No individual may make o contribution during any calendar
year which, when added to the sum of all other contributions made by
that individual during that year, exceeds $25,000.

(2) Any contribution made for a campaign in c. year, other than the
calendar year in which the election is held to which that campaign
relates, is, for purposes of this section, considered to be made during
that calendar year in which that election is held.

(e) Violation of the provisions of this section is punishable by a fine
Z f 7}1025 to exceed $25,000, imprisonment for not to exceed five years, or

oth.

§ 616. Form of contributions

 “No person may make a contribution to, or for the benefit of., any
candidate or political commitiee in excess, in the aggregate dvring any
calendar year, of $100 unless such contributions is made by a written
strument identifying the person making the contribution. Violation
of the provisions-of this section is punishable by a fine of not to exceed
$1,000, imprisonment for not to exceed one year, or both.
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§ 617. Embezzlement or conversion of political contributions

(@) No candidaie, officer, employee, or agent of a political commit-
tee, or person acting on behalf of any candidate or political committee,
shall embezzle, knowingly convert to his own use or the use of another,
or deposit in any place or in any manner except as authorized by law,
any contributions or camipaign funds entrusted to him or uml:gr his
possession, custody, or control, or use any campaign funds to pay or
defray the costs of attorney fees for the defense of any person or per-
sons charged with the commission of a crime; or receive, conceal, or
retain the same with intent to convert it to this personal use or gain,
knowing it to have been embezzled or converted.

(b) Violation of the provisions of the section is punishable by a
fine of not more than $25,000, imprisonment for not more than ten
years, or both; but if the value of such property does not exceed the
sum of $100, the fine shall not ewxceed $1,000 and the imprisonment
shall not exceed one year. Notwithstanding the provisions of this sec-
tion, any surplus or unexpended campaign funds may be contributed
to a national or State political party for political purposes, or to edu-
cational or charitable organizations, or may be preserved for use in
future campaigns for elective office, or for any other lawful purpose.

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1954

See. 41. Contributions to candidates for public office.

(a) GENERAL Rure—In the case of an individual, there shall be
allowed, subject to the limitations of subsection (b), as a credit against
the tax imposed by this chapter for the taxable year, an amount equal
to one-half of all political contributions, payment of which is made
by the taxpayer within the taxable year.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—

[ (1) Maximum creprr.-—The credit allowed by subsection (a)
for a taxable year shall be limited to $12.50 ($25 in the case of
a joint return under section 6013).]

(1) Maxmmum crepir.—The credit allowed by subsection (a) for
a taxable year shall not exceed $25 (8560 in the case of a joint
return under section 6013). ‘

(2) APPLICATION WITH OTHER CREDITS.—The credit allowed by
subsection (a) shall not exceed the amount of the tax imposed
by this chapter for the taxable year reduced by the sum. of the
credits allowable under section 33 (relating to foreign tax.credit),,
section 35 (relating to partially tax-exempt interest), section 37
relating to retirement income), and section 38 (relating to invest-
ment in certain depreciable property).

(3) VerrricaTioNn.—The credit allowed by subsection (a) shall
be allowed, with respect to any political contribution, only if
such political contribution is verified in such manner as the
Secretary or his delegate shall prescribe by regulations.

* * * * * * *

Sec. 218. Contributions to candidates for public office.

(a) ArLowaNcE oF Depucrion.—In the case of an individual, there
shall be allowed as a deduction any political contribution (as defined
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in section 41(c) (1)) payment of which is made by such individual
within the taxable year.
(b) LamrraTtrons.— _ .‘ o

[(1) AmounT.—The deduction under subsection (a) shall not
exceed $50 ($100 in the case of a joint return under section 5018).J

(1) Amovnr.—The deduction under subsection (a) shall not excesd
$100 (8200 in the case of a joint return under section 6018).

(2) VEeriricatioN.—The deduction under subsection (z) shall
be allowed, with respect to any political contribution, only 1f such
political contribution is verified in such manner as the Secretary
or his delegate shall prescribe by regulatiors.

* * * * * * Ed

CHAPTER 61—INFORMATION AND RETURNS

Subchapter A. Returns and records.
Subchapter B. Miscellaneous provisions.

SUBCHAPTER A—RETURNS AND RECORDS

Part I. Records, statements, and special returns.
Part JI. Tax returns or statements.
Part III. Information returns.
Part IV. Signing and verifying of returns and other documents.
Part V. Time for filing returns and other documents.
Part VI, Extension of time for filing returns.
Part VII. Place for filing returng or other documents.
[Part VIII. Designation of income tax payments to Presidential Election Cam-
paign Fund.]}

Part VIII. Designation of income tax payments tc Federal Election
Campaign Fund

L * & * * * %

[Part VIII—Designation of Income Tax Payments ty Presidential Election
Campaign Fund}

Part VIII—Designation of income tax payments io Federal election
campaign fund

Sec. 6096. Designation by individuals

L(a) In General—Every individual (other than a nonrvesident
alien) whose income tax liability for the taxable year is $1 or more
may designate that $1 shall be paid over to the Presidential ¥.lection
Campaign Fund in accordance with the provisions of section 9006 (a).
In the case of a joint return of hushand and wife having an income tax
liability of $2 or more, each spouse may designate that $1 shall be paid
to the fund.]

(a) IN GENERAL.—FEvery individual whose inchme taz Liability for
the taxable year is $2 or more is considered to have designated that 32
shall be paid over to the Federal Election Oampaign Fund established
under section 506 of the Federal Election Campaion Act of 1971 unless
he elects not to make that designation. I'n the ccse of a joint retwrn
of a husband and wife having an income tax lLiavility of $4 or more,
each spouse shall be considered to have designated that $2 ehall be
paid over to such fund unless he elects not to make such designation.

(b) Income Tax Liability.—For purposes of stbsection (a). the in-

- come tax liability of any individual for any taxable year 1s the amount
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of thé tax imposed by chapter 1 on such individual for such taxable
year (as shown on his return), reduced by the sum of the credits (as
shown in his return) allowable under sections 33, 37, 38, 40, and 41.
(¢) Manner and Time of [Designation.—A designation} Election.—
Af/lb election under subsection (2) may be made with respect to any tax-
able year—
(1) at the time of filing the return of the tax imposed by chap-
ter 1 for such taxable year, or A
(2) at any other time (after the time of filing the return of the
tax imposed by chapter 1 for such taxable year) specified in regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate.
Such [designation] election shall be made in such manner as the Sec-
retary or his delegate prescribes by regulations except that, if such
[designation] election 1s made at the time of filing the return of the
tax imposed by chapter 1 for such taxable year, such [designation]
election shall be made either on the first page of the return or on the
page bearing the taxpayer’s signature.

® % * * #* ® *

[SUBTITLE H—FINANCING OF A PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION
LCAMPAIGNS

[Chapter 95. Presidential election campaign fund.
[Chapter 96. Presidential election campaign fund advisory board.

[CuAPTER 95— PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN FUND

[Sec. 9001. Short title.

[Sec. 9002. Definitions.

L[Sec. 9003. Condition for eligibility for payments.

L[Sec. 9004. Entitlement of eligible candidates to payments..
[Sec. 9005. Certification by Comptroller General.

[Sec. 9006. Payments to eligible candidates.

ESec. 9007. Examinations and audits; repayments,

[Sec. 9008. Information on proposed expenses.

[Sec. 9009. Reports to Congress; regulations.

L[Sec. 9010. Participation by Comptroller General in judicial proceedings.
[Sec. 9011. Judicial review.

[Sec. 9012. Criminal penalties.

[Sec. 9013. Effective date of chapter.

[Sec. 9001. Short title.

[This chapter may be cited as the “Presidential Election Campaign
Fund Act”.

[Sec. 9002. Definitions.
[For purposes of this chapter—

[(1) The term “authorized committee” means, with respect to
the candidates of a political party for President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, any political committee which is au-
thorized in writing by such candiddtes to incur expenses to fur-
ther the election of such candidates. Such authorization shall be
addressed to the chairman of such political committee, and a copy
of such authorization shall be filed by such candidates with the
Comptroller General. Any withdrawal of any authorization shall
also be in writing and shall be addressed and filed in the same
manner as the authorization.
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[(2) The term “candidate” means, with respect to any presiden-
tial election, an individual who (A) has been nominated for elec-
tion to the office of President of the United States or the office of
Vice President of the United States by a major party, or (B) has
qualified to have his name on the election ballot (or to have the
names of electors pledged to him on the election ballot) as the
candidate of a political party for election to either such office
in 10 or more States. For purposes of paragraphs (6) and (7) of
this secticn and purposes of section 9004 (a) (2), the term “can-
didate” means, with respect to any preceding presidential election,
an individual who received popular votes for the office of Pres-
ident in such election.

[(3) The term “Comptroller (General” means tte Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States.

[(4) The term “eligible candidates” rneans the candidates of a
political party for President and Vice President of the United States
who have met all applicable conditions for eligib:lity to receive pay-
ments under this chapter set forth in section 9003.

L(5) The term “fund” means the Presidential Election Carmpaign
Fund established by section 9006 (a).

[(6) The term “major party” means, with respact to any presiden-
tial election, a polictial party whose candidate for the office of Presi-
dent in the preceding presidential election received, as the candidate
of such party, 25 percent or more of the total number of popular
votes received by all candidates for such office.

L(7) The term “minor party” means, with respect to any presider.-
tial election, a political party whose candidate for the office of Presi-
dent in the preceding presidential election received, as the cardidate
of such party, 5 percent or more but less than 25 percent of the total
number of popular votes received by all candidates for such office.

[(8) The term “new party” means, with respect to any presidential
election, a political party which is neither a major party nor a minor
party.

E£(9) The term “political committee” means any coramittee, associza-
tion, or organization (whether or not incorporared) which accepts
contributions or makes expenditures for the purpose of influencing, or
attemnting to influence, the nomination or election of one or more
individuals to Federal, State, or local elective public office.

- [(10) The term “presidential election” means the election of presi-
dential and vice-presidential electors.

[(11) The term “qualified campaign expense” raeans an expense--

[(A) incurred (i) by the candidate of a political party for
the office of President to further his election to such office or to
further the election of the candidate of such political party for
the office of Vice President, or both (ii) by the candidate of a
political party for the office of Vice President to further his elec-
tion to such office or to further the election of the candidate
of such political party for the office of President, or both, or (iii)
by an authorized committee of the candidates of a political party
for the offices of President and Vice President to further tha
election of either or both of such candidates to such offices,

[(B) incurred within the expenditure report period (as de-

“fined in paragraph (12)), or incurred befors the beginning of
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such period to the extent such expense is for property, services,
or facilities used during such period, and

L (C) neither the incurring nor payment of which constitutes
a violation of any law of the United States or of the State in
which such expense is incurred or paid. _

[An expense shall be considered as incurred by a candidate or an
authorized committee if it is incurred by a person authorized by such
candidate or such committee, as the case may be, to incur such expense
on behalf of such candidate or such committee. If an authorized com-
mittee of the candidates of a political party for President and Vice
President of the United States also incurs expenses to further the
election of one or more other individuals to Federal, State, or local
elective public office, expenses incurred by such committee which are
not specifically to further the election of such other individual or in-
dividuals shall be considered as incurred to further the election of such
candidates for President and Vice President in such proportion as the
Comptroller General prescribes by rules or regulations.

[(12) The term “expenditure report period” with respect to any
presidential election means—

F(A) in the case of a major party, the period beginning with
the first day of September before the election, or, if earlier, with
the date on which such major party at its national convention

‘nominated its candidate for election to the office of President of
the United States, and ending 30 days after the date of the presi-
dential election; and

£(B) in the case of a party which is not a major party, the
same period as the expenditure report period of the major party
which has the shortest expediture report period for such presiden-
tial election under subpargarph (A).]

[Sec. 9003. Condition for eligibility for payments.

[(2) In GeNeraL—In order to be eligible to receive any payments
under section 9006, the candidates of a political party in a presidential
election shall, in writing—

L(1) agree to obtain and furnish to the Comptroller General
such evidence as he may request of the qualified campaign ex-
penses with respect to which payment is sought,

L[(2) agree to keep and furnmish to the Comptroller General
such records, books, and other information as he may request,

L[(3) agree to an audit and examination by the Comptroller
Genera] under section 9007 and to pay any amounts required to be
paid under such section, and

[ (4) agree to furnish statements of qualified campaign expenses
gg(()iSproposed qualified campaign expenses required under section

[ (b) Major Parties—In order to be eligible to receive any payments
under section 9006, the candidates of a major party in a presidential
election shall certify to the Comptroller General, under penalty of
perjury, that—

[ (1) such candidates and their authorized committees will not
incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the aggregate pay-
ments to which they will be entitled under section 9004, and
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[(2) no contributions to defray qualified campaign expenses
have been or will be accepted by such candidites or any of their
authorized committees except to the extent necessary to make up
any deficiency in payments received out of tae fund on accourt
of the application of section 9006(d), and no contributions to de-
fray expenses which would be qualified campa’ gn expenses sut for
subparagraph (C) of section 9002(11) have been or will be ac-

. cepted by such candidates or any of their autnaorized committees.
[Such certification shall be made within such time prior to the day of
the presidential election as the Comptroller General shall prescribe by
rules or regulations.

[(c) Minor and New Parties.—In order to be eligible to receive any
payments under section 9006, the candidates of a minor or new party
i a presidential election shall certify to the Comptroller General,
under penalty of perjury, that—

~ [(1) such candidates and their authorized ommittees will not
incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the aggregate pay-
ments to which the eligible candidates of a raajor party are er.-
titled under section 9004, and

[(2) such candidates and their authorized committees vrill ac-
cept and expend or retain contributions to defray qualified cam-
paign expenses only to the extent that the qualified caripaign
expenses incurred by such candidates and their authorized com:.-
mittees certified to under paragraph (1) exceed the aggregate
payments received by such candidates out of the fund pursuant
to section 9006.

[Such certification shall be made within such time prior to the day of
the presidential election as the Comptroller Generzl shall prescribe by

rules or regulations.§
[Sec. 9004. Entitlement of eligible candidates to payments.

[(a) I~ GeneraL—Subject to the provisions of this chapter—

[(1) The eligible candidates of a major party i a presicential
election shall be entitled to payments under section 9006 equal in
the aggregate to 15 cents multiplied by the tctal number of resi-
dents within the United States who have attained the age of 18, as
determined by the Bureau of the Census, as of the first day of
June of the year preceding the year of the presidential election.

[(2)(A) The eligible candidates of a minor party in a presi-
dential election shall be entitled to payments under section 9006
equal in the aggregate to an amount which becrs the same ratio to
the amount computed under paragraph (1) for a major party as
the number of popular votes recelved by the candidate for Presi-
dent of the minor party, as such candidate, in the preceding presi-
dential election bears to the average number of popular votes
received by the candidates for President of the major parties in
the preceding presidential election.

[(B) If the candidate of one or more pclitical parties (not
including a major party) for the office of President was a candi-
date for such office in the preceding presidential election and
received 5 percent or more but less than 25 percent of the total
number of popular votes received by all candidates for such office,
such candidate and his running mate for the office of Vice Presi-
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dent, upon compliance with the provisions of section 9003 (a) and
(c), shall be treated as eligible candidates entitled to payments
under section 9006 in an amount computed as provided in subpara-
graph (A) by taking into account all the popular votes received by
such candidate for the office of President in the preceding presi-
dential election. If eligible candidates of a minor party are en-
titled to payments under this subparagraph, such entitlement
shall be reduced by the amount of the entitlement allowed under
subparagraph (A). )

[(3) The eligible candidates of a minor party or a new party in
a presidential election whose candidate for President in such elec-
tion receives, as such candidate, 5 percent or more of the total num-
ber of popular votes cast for the office of President in such election
shall be entitled to payments under section 9006 equal in the aggre-
gate to an amount which bears the same ratio to the amount com-
puted under paragraph (1) for a major party as the number of
popular votes received by such candidate in such election bears to
the average number of popular votes received in such election by
the candidates for President of the major parties. In the case of
eligible candidates entitled to payments under paragraph (2), the
amount allowable under this paragraph shall be limited to the
amount, if any, by which the entitlement under the preceding
sentence exceeds the amount of the entitlement under paragraph

2).

[(b) Limrrarrons.—The aggregate payments to which the eligible
candidates of a political party shall be entitled under subsections (a)
(2) and (3) with respect to a presidential election shall not exceed an
amount equal to the lower of—

L[(1) the amount of qualified campaign expenses incurred by
such eligible candidates and their authorized comrnittees, reduced
by the amount of contributions to defray qualified campaign
expenses received and expended or retained by such eligible candi-
dates and such committees, or

[(2) the aggregate payments to which the eligible candidates of
a major party are entitled under subsection (a) (1), reduced by
the amount of contributions described in paragraph (1) of this
subsection. '

[(c) Restricrions.—The eligible candidates of a political party
shall be entitled to payments under subsection (a) only—

[(1) to defray qualified campaign expenses incurred by such
eligible candidates or their authorized committees, or

[(2) to repay loans the proceeds of which were used to defray
such qualified campaign expenses, or ctherwise to restore funds
(other than contributions to defray qualified campaign expenses
received and expended by such candidates or such committees)
used to defray such qualified campaign expenses.] '

[Sec. 9005. Certification by Comptroller General.

[(a) Initial Certification.—On the basis of the evidence, books,
records, and information furnished by the eligible candidates of a
political party and prior to examination and audit under section 9007,
the Comptroller General shall certify from time to time to the Secre-
tary for payment to such candidates under section 9006 the payments
to which such candidates are entitled under section 9004.
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E(b) Finality of Certifications and Determinations.—Initial certi-
fications by the Comptroller General under subsection (a), and all
determinations made by him under this chapter, shall be final ard
conclusive, except to the extent that they are subject to examinaticon
and audit by the Comptroller General under section 9007 and judicial
review under section 9011.J

[Sec. 9006. Payments to eligible candidates.

[(a) Establishment of Campaign Fund.—There is hereby estab-
lished on the beoks of the Treasury of the United States a special fund
to be known as the “Presidential Election Campaign Fund”. The Sec-
retary shall, as provided by appropriation Acts, transfer to the fund
an amount not in excess of the sum of the amounts designated (subse-
quent to the previous Presidential election) to the fund by individuals
under section 6096.

E£(b) Transfer to the General Fund.—1If, after a Presidentinl elec-
tion and after all eligible candidates have been paid the amount. which
they are entitled to receive under this chapter, there are moneys re-
maining in the fund, the Secretary shall transfer the moneys so
remalining to the general fund of the Treasury.

L (c) Payments From the Fund.——Upon receipt of a certification
from the Comptroller General under section 9005 for payment to the
eligible candidates of a political party, the Secretary shall pay to such
candidates out of the fund the amount certified by the Comptroller
General. Amounts paid to any such candidates shall be under the con-
trol of such candidates.

L[(d) Insufficient amounts in Funds.—If at the time of a certifica-
tion by the Comptroller General under section 900 for payment to the
eligible candidates of a political party, the Secretary or his delegate
determines that the moneys in the fund are not, or may not be, suf-
ficient to satisfy the full entitlements of the eligible candidates of all
political parties, he shall withhold from such payment such amount
as he determines to be necessary to assure that the eligible candidates
of each political party will receive their pro rata share of their full
entitlement. Amounts withheld by reason of the preceding sentencs
shall be paid when the Secretary or his delegate determines that there
are sufficient moneys in the fund to pay such amounts, or portions
thereof, to all eligible candidates from whom amounts have been
withheld, but, if there are not sufficient moneys in the fund to satisfy
the full entitlement of the eligible candidates of all political parties,
the amounts so withheld shall be paid in such manner that the eligible
candidates of each political party receive their pro rata share of their
tull entitlement.]

[Sec. 9007. Examinations and audits; repayments.
£(a) Examinations and Audits.—After each presidential election
the Comptroller General shall conduct a thorough examination and
audit of the qualified campaign expenses of the candidates of each
political party for President and Vice President.
[ (b) Repayments.—
[ (1) If the Comptroller General determines “hat any portion of
the payments made to the eligible candidates of a political party
under section 9006 was in excess of the aggregate payments to
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which candidates were entitled under section 9004, he shall so
notify such candidates, and such candidates shall pay to the Sec-
retary an amount equal to such portion.

[(2) 1f the Comptroller General determines that the eligible
candidates of a political party and their authorized committees
incurred qualified campaign expenses in excess of the aggregate
payments to which the eligible candidates of a major party were
entitled under section 9004, he shall notify such candidates of
the amount of such excess and such candidates shall pay to the
Secretary an amount equal to such amount.

[(3) If the Comptroller General determines that the eligible
candidates of a major party or any auth orized committee of such
candidates accepted contributions (other than contributions to
make up deficiencies in payments out of the fund on account ot
the application of section 9006 (d)) to defray qualified campaign
expenses (other than qualified campaign expenses with respect to
which payment is required under paragraph (2)), he shall notify
cuch candidates of the amount of the contributions so accepted,
and such candidates shall pay to the Secretary an amount equal
such amount. :

[(4) If the Comptroller General determines that any amount
ot any payment made to the eligible candidates of a political party
ander section 9006 was used for any purpose other than—

[(A) to defray the qualified campaign expenses with re-
spect to which such payment was made, or

[(B) to repay loans the proceeds of which were used, or
otherwise to restore funds (other than contributions to defray
qualified campaign expenses which were received and ex-
pended) which were used, to defray such qualified campaign
expenses.
he shall notify such candidates of the amount so used, and
such candidates shall pay to the Secretary an amount equal
to such amount. _

[ (5) No payment shall be required from the eligible candidates
of a political party under this subsection to the extent that such
payment, when added to other payments required from such can-
didates under this subsection,exceeds the amount of payments re-
ceived by such candidates under section 9006.

[ (c) Notification.—No notification shall be made by the Comptrol-
ler General under subsection (b) with respect to a presidential election
more than 3 years after the-day of such election.

[ (d) Deposit or Repayments.—All payments received by the Secre-
tary under subsection (b) shall be deposited by him in the general
fund of the Treasury.

[(d) Derosit OF RepaymENTs.—All payments received by the Sec-
retary under subsection (b) shall be deposited by him in the general
fund of the Treasury.}

[Sec. 9008. Information on proposed expenses.

[(a) RerorTs BY Canpwates.—The candidates of a political party
for President and Vice President in a presidential election shall, from
time to time as the Comptroller General may require, furnish to the
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Comptroller General a detailed statement, in such form as the Comy-
troller General may prescribe, of — :

L£(1) the qualified campaign expenses incirred by ther and
their authorized committees prior to the date of such statemert
(whether or not evidence of sich expenses has been furnishel
for purposes of section 9005), and

L(2) the qualified campaign expenses which they and their
authorized committees propose to incar on or after the date of
such statement.

L The Comptroller General shall require a statemant under this sul-
section from such candidates of each political party at least once each
week during the second, third, and fourth weeks preceding the day
of the presidential election and at least twice during the week yreced-
ing such day. ’

L(b) PusLicarton.—The Comptroller General shall, as soon ns POs-
sible after he receives each statement under subsection (a), prepare
and publish a summary of such statement, together with any othe-
data or information which he deems advisable, in the Federal [evister.
Such summary shall not include any information v/hich identifies anv
individual who made a designation under section 6096.7
[Sec. 9009. Reports to Congress; regulations.

[(a) Rerorrs—The Comptroller (teneral shall, as soon as prectica-
ble after each presidential election. submit a full report to the Senate
and House of Representatives setting forth—

L(1) the qualified campaign expenses (shown in such derail ag
the Comptroller General determines necessary) incurred by the
candidates of each politica] party and thei:- authorized com-
mittees;

L(2) the amounts certified by him under section 9005 for pay-
ment to the eligible candidates of each political party; and

L(3) the amount of payments, if any, required from suckh can-
didates under section 9007, and the reasons for each pav mient
required.

[Each report submitted pursuant to this section shall be printe:!l as a
Senate document.

£ (b) Recrrarons, Erc.—The Comptroller Gene-al is authorized to
prescribe such rules and regulations, to conduct such examinations
and audits (in addition to the expminations and audits required by sec-
tion 9007 (a) ), to conduct such investigations, and to require the eep-
img and submission of such books, records, and information. ac he
deems necessary to carry out the functions and duties imposed or. him
by this chapter.j ’

[Sec. 9010. Participation by Comptroller General in judicial pro-
ceedings.

[(2) Arpearance ry Counser.—The Comptroller General is au-
thorized to appear in and defend against any action filed under sec-
tion 9011, either by attorneys employed in his office or by counsel wwhom
he may appoint without regard to tha provisions of title 5, {'nited
States Code, governing appointments in the competitive service, and
whose compensation he may fix without regard to the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter T1T of chapter 53 of such title,
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L (b) Recovery or Cerrain PavymexTts.—The Comptroller General
is authorized through attorneys and counsel described in subsection
(a) to appear in the district courts of the United States to seek recov-
ery of any amounts determined to be payable to the Secretary as a
result of examination and audit made pursuant to section 9007.

L(c) Drcraratory anp Insuxcrive Revier—The Comptroller
General is authorized through attorneys and counsel described in sub-
section (a) to petition the courts of the United States for declaratory
or injunctive relief concerning any civil matter covered by the provi-
sions of this subtitle or section 6096. Upon application of the Comp-
troller General, an action brought pursuant to this subsection shall be
heard and determined by a court of three judges in accordance with
the provisions of section 2284 of title 28, United States Code, and any
appeal shall lie to the Supreme Court. It shall be the duty of the
Judges designated to hear the case to assign the case for hearing at
the earliest practicable date, to participate in the hearing and deter-
mination thereot, and to cause the case to be in every way expedited.

[ (d) Appean.—The Comptroller General is authorized on behalf of
the United States to appeal from, and to petition the Supreme Court
for certiorari to review, judgments or decrees entered with respect to
actions in which he appears pursuant to the aunthority provided in this
section.]

[See. 9011. Judicial review.

[(2) Review or CERTIFICATION, DETERMINATION, OR OTHER ACTION
7Y THE (COMPTROLLER GENERAL—Any certification, determination, or
other action by the Comptroller General made or taken pursuant to the
provisions of this chapter shall be subject to review by the United
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia upon petition
filed in such Court by any interested persen. Any petition filed pur-
suant to this section shall be filed within thirty days after the certifica-
tion, determination, or other action by the Comptroller General for
which review ig sought.

E(b) Stvirs To ImpLEMENT CHAPTER.—

[ (1) The Comptroller General, the national committee of any
political party, and individuals eligible to vote for President are
authorized to institute such actions, including actions for declara-
tory judgment or injunctive relief, as may be appropriate to imple-
ment or construe any provision of this chapter.

E£(2) The district courts of the United States shall have juris-
diction of proceedings instituted pursuant to this subcection and
shall exercise the same without regard to whether a person
asserting rights under provisions of this. subsection shall have
exhausted any administrative or other remedies that may be pro-
vided at law. Such proceedings shall be heard and determined
by a court of three judges in accordance with the provisions of
section 2284 of title 28, United States Code, and any appeal shall
lie to the Supreme Court. It shall be the duty of the judges desig-

-nated to hear the case to assign the case for hearing at the earliest
practicable date, to participate in the hearing and determination
thereof, and to cause the case to be in every way expedited.}
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[Sec. 9012. Criminal penalties.
[(a) Excess Campaioxy ExpeNsEs.—

L (1) It shall be unlawful for an eligible candidate of a political
party for President and Vice President in a presidential ¢lection
or any of his authorized committees knowingzly and willfully to
incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the aggregate pay-
ments to which the eligible candidates of a major party are
entitled under section 9004 with respeact to such election.

L(2) Any person who viclates paragraph (1) shall be fined not
more than $5.000, or imprisoned not more than one year or both.
In the case of a violation by an authorized comrittee, any officer
or member of such committee who knowingly and willfully con-
sents to such violation shall be fined not more than $5,000.-or im-
prisoned not more than one year, or both.

[(b) ConrrizUTIONS.—

[(1) It shall be unlawful for an eligible candidate of « major
party in a presidential election or any of his authorized cornmit-
tees knowingly and willfully to accept any contribution to defray
qualified campaign expenses, except to the extent necessary to
make up any deficiency in payments receivec. out of the fund cn
account of the application of section 9006(cl), or to defray ex-
penses which would be qualified campaign expenses but for sub-
paragraph (C) of section 9002 (11).

[(2) It shall be unlawful for an eligible car didate of a political
party (other than a major party) in a presidential election or any
of his authorized committees knowingly and willfully to accept
and expend or retain contributions to defray qualified campaign
expenses in an amount which exceeds the qualified campaign
expenses incurred with respect to such election by such eligible
candidate and his authorized committees.

L[(3) Any person who violates paragraph (1) or (2) shall be
fined not more than $5.000, or imprisoned not more than one vear,
or both. In the case of a violation by an authorized committea,
any officer or member of such committee who knowingly and will-
fully consents to such violation shall be fined not more than $3,000,
or imprisoned not more than one year, or both.

[(c) Uxvawrur Usk or PAYMENTS,—
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[ (1) It shall be unlawful for any person who receives any pay-
ment under section 9006, or to whom any portion of any payment
received under such section is transferred, knowingly and will-
fully to use, or authorize the use of, such payment or such portion
for any purpose other than—

[(A) to defray the qualified campaiga expenses with re-
spect to which such payment was made, or

[(B) to repay loans the proceeds of which were used, or
otherwise to restore funds (other than contributions to defray
qualified campaign expenses which were received and ex-
pended) which were used, to defray such qualified campaign
expenses.
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L[(2) Any person who violates paragraph (1) shall be fined not
~ more than $10,000, or imprisoned not more than five years, or both.
[(d) FaLse StatemENTS, ETC.—

; 1|i(1) It shall be unlawful for any person knowingly and will-
ully—

[ (A) to furnish any false, fictitious, or fraudulent evidence,
books, or information to the Comptroller General under this
subtitle, or to include in any evidence, books, or information
so furnished any misrepresentation of a material fact, or to
falsify or conceal any evidence, books, or information relevant
to a certification by the Comptroller General or an examina-
tion and audit by the Comptroller General under this chap-
ter; or

[(B) to fail to furnish to the Comptroller Gieneral any rec-
ords, books, or information requested by him for purposes of
this chapter.

[(2) Any person who violates paragraph (1) shall be fined not
more than $10,000, or imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

[(e) KickBacks AND ILLEGAL PAYMENTS.—

[(1) It shall be unlawful for any person knowingly and will-
fully to give or accept any kickback or any illegal payment in
connection with any qualified campaign expense of eligible can-
didates or their authorized committees.

[(2) Any person who violates paragraph (1) shall be fined not
more than $10,000, or imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

[(3) In addition to the penalty provided by paragraph (2),
any person who accepts any kickback or illegal payment in con-
nection with any qualified campaign expense of eligible candi-
dates or their authorized committees shall pay to the Secretary,
for deposit in the general fund of the Treasury, an amount equal
to 125 percent of the kickback or payment received.

[(f) UnavurHoRIZED EXPENDITURES AND CONTRIBUTIONS.—

[(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), it shall be unlawful
for any political committee which is not an authorized committee
with respect to the eligible candidates of a political party for
President and Vice President in a presidential election know-
ingly and willfully to incur expenditures to further the election
of such candidates, which would constituté qualified campaign
expenses if incurred by an authorized committee of such can-
didates, in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000.

L[(2) This subsection shall not apply to (A) expenditures by a
broadcaster regulated by the Federal Communications Commis-
sion, or by a periodical publication, in reporting the news or in
taking editorial positions, or (B) expenditures by any organi-
zation described in section 501 (¢) which is exempt from tax under
section 501(a) in communicating to its members the views of
that organization.

[(3) Any political committee which violates paragraph (1)
shall be fined not more than $5,000, and any officer or member of
such committee who knowingly and willfully consents to such vio-
lation and any other individual who knowingly and willfully
violates paragraph (1) shall be fined not more than $5,000, or
imprisoned not more than one year, or both. '
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L[(g) U~avursORIZED DISCLOSURE OF INFORMAIION.—

[(1) It shall be unlawful for any individual to disclose any
information obtained under the provisions o this chapter except
as may be required by law.

L(2) Any person who violates paragraph (1) shall be fined not
more than $5,000, or imprisoned not more than one year, or hoth.]

[Sec. 9013. Effective date of chapter.
[ The provisions of this chapter shall take effect on January 1, 1975.]

[CHAPTER 96. PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION CAMIPAIGN
FUND ADVISORY BOARD

[Sec. 9021. Establishment of Advisory Board.

[(a) Esrasuisayment or Boarp.—There is hereby established an
advisory board to be known as the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund Advisory Board (hereinafter in this section referred to as the
“Board”). It shall be the duty and functior. of the Board to counsel and
assist the Comptroller General of the United States in the perforin-
ance of the duties and functions imposed on him under the Presiden-
tial Election Campaign Fund Act.

[ (b) Coxrposrrion oF Boarp.-—The Board shal. be composed of the
following members:

L(1) the majority leader and minority leader of the Senate aid
the Speaker and minority leader of the House of Representatives,
who shall serve ex officio;

[(2) two members representing each political party which is a
major party (as defined in section 9002 (6) ). which members shall
be appointed by the Comptroller General from recommendations
submitted by such political party; and

[(3) three members representing the geieral public. which
members shall be selected by the menibers described in paragraphs
(1) and (2).

[The terms of the first members of the Board described in paragraphs

(2) and (3) shall expire on the sixtieth day after the date of the first
presidential election following January 1, 1973, and the terms of sub-
sequent members described in paragraphs (2) and (3) shall begin on
the sixty-first day after the date of a presidential election and expire
on the sixtieth day following the date of the subsequent presicential
election. The Board shall elect a Chairman from its members.

[ (¢) CoarpexsaTioNn.—Members of the Board (other than members
described in subsection (b) (1) shall receive compensation at the ra‘e
of $75 a day for each day they are engaged in pe-forming duties ard
functions as such members, including traveltime, and, while awavy
from their homes or regular places of business, shall be allowed traval
expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsisten-e, as authorized by
law for persons in the Government service employed intermittently.

[(d) Sratus.—Service by an individual as a member of the Board
shall not, for purposes of any other law of the United States be con-
sidered as service as an officer or employee of the United States.]

182



Rorrcarrn, Vores 1x COMMITTEE

In compliance with sections 133 (b) and (d) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, the record of rollcall votes.
in the Committee on Rules and Administration during its considera-
tion of the original bill (subsequently S. 3044) is as follows:

1. Motion by Senator Griffin to delete Title I and substitute there-.
for a proposal to provide candidates for Federal office in general elec-
tions with certain amounts of television time to be paid for from funds
in the United States Treasury, and to prohibit such candidates from
purchasing additional television time. Rejected: 3 yeas; 6 nays.

Yeas—3 Nays—6
Mr. Allen Mr. Cannon
Mr. Griffin Mr. Pell
Mr. Hatfield * Mr. Robert C. Byrd *
Mr. Williams
Mr. Cook

Mr. Hugh Scott *

_ 2. Question posed by the Chairman: Shall the Committee approve
Title I as contained in the draft bill (Committee Print No. 3)?
Adopted: 7 yeas; 2 nays.

Yeas—7 Nays—2
Mr. Cannon Mr. Allen
Mr. Pell Mr. Griffin
Mr. Robert C. Byrd *
Mr. Williams
Mr. Cook
“‘Mr. Hugh Scott*
Mr. Hatfield *

3. Motion by Senator Griffin that the bill be reported to the Senate
without recommendation (offered as a substitute for Senator Pell’s
motion, which follows). Rejected: 3 yeas; 6 nays.

Yeas—3 Nays—-6
Mr. Allen Mr. Cannon
Mr. Griffin Mr. Pell
Mr. Hatfield * Mr. Robert C. Byrd ?
Mr. Williams
Mr. Cook

Mr. Hugh Scott *

1 Proxy.
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4. Motion by Senator Pell that the draft bill be favorably reported
to the Senate. Adopted : 8 yeas; 1 nay.

Yeas—S8 Nays—1
Mr. Cannon Mr. Allen
Mr. Pell
Mr. Robert C. Byrd ?
Mr. Williams
Mr. Cook
Mr. Hugh Scott*
Mr. Griffin
Mr. Hatfield *

1 Proxy.
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF MR. PELL

It is particularly gratifying to me as Chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Privileges and Elections that the: Committee is reporting legis-
lation in which public financing of elections is such a strong
component.

The public financing features of the Federal Election Campaign
Act Amendments of 1974 stem from comprehensive hearings before
the subcommittee which I conducted on September 18, 19, 20 and 21,
1973. Many constructive recommendations emerged from these hear-
ings. They were distilled into my own bill, S. 2718, which I introduced
on November 16, which was reported to the Committee for considera-
tion, and which formed the basis for our deliberations.

I am pleased that the legislation contains principles which I had
advanced. Among these are: coverage of all Federal elections, pri-
mary and general; a threshold amount to be raised in small contribu-
tions by candidates in primary elections to ensure each candidate’s
seriousness of intent; and the concept of matching these small contri-
butions with federal dollars.

I am also pleased that the legislation contains provisions which I
recommended in Committee. Among these are: an accelerated report-
ing procedure by the Federal Election Commission to permit comple-
tion of examinations and audits of campaign expenditures at the
earliest practicable time; a greater limitation on the amounts which
an individual candidate may contribute to his or her own cam-
paign; and a new method of implementing the dollar check-off,
whereby this check-off becomes automatic unless the taxpayer indi-
cates an objection.

The Committee is reporting to the Senate legislation of historic
significance, in accord with those Jeffersonian principles which place
abiding confidence in the wisdom of the individual and in the indi-
vidual’s fundamental role in the development of an enlightened
democracy. v

We have witnessed the tragic perversion of these principles—in
terms of a misuse and corruption of power and a misguided depend-
ence on the influence of large political contributors.

This legislation is deeply concerned with the ending of such abuses.
It removes the temptation of seeking or of accepting the large com-
promising gift. It returns to our people, to our individual voters a
rightful share and a rightful responsibility in the choosing of their
candidates. And it can serve to establish that climate of public trust
in elected officials which this country so earnestly desires.

CramsorNE PErLL.
ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF MR. GRIFFIN

The astute political observer, David S. Broder, mixed a dash of
homely wisdom with a reporter’s cynicism when he wrote: “The only
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thing more dangerous to democracy than corrupt politicians may be
politicians hell-bent on reform.” C

In many minds, the idea of “public financing™ nas somehow becoine
synonymous with “campaign reform.” I a:n concerned that the reality
may be very different. _ ‘

Even though I have serious doubts about the publie financing aspects
of this bill, I joined in voting to report it because I believe the Senate
as a whole should have an opportunity to debate and decide tl.c issues
raised by Title I. Furthermore, except for Title I, the bill contains
many campaign financing reforms which are clearly meritorious.

For example, I strongly support such provisions as those in other
titles of the bill to create an independent Federal Election Commis-
sion, to place strict dollar limits on the amount an individual can con-
tribute to a candidate or to campaigns in any year, tolimit the amount
a candidate can contribute to his own campaigr, to restrict the size
of cash contributions; to impose ceilings on overall campaign expendi-
tures; and to require each candidate to use a central campaign com-
mittee and depository. '

Such provisions truly represent campaign financing reforras, and
they should be enacted on thelr own merit.

Unfortunately, public understanding has not fully penetrated a
facade of attractive slogans that has surrounded the promise of public
financing for campaigns. As more and more light is focused on the ap-
proach of Title I in this bill, the more realization there will be that it
does not really represent “reform” at all. That will be particularly
true as the people learn that “public financing” means “taxpayer fi-
nancing ;” and when they see that Title I would z.ctually increase, not
decrease, the levels of campaign spending, part.cularly in races for
the House of Representatives.

It should be noted also that a number of needed, real reforms have
not been included in this bill. For example, I believe everyone-—candi-
dates and voters alike-——would welcome steps to shorten the duration of
campaigns.

Roserr P. GrirrIn,
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big companies{with large capital and
pted equipmint.

Like tHy tall tim that once covered the
mountaing) most of| the more profitable
mines here\were deflleted by the end of
World War IT,Wnd the big corporations moved
thelr equipmen\elsewkere.

Since that tim¥, theleconomy of Buchanan
County has depefded] largely on the inde-
pendent truck migers—so-called because
their mines were too \nall to rate individual
rallroad spurs. There[qs light industry in
Grundy and in nearb; chlands, but most
of 1t is devoted to miningie¢quipment manu-
facture.

The waning of thp inddgendent truck
mines and attacks on ptrip miging are such
critical issues that the jocal newdpapers print
editorials almost daily griticizing e Interior
Department. It is dificglt to find angone who
does not agree.

The Rev. Murphy I] Miller of: thé\ First
Presbyterian Church ¢f Buchanan CoWlaty,
was &t work last week]on a Sunday sermhoh
entitled “Coal and Christianity.” He said th¢
sermon was an attack ¢n outside forces thad
seemed bent on destrogjng the coal industry.

“Coal 18 a religious i§sue because it is the
light of life and a natural resource, just like
Christianity is,” satd M]ller. “The equipment
problem 18 one more gxample of outsiders
trying to muscle in ou§ our way of life, de-
stroying the will of men to earn their daily
bread.

The small miners stli] are trying to appeal
the March 30 deadline}through their trade
association, the Nationhl Independent Coal
Operators Association, Qut MESA officials say
there is little chance appeals will succeed ex-
cept in cases where opefators can show they
already have the new e

attrs
sophistiy

tensjon to remain in op

For the first time ir§ the lives of many
miners, the future is bepoming an unavold-
able topic of conversatjon, and when they
speak of it, they speak fike Eugene Hughes,
42, s youthful-looking n with a fifth-grade
education, seven childrqn, and 22 years of
coal mining behind him

“I'm gonna let the ggvernment feed me,
buddy. It’s the only thing I know to do, and
when they get tired of fpeding me and a lot
of others who will be welfare with me,
maybe they’ll let us go back to work,” Hughes
said.

Were he a younger marg Hughes might con-
sider working in a largp, union mine, for
higher wages, but those Jobs are scarce, and
with 22 years’ worth of fpock dust accumu-
lated in his lungs, Hughps could never pass
the physical examination] for employment in
a big mine.

For the first time in life, Hughes now
thinks that he would ponsider some job
other than coal mining if he were starting out
again, but that would olve moving from
here.

“In Buchanan County,” he says, ‘‘coal
mining’s about all you hgve to look forward
to.”

[From the Washington st, Mar. 25, 1974]

SBA To MAKE EQUIPMENT LOANS—APPALACHIA
MINE CLOSURE}STAYED
(By Kenneth Brgdemeier)

About 400 small Appal§chian coal mines,
which for four years have een on notice that
they will be shut down gt the end of this
month unless they inst explosion-proof
machinery, have been gifen more time to
acquire the equipment.

With a considerable ass§t from Sen. Mar-
low W. Cook (R-Ky.), a lbngtime friend of
the small mine owners, the Small Business
Administration has agreefi to grant long-
term, low-interest loans the mine opera-

- that cost of the spa

tors to buy equipmnt that would put them
in compliance with the 1969 Federal Coal
Mine Health and Sifety Act.

A safety complialce panel within the Inte-
rior Department has agreed to postpone clo-
sure if a mine operhtor applies for and wins
approval of an SBA loan. The law called for
the installation pf the equipment by
March 30, but the snall mine operators have
virtually ignored tHe four-year-old deadline.

As a result of thefreceat agreement, James
M. Day, administrajor of the Interior’s Mine
Enforcement and Sgfety Administration, pre-
dicted that no morde than 150 of the mines
will be ordered shu} by federal mine inspec-
tors. Originally as rhany as 500 small moun-
tainside mines faceq an April 1 shutdown.

But as the deadljne approached, the Fed-
eral Energy Office opjected to the closures of
the mines, which pnnually produce about
3 per cent—16 to R0 milllon tons—of the
natlon’s coal supply, FEO sald the coal is
needed to ease the fenergy shortage and the
mines should not beclosed needlessly if there
is no danger to miners working in them.

Moreover, Sen. Cdpk, according to an aide,
worked with Interipr officials to delay the
Neadline and with [the SBA to assure the
awgilabllity of the ldans, which SBA said will
be Wanted for up t¢ 30 years at the current
SBA \terest of 61} per cent.

TheQook aide safd that in 1969 the sena-
tor uns¥ccessfully jattempted to have the
small midgs locateq above the water table
declared “Ign-gassyl]’ and thus exempt from
the mine ety lay’s provision for spark-
proof equipmeyt.

The 500 mindg, sgattered over a 12-state
area but concen¥Waled in the Appalachian
hills of southwestWgn Virginia and eastern
Kentucky, employ 5jg00 to 6,000 workers.

The Key section of \he 1969 law prohibits
use of “‘nonpermissifjle’\glectric drilling, dig-
ging and hauling eqliipnnt after March 30.
This essentially is pquipent that is not
enclosed to prevenfl electrigal sparks from
igniting methane gaj in the &,

The small-mine pwners, hogever, claim
k-containin® equipment
is greater—some estjmates range high as
$500,000 per mine—than the value oNthe coal
in the mines.

These operators sa} that their mines,
with small seams of foal that bigger col\pa-
nies found unprofitdble to dig, are usuayy
high on mountainsidps above the water tabld
Gaseous conditions gre usually found below
the water table, whefe most large mines are
located, they claim.

Thus, the operaters say there is 1little
danger of a gas expldsion in the small mines,
which usually employ from 5 to 30 minutes
and often are family ¢nterprises,

“Since the law waj passed there has been
only one fatality fr a methane explosion
above the water levgl,” said Louis Hunter,
executive vice presidgnt of the Natlonal In-
dependent Coal Opefators Association. ''It's
all very foolish anywgy. They'll let these peo-
ple take a burning tprch into the mines to
repair equipment, t then they say all
equipment has got lto be sparkproof and
watertight.”

The number of mires that actually will be
forced to close is difficult to ascertain. The
mine safety act set fp an independent in-
terim compliance pahel to review applica-

eften

mitted to install metRane monitors on min-
ing equipment that} would automatically
shut off the equipmept when there is 0.25
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per cent methanejin
ing area. However,

S 4437

the air near the ml.n

no decision has been

made on the ownerp’ request.

_The law req
when there is 2
alr. Explosions

that mines be shut down

cent methane in the
when there is 5 to 16

per cent of the odofieas gas.
The United Mi Workers, which repre-

sents about 10 per
ers, sald it suppo
union spokesman

rts

sald:

rent of the affected work-

the mine closures. A
‘“The law is very

clear. We're not gding to tolerate endanger-

ing miners’ lives.”

B

CONCLUSI!
B

CF MORNING

INESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-

LEN).

Time for [ransaction of routine

morning business has now expired. Morn-
d.

LEN).
the previous orde
the Senate Cale
which the clerk
The second ass
read as follows:
S. 2893, to amend
ice Act {0 improve
gram and to auth
such program: for th

The PRESIDIN
objection to the pr
the bill?

There being no
proceeded to consid

OF 1974
OFFICER (Mr. AL-

, in accordance with

the Chair lays before
ar No. 710, S. 2893,

1 state.

tant legislative clerk

he Public Health Serv-
e national cancer pro-
ize appropriations for
next 3 fiscal years.

OFFICER. Is there
ent consideration of

pbjection, the Senate
er the bill, which had

been reported fror
Labor and Publi
amendment to stril
acting clause and i
That this Act may

Cancer Act Amendme)

SEc. 2. Section 301 (}
Service Act (42 US.
striking the words *

ending June 30, 1968,

succeeding fiscal years

the Committee on
Welfare with an
out all after the en-
ert:
c¢ited as the “National
pts of 1974".
) of the Public Health
201) is amended by
uring the fiscal year
and each of the eight

»,

SEec. 3. Section 402(1)) ot the Public Health

grvice Act is amendqgd-—

N ) by striking ou§ “in amounts not to
excoRd $35,000” in pargeraph (1) and insert-
ing iTNleu thereof “if the direct costs of such
researcy and training Jlo not exceed #36,000,
but onlyg;

$35,000” in
lieu thereof

Sec. 4. (a) Se

‘“where a.pproprla,te
(b) Section 407(N

the. following: “(incl
priate nutritional preghg
under treatment for cg

e words “Na-
tional Cancer Program,
ing the number and typgs
sary to .carry out such o

(d) Section 407(b) (9
amended by inserting imj
period at the end ther
and the allocation of pi
carry out the National

(e) Section 407(b) of
by adding the following

“(10) 'The Director of fhe National Cancer
Institute shall conduct r contract for pro-
grams to disseminate anq interpret on a cur-
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rent basis for practifioners and other health

professionals, scientifts, and the general pub-
lic, sclentific and otHer information respect-

ing the cause, preyention, diagnosis- and

treatment of the disegse or other health prob-
lem to which the acfivities of the Institute
are directed. The Dfrector of the Natlonal
Cancer Institute shall 1ssue such regulations
as are necessary to cprry out this activity.”.

Sec. 5. Section 408 (k) of the Public Health
Service Act is amepded by striking out
“fifteen’’.

SEC. 6. Section 409 (p) -of the Public Health
Service Act is amendefl by striking out “and”
before “$40,000,000” dnd by inserting before
the period at the end thereof a comma and
the following: “$50,00p,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 197, $65,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending Jung 30, 1976, and $85,000,-
000 for the fiscal year pnding June 30, 1977”.

Sec. 7. Section 410Jof the Public Health
Service Act is amend¢d—

(1) by striking ouf “fifty” in paragraph
(1) and inserting ih lleu thereof ‘one
hundred”;

(2) by striking ou
paragraph (7);

(3) by striking out khe period at the end
of paragraph (8) and ifserting in lleu thereof

“and” at the end of

k' paragraph (8) the
h-

“(9) to award granks for new construc-
for improvement of
tory facilities, includjng those related to
biohazard control, as Heemed necessary for

Sec. 8. Section 41
Health Service Act is 4
the word “, contrac
“‘grants”

Sec. 8. Section 410C pf the Public Health
Service Act is amended py striking out “and”
before ““$600,000,000" arl by inserting before
the period at the end thpreof a semicolon and
the following: “$750,080,000 for the fiscal
year ending Juue 30, 197§; $830,000,000 ror the
fiscal year ending June] 30, 1976; and $985,-
000,000 for the fiscal ypar ending June 30,
1977,

SEc. 10. Part A of tifle IV of the Public
Health Service Act is arpended by adding at
the end thereof the following new section:

‘‘AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS

“SEC. 410D. Notwithstahding any other pro-
vision of law, unless enjcted after the date
of enactment of this secfjon expressly in lim-
itation of the provisions §f this section, funds
appropriated for any fisqal year to carry out
any program for which afpropriations are au-
thorized by the Public §
(42 U.S.C. 201) or the Mental Retardation
Facilities and Commuigity Mental Health
Centers Construction Acf of 1963 (42 U.S.C.
2661) shall remain avaijable for obligation
and expenditure until the end of such fiscal
year.”

SEc. 11. Section 454 of] ]
Service Act is amended po read as follows:

“DIRECTORS OF JNSTITUTES

“SEc. 454. (a) The Direqtor of the National
Institutes of Health shalt be appointed by
the President by and with fhe advice and con-
sent of the Senate. AppoiRtees shall be eligi-
ble for reappointment.

““(by The Director of tRe National Cancer
Institute shall be appoifted by the Presi-
dent. Except as provided ir] section 407(b) (9),
the Director of the Natlionhl Cancer Institute
shall revort directly to the Director of the
Netional Institutes of Heplth.

TITLE II—BIOMEDIC. RESEARCH

SEc. 201. Title 'IV of $he Public Health
Service Act is amended byladding at the end
thereof the following new jsection:

“Sec. 456. (a) There § established the
President’s Biomedical Resparch Panel (here-
tnafter in this section r§ferred to as the

ended by inserting
,” after the word

the Public Health
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‘Panel’) which shall be coraposed of (1) the
Chairman of the Rresiden:'s Cancer Panel;
and (2) four mefnbers appointed by the
President, who by Jvirtue >f their training,
experience, and background are exceptionally
qualified to appra: the bi>medical researcl:
program of the Natjonal Institutes of Healtl:
(including the resgarch program of the Na-
tional Institute of pMental Health). At least
three of the membgrs of tne Panel shall be
distinguished scienfists or physicians.

“(b) (1) Appoint memers of the Panet
who are appointed pursuant to clause (2) of
subsection (a), shall be appointed for three-
year terms, except that (1) In the case of the
four members first fappointed alter the date
on which this sectipn becomes effective, two
shall be appointed]for a erm of one year
and two shall be appointed for a term of two
years, as designated by the President at the
time of appointmexdt, and (i1) any member
appointed to fill a vhecancy occurring prior to
the expiration of thg term for which his pred-
ecessor was appoirnged shill be appointed
only for the remainger of such term.

“(2) The Presidegt shall designate one of"

the appointed memHers to sierve as Chairmar:
of the Panel for a t¢rm of one year.

“(c) Appointed mpmbers of the Panel shall
each be entitled toreceive the daily egulv-
alent of the annual rate o basic pay in ef-
fect for grade Gi3-1§ of the General Schedule
for each day (inclufling traveltime) during
which they are engphged in the actual per-
formance of duties fested in the Panel, and
shall be allowed tratgel expenses (including &
per diem allowance] unde: section 5703(b)
of title 5, United Stakes Codé.

“(d} The Panel all m:et at the call of
the Chairman, but rfot less often than twelve
times a year. A trajscript shall be kept of
the proceedings of egqch meuting of the Panet,
and the Chairmean sfall ma e such transeriph
svailable to the puble.

“(e) The Panel shhll monitor the develop-
ment and executiory of tl.e biomedical re-
search programs of [the Naitional Institutes
of Hesalth (includinglthe research program of
the Nsational Instithite of Mental Health)
under this section, gnd shall report directly
to the President. Any delal’'s or blockages in
rapid execution of fhe biomedical research
programs of the Natipnal Irstitutes of Health
(including the reseafch program of the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health) shall im-
mediately be broughf to th: attention of the
Fresident and the Serjate Commivtee on Labor
and Public Welfare, the Ho ise Committee on
Interstate and Foreigh Commerce, the Senate
Jommitte on Approgriatiols and the House
Committee on Appgopriations. The Panel
shall submit to the President periodic prog-
ress reports on the Womedlcal research pro-
grams of the Natiorgl Institutes of Health
(including the reseagjch program of the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health) and an-
nually an evaluatior] of the efiicacy of the
biomedical research pgrograras of the Nationsl
Institutes of Health [including the research
program of the Natignal Irstitute of Mental
Health) and suggestjons for improvements,
and shall submit sugh other reports as the
President shall direcy. At the request of the
President, it shall supmit Jor his considera-
tion a list of names §f perions for consider-
ation for appointmeng as Cirector of the Na-
tional Institutes of Hpalth.”

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD). Mr. President.
1 suggest the abserjce ol a quorum.

The PRESIDING{OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assisfant legislative clerk

‘proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
1 ask unanimous cdnsen: that the order
for the quorum cal} be :‘escinded.

The PRESIDIN CFFICER. (Mzr.
CLARK) . Without jection, it is so
ordered.
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EXTENSION OF FOR COMMIT-
TEE TO ITS REPORT

Mr. ROBERT C]BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask tnanimous donsent that the Com-
mittee on Interiof and Insular  Affairs
have until midnight of March 28 of file
its report on S. 17, the Indian Self-
Determination and Educational Reform
Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
phjection, it is s

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
1 ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed at this time to the considera-
tion of the unfinished business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The hill will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bili (S. 3044) to amend the Federal Elec-
“ion Campalgn Act of 1971 to provide for
nublic :inancing of primary and general elec-
+ion campaigns for Federal elective office, and
to amend certain other provisions of law
relating to the financing and conduct of such
campaigns.,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will
call tha roil.

'The second assistant legislative clerk
oroceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorura call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jectior, it is-so ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, as chairman
of the Senate Subcommittee on Privileges
and Biections, I wish to emphasize the
importance of S. 3044 to the future of our
democracy. In particular, I wish to stress
the importance of title I of this legisla-
tion, dealing with the public financing of
elections.

This is historic legislation. Let me
place i briefly into a framework of recent
history. In mid-September last year our
subcommittee conducted 4 days of public
hearirigs on this most important subject
area. Members of Congres deeply con-
cerned with election reform were among
the more than 40 witnesses who testified
and presented their thoughtful views and
recommendations. My bill, 8.2718, result-
ing from these comprehensive hearings,
was reported forward to the Committee
on Rules and Administration, and its
fundamentals formed the basis of our
committee deliberations on public fi-
naneirg. ]

‘We have thus worked with careful and
detailed consideration on the develop-
ment of this legislation. We heve
weighed a variety of alternatives, as set
forth in the very thorough and informa-
tive report our chairman has submitted.

Mr. President, it was just over 2
months ago, on December 3, 1973, that
the akle and distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
trafionn (Mr. CANNON) gave assurances to
the Setnate in this chamber that every
effort would be made, so that this report
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could be submitted within 30 days after
the beginning of the second session of
the 93d Congress.

T wish to commend the chairman for
the successful meeting of this target
date. . -

In submitting this report we have
vaken full cognizance of historic prece-
dents and historic forerunners to public
financing concepts. Let me praise, espe-
cially in this connection, my senior col-
league from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE)
for his pioneering work in this area.

‘In essence, I believe we have prepared
legislation which goes to the very heart
of our democratic process, and which
will enable that heart to beat once again
with confidence.

It can be argued that we cannot legis-
late morality, cannot mandate an end
to dishonesty, an end to venality, can-
not by public law eliminate all the shock-
ing abuses which have so plagued us as
a nation and, in particular, this admin-
istration.

But we can, through enlightened leg-
islative action, create a climate which
minimizes the cause of abuse, and we
c¢an return to our voters their rights to
choose candidates who are not beholden
to the large, and so often compromising,
political contribution.

As the committee report points out,
the amount to be contributed by each
individual taxpayer in the public financ-
ing of elections is modest—$2 per year
for one individual, $4 on a joint return.
That is an investment which I believe
will benefit each individual, in terms of
more responsible government and in
terms of a government responsive to
human needs rather than to special
interests. .

There are those who will say that this
bill goes too far, and others who main-
tain it does not go far enough. I believe
it goes the right distance. It provides the
advantages of public financing and yet
leaves them optional. It lmits the con-
tribution any individual can make to a

campaign to a meaningful yet moderate

sum. It covers all Federal elections, in-
cluding primaries. In those primaries, it
establishes the basis for serious, not friv-
ilous participants. It provides incentives
for minor party candidates to enter the
mainstream of political life. It preserves
the constructive role of the political party
in our Nation.

We will debate the details of this legis-
lation, but I set them here within a
framework of the goals which I -believe
this bill can enable us to attain. -

We may not eradicate all future
Watergates, but certainly we will dis-
courage the perpetuation of a climate in
which power is abused by the clever at
the expense of the unwary, where power
is perverted by a calculated deception
which—in Richard Sheridan’s words—we
might call a *“school for scandal.” .

Mr. President, I urge passage of this

legislation. As I'have stated in our com- -

mittee report, I believe it is in accord
with historic Jeffersonian principles
which place abiding confidence in the
wisdom of the individual and in the in-
dividual's fundamental role in the de-
velopment of an enlightened democracy.

At this time, let me comment on the
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proposals recently offered by President
Nixon under the hedding of “Campaign
reform.” I would point out that a number
of them are scarcely original. One au-
thorized political committee per candi-
date, contributions openly identified as
to individual donors, a limit of $3,000 for
individual contributions to candidates,
no loans as possible contributions, a bi-
partisan Federal elections commission—
these are examples of provisions already
in our Senate legislation today and in
S. 372, passed by the Senate months ago.

The President takes strong exemption
to the concept of public financing. He
talks about “diverting hundreds of mil-
lions of tax dollars away from préssing
national needs” in order to underwrite
campaigns. I submit that the individual
taxpayer’s investment is very modest,
that the return is to be measured in
terms of honesty in government, that
this is a most pressing national need, and
that American taxpayers are paying far
more out of their own pockets now to
finance campaigns and an administra-
tion which has achieved the dubious rep-
utation of being the most purchasable of
any since Hardin’s Teapot Dome one.

I would also point: out that when I
conducted the public hearings on this

legislation last September, I expressly .

asked the administration well in advance
to provide us with an appropriate wit-
ness who could educate us on the admin-
istration’s position on election reform.

I inquired of the witness, an assistant
attorney general whom the administra-
tion selected for this purpose, as to
whether he spoke for the White House,
for the Justice Department or for the
whole administration.

His reply was: .

I am trying to speak for our best under-
standing of what may be the Administra-
tion's position on a matter we frankly have
no final position on in detall.

This was about the extent of our Sen-
ate education in this regard.

It seems a bit surprising under these

circumstances that we should now re-
ceive Presidential recommendations, this
long after the hearings, this long after
Senate adoption of 8. 372, this long after
requests for elucidation, this long after
committee action and deliberations.

We may not always be noted for celer-
ity of action in this body, but this time,
compared to the White House, we have
been like a veritable greyhound compared
to a snail.

Perhaps we should be pleased and say,
“Better late than never, Mr. President,”
but I for one believe that if these admin-
istration proposals were to have received
serious consideration-—as were the rec-
ommendations of more than 40 witnesses
at those comprehensive September hear-
ings—they should have been transmitted
to us at the appropriate time, and cer-
tainly long before this.

Let us, therefore, not be diverted in our
deliberations. Let us give our approval to
the soundness and wisdom contained in
the bill we have before us, which is truly
in the best interests of all our citizens.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PELL. I am glad to yield. .

Mr. ALLEN. First, I commend the
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distinguished Senator from Rhode Islancl
for his dedicated and diligent efforts in
the direction of campaign reform legis-
lation. ' '

I should like to inquire of the distin-
guished Senator if he feels that public
financing is a necessary feature or ele~

- ment of campaign reform. Could it not be

reformed and still leave the campaign
expenditures in the private sector, rather
than calling for public support?

Mr. PELL. There are two separate ap-
proaches. Two separate parts of the
same cloth, like the warp and the woof.
I am not sure they can be separated. If
we were people of complete morality and
complete conscientiousness they could
be. But being, as we are, frail people,
ahd human people, there is an intertwin-
ing here of the two, just as there is in
the warp and the woof.

Mr. ALLEN. I noticed a provision in
the Kennedy-Scott rider offered last
year that does not seem to be carried for-
ward in the Senate .committee bill, S.
3044, the pending bill, and that was that
the matchable contributions had to have
been made within a certain time limit
before the general election. I wonder
why that provision was not carried for-
ward in the Senate bill.

Mr. PELL. The Senator has pointed
out—1I will not say & flaw, but an ares
not covered in our legislation intention.
ally. We considered many problems anc
did not believe we should approach ths
question of the time limit in this legis-
1ation.

Mr. ALLEN. As far as it appears, then
contributions may have been made 4, 5
6, 7, or 8 years prior to the convention
and I speak now of Presidential prefer-
ence primaries leading up to the conven.
tion; contributions made many year:
before the convention would be subjec!

‘t0 being matched by the Federal Treas-

ury. Is that not correct?

Mr. PELL. That is correct in the bill a:
presently drafted.

Mr. ALLEN. Then, as quick as the bil
becomes law, the various candidates whe
send up trial balloons in the Presidentia
race could come in and present a state.
ment to the public treasury, assuming
they reached the $250,000 threshol
amount authorizing the matching o
their contributions, and they could say
“Y have been running now for Presiden
for 5 or 6 years and collected thes
amounts of money and I want these sum
matched.” Is that permissible under th
Senate bill? . .

Mr. PELL. My understanding is that i
is permissible under the Senate bill.

Mr. ALLEN. So that there would b
quite a nice little payment by the Feders
Treasury to catch up with the politice
cempaigns of various candidates fo
President just to bring them up to date

Mr. PELL. In other words, a Harol
Stassen could reap a windfall. o

Mr. ALLEN. But anyone who collecte
$250,000 would be eligible, not only t
have that matched, but up to the time ¢
the convention he would have his contri
butions matched dollar for dollar out ¢
the Federal treasury provided they wer
$250 or less. .

Mr. PELL. He could raise the sum, s
the Senator has pointed out, but it woul
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mean he is a serious candidate and car-
rying his argument to the American
people. It may be from the point of view
of the public interest and the national
interest, a man ke Harold Stassen over
the years running for President served
an important role and purpose.

Mr. ALLEN. I have an amendment I
expect to offer later providing that no
contribution could be matched unless
it was made not more than 14 onths
prior to the general election. Would the
Senator feel inclined to go along with
that amendment?

Mr. PELL. Not as floor manager of
the bill, but speaking for myself as an
individual I think that particular amend-
ment of the Senator from Alabama
makes good sense to me and I would ac-
cept it. o

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. PELL. But I hasten to add that I
am speaking only for myself.

Mr. ALLEN. I understand the Sen-
ator’s statement but I do know his in-
fluence would go much further than
that and I feel that with his support;
we will get that amendment agreed to,
at leest.

So under the bill there is no starting
point beyond which contributions would
be ruled ouf. Then, looking prospectively,
would it be possible for a candidate for
the Presidential nomination to say,
“Well, I do not believe I can run in 1976,
but I will be able to run by 1980 or 1984.”
Under this bill would it be possible for a
candidate for the Presidential nomina-
tion to start collecting matching funds
from the Federal Government for a
nomination far on down the line in
terms of years?

Mr. PELL. It would be.

Mr. ALLEN. I see. So we get a set of
candidates, then, running for the Presi-
dential nomination in 1976, and the
Government footing one-half of the bill,
and then another set of candidates
running for President in 1980, and the
Government footing one-half of those
bills, and then another set of candidates
running for the nomination in 1984 and
the Government footing one-half of
these bills. Would that be possible under
this bill?

Mr. PELL. It would be possible under
this bill, but it would be hard to find
many people interested in contributing
to the potential candidates of 1988 or
1992 at the present time. I cannot
imagine many private citizens doing so.

Mr. ALLEN. But still it would be pos-
sible for a college student to say, “I al-
ways have had an ambition to be Presi-
dent. I want to run in 1980.”

Mr. PELL. 1992.

Mr. ALLEN. 1992, then. He could say,
“I have raised this $250,000 among my
fellows, and now I want the Govern-
ment to start matching my contribu-
tions to my campaign.” That is possible
under the bill, is it not?

Mr. PELL. It is, And if he is success-
ful in raising that amount of money
from his fellows, he might be President
long before 1992.

Mr. ALLEN. Another thing that dis-
turbs me is the fact that every candidate
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for the Presidential nonination can re-
ceive up to $7.5 million from the public
Treasury to further his candidacy. And
it is not required that a candidate par-
ticipate in a single Presidential prefer-
ence primary in order to start getting
this money from the Federal CGoveri-
ment, is it?

Mr. PELL. That would be correct, but

‘just thinking back, we have had Presi-

dents elected who have not competed in
Presidential primaries under our pres-
ent system.

Mr. ALLEN, That is the very point the
Senator from Alabama is getting to.
We are speaking of reform legislation.
We want to reform the election process
and make it less suscep:ible to improper
influences. Yet under the bill it would
be possible for a candidate for the
Presidency, fcr one, two, three, or four,
or more, for that matter, to collect $7.5
million in matchable contributions frora
the public and then $7.5 million each
from the Federal Government, and then
go to the convention, zach one armed
with a $15 million campaign fund, com-
peting for the votes of she various dele-
gates to the convention. Is that possible
under the bill?

Mr. PELL. It is possidle, if the candi-
dates were serious erough and were
successful in raising private money. The
idea here is that if they raised private
money, they would raise public money,
but they would not receive rublic money
without first receiving rrivate money.

Mr. ALLEN. Would i; nol be possible
to go to the convention with a campaign
fund of $15 million?

Mr. PELL. 1t would be possible, just as
it is possible now for a candidate to do
the same thing, only he would have tc
raise it out of the private sector.

Mr. ALLEN. The candidate would have
to raise $7.5 million fron private money
in order to get $7.5 million from the
Federal Government?

Mr. PELL. Yes. Toda he has to raise
$15 million from the private sector.

Mr. ALLEN. Is not $7.5 million enough
to run for a Presidenticl nomination?

Mr. PELL. According to the witnesses
who came before us, it is not enough o
run g serious campaign. )

Mr. ALLEN. $7.5 million is not enough?

Mr. PELL. That is right.

Mr. ALLEN. So the bill, instead of
cutting down campaign expenses, is
going to make it possitle to have more
expensive campaigns in the nomination
drive for the President?

Mr. PELL. It could. 1t could result in
that. It would depend c¢n the individusal
and his appeal how much he would raise
in the private sector. In my own small
State, in my last campaign, I regret to
say T had to spend more than half a
million dollars in a Stete that has less
than 1.5 percent of the vote. In the other
States—I believe the Senator from Ala-
bams is in one of the more fortunate
States—such sums go a much longer way.
I would hope that wculd apply more
generally.

Mr. ALLEN. I notice from Senate Res-
olution 60, setting up the Watergate
Committee, this provision:
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The select committee shall have authority
to recommend the enactment—

This is on page 13, section 4—
of anv new congressional legislation which
its investigation considers it 15 necessary or
desiraiole to safeguard the electoral. proeess
by which the President of the United States
is chosen.

The Watergate Committee is on the
verge of winding up its affairs and mak-
ing its report. Would it not be of interest
to the Members of the Senate and the
Members of the House and the public
generally to find out what the Watergate
Comrnittee is going to recommend with
regard to election reform?

Mr. PELL. But, as the Senator has
suggested, the language there is permis-
sive. It has the authority to do it; it is
not mandatory that it must make a rec-
ommendation. I would think the first re-
sponsibility for such legislation should
come from our own Rules and Adminis-
tration Committee, which is the stand-
ing committee where this authority has
been vested as a matter of course through
the years.

Mr. ALLEN. Yet the Senate adopted
this resolution setting up the Watergate
Comrnittee.

Mr. PELL. And giving it the permis-
sive suthority to recommend legislation.
S0 far I see no signs of such permissive
authority being exercised.

Mr. ALLEN. Would the Senator be
interested in knowing that five out of the
seven Watergate Committee members
are opposed to public financing of elec-
tions*

Mr. PELL. What was that again, may
1 ask she Senator?

Mr. ..LILEN. Five out of the seven
members of the Watergate Committee
are opposed to public financing of elec-
tions.

Mr. PELL. That could be. I simply do
nnt know what the results of a poll in
the Watergate Commitiee would be, but
I do kriow that under rule XXV the Sen-
ate Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration is given jurisdiction and what-
ever legislation the Watergate Commit-
tee recommended would have to come
before it for action. I believe I am correct

ir. that.
Mr. ALLEN.: I believe Senate bill 3044
goes one step further than did

the Eennedy-Scott-Mansfield-Mondale-
Pell-Cranston rider last time, in that
that rider did not provide for public fi-
nancing in House and Senate primary
races. Did it?

Mr. PELL. It -did not apply, and our
attention was called to that omission,
just as the Senator from Alabama called
to my mind the possible omission that
we did not have a cutoff date for past
contributions. As we discussed it in com-
mittes, it seemed that we should include
primaries for all Federal elections.

Mr. ALLEN. I believe the Washington
Post is for campaign reform and even for
some assistance of public financing of
elections. I notice that that publication
this rmorning, in referring to the rider
which failed of adoption last year, said
in its editorial:

Toduy the Senate begins debate on & very
ambitious bill to extend public financing to
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all federal primaly and general-election cam-
palgns.

If the goal of reforms is t0 make federal

oampaigns more open in every respect—
above-board, broadly based and genuinely
competitive—then some degree of public fi-
nancing is an important complement to
imitations on private funds. Outlawing large
private contributions will reduce, or at least
make more perilous, the domination of the
political marketplace by well-heeled individ-
uals and special interests. Public financing,
direct or indirect, will broaden public par-
ticipation in campaigns and enable chal-
lengers to combat the large advantages which
incumbents now enjoy. That principle lies
behind the existing dollar check-off and pro-
vistons for tax credits or deductions for small
private contributions. It s an approach worth
expanding in a sensible and incremental
way. .
The problem with the latest Senate bill 1s
that ¥ tries to do too much, too soon, and
goes beyond what is either feasible or work~
able. For one thing, the bill provides for
full public financing of congressional gen-
eral-election campalgns, and that 18 clearly
indigestible in the House this year, since the
House leadership even chokes on the more
moderate matching-grant approach embodied
in the Anderson-Udall bill. The more serious
defects in the Senate bill involve the inclu-
sion of primaries. No aspect of the federal
elections process is more motley and capri-
cious than the present steeplechase of presi-
dential primaries. Injecting even partial pub-
e funding into this process, without
retionalizing it in any other way, makes little
_sense. As for congressional primaries, they are
80 varied in size, cost and significance among
the states that no single system of public
support seems justifiable without much more
careful thought.

I am just wondering if there is now
a wide difference of opinion among those
who support public financing of elections.
Appsrently the Washington Post does
not think too much of this bill, and cer-
tainly does not think anything of the
presidential preference primary subsidy
or the congressional subsidv. I am just
wondering if there is now a kind of break-
up in the group that has been pushing
for public financing of elections. Is this
editorial indicative of that?

Mr. PELL. I think there are certainly
differences of view among those who be-
lieve in public financing, differences of
gradation, differences of emphasis. Al-
though I usually find myself in agree-
ment with the Washington Post, some-
times it - has an idea with which I am
in disagreement. Basically, the Washing-
ton Post, or the liberal establishment, or
the middle-of-the-road establishment,
who I think are tired of the role that
money has played in election decisions
and campaign contributions for elections,
inclines to some kind of public financing.
What kind of public financing, is open
to argument, just as we are doing now.

As far as being “indigestible” with the
House, the Washington Post may be ac-
curate. That is what the purpose of con-
ferences is—to see how much they will
accept and what is not palatable.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished

Senator for the information he has

given me with respect to this bill.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a unanimous-con-
sent request?

Mr. PELL. I yield to the Senator from
California.
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Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two members of
my staff, Roy Greenaway and Jan Muel-
ler, may be accorded the privileges of the
floor during consideration of this meas-
ure, including rollcalls.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it 1s so ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will
call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CLARK). Without objection, it is so
ordered. :

' RECESS a;; 1:15 P.M.

M. MANSFIELI}. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous conse! that the Senate
stand in recess unti} the hour of 1:15 this
afternoon. :

The PRESIDIN{ OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so orflered.

Thereupon, at 13:45 p.m. the Senate
took a recess until §:15 p.m., when it was
called to order by phe Presiding Officer
(Mr. HATHAWAY) .

Mr. MANSFI . Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING JOFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clgrk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN.

the quorum call be

The PRESIDING|OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS TO 2 P.M.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr] President, with the
approval of the disfjinguished majority
jeader, I move that fhe Senate stand in
recess until the hourpf 2 p.m..

The motion was agdreed to; and at 1:31
p.m. the Senate k a recess until 2
p.m.; whereupon the]Senate reassembled
when called to orddr by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. DOMENI

().
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Berry, one of its
ced that the House
mendments of the
. 7130) to improve
ver budgetary out-
, to provide for a
ce, to establish a
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resentatives by Mr.
reading clerks, annou
had disagreed to the
Senate to the bill (H.
congressional control
lay and receipt tota
Legislative Budget
procedure providing
trol over impoundm
executive branch, andifor other purposes;
nce asked by the
ing votes of the
nd that Mr. BorL-
unG of Texas, Mr.
. MarTIN of Ne-
Mr. DEL CLAWSON

two Houses thereon,
LING, Mr. S1sK, Mr. Y
Lone of Louisiana,
braska, Mr. LATTA, an
were appointed mana
the House at the conf

Mr. CANNON.[Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a juorum.

The PRE G OFFICER (Mr.
DomeNICD . ‘The $lerk will call the roll.

The second {stant legislative clerl:
proceeded to the roll. )

Mr. M LD, Mr. President, X ask
unanimous conseht that the order for the

t

objection, it is so prdered.

8 [ERD. Mr. President, what

is the pending bug
The PRESIDING OFFICER. 8. 3004.

t that S. 3044, the un-
finished business, be laid aside temporar-
ily and that the Benate proceed to the
consideration of] Calendar No.- 710,
$.2893. )

The PRESIDINIG OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by tifle.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

S. 2893, to amend jthe Public Health Serv-
ice Act ‘to improve fhe national cancer pro-
gram and to authqrize appropriations for
such program for the next 3 fiscal years.

The Senate resymed consideration of

unanimous consex

. Mr. President, 1
suggest the absende of a quorum. ~
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

quorum: call be resginded.

The PRESIDIN{ OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so

Mr. MANSFIE Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and n .

The PRESIDING] OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas dnd nays were ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. . President, it Is
a special pleasure |for me to present
for action here this 4fternoon 8. 2893, the
National Cancer Ach of 1974, on behalf

the Committee on] Labor and Public
Welfare. We come Jto the Senate this
afterncon with the junanimous support
of the committee. I will continue what
I think has been onfe of the really dy-
namic and effectivp health programs
that have been devejoped by the Senate
in recent years.

To trace the legisigtion very briefly for
the beriefit of the Sefate, the cancer leg-
islation initially wagq developed after a
special panel of consgltants had been es-
tablished by the chgirman of the Sub-
committee on Healfh in the Senate,
former Senator Ralph Yarborough, of
Texas. This cancer phnel of consultants
of the finest minds
unity, those who
esearch, as well as
ey made recom-
mittee, and to the

had worked in cance;
dedicated laymen. "
mendations to the col
Senate. Their report the basis of the
1971 cencer legislationd, which we are ex-
tending and improving today.

195




k special tribute to the
panel and the chair-
bnt’s Cancer Panel, Mr.
ifit. His willingness to

paralleled. -
The legislation

i aings we have had

h¢ on Health, in

ost effective

consumer groups
Association of A
leges, as well as
Society.

Mr. President,

1974, which I intrdduced in the Sena
January 24, 1974.

Many of you kn
enormity of the cdncer problem. Many
of you have already experienced the fear
and helplessness unfeashed by this family
of more than 109 clinically distinct
diseases.

But for those of|jyou who have been
fortunate enough ot to confront this
second major killer §f Americans I would
like to present som¢ facts in support of
the new National Cahcer Act. I hope that
these facts will pegsuade you-——as they
have me—that as Nlembers of the U.S.
Senate we all have ajcompelling mandate
to hasten the conghest of cancer, and
that in S. 2893 we h4ve the proper legis-
lative instrument wWith which to help
forge this humanifarian accomplish-
ment.

Caricer is a term Jfor more than 100
clinically distinct diseases which kill
someone in this couftry every 11 min-
utes. This year it is dstimated that 655,-
000 .Americans will Recome new cancer
cases and 355,000 wil] die; that is about
975 persons a day. wo out of every
three American famifies will be stricken
with cancer over the ypars.

‘The annual cost of these diseases is
more than $15 billion.fThe cost in human
suffering of the victings, their friends and
families, is incalculablp. )

If cancer was one diease we might ex=
pect a single cure oy dramatic break-
through. But it is not. Ynfortunately can-
cer is far more complf
infectious diseases con
march of medical prog]

Cancer is a widesprdad blologxcal phe-
nomenon. with differebt incidences, ap-
pearances, and functiohing. It is induced
by widely different chemical, physical,
and biological agents ost of which are
unknown.

Tofind the causes agd cures of cancer
may indeed require unjocking the inner-
most biologic secrets of life itself.

Let me give you on¢ example of the
scope of the scientific challenge to which
we must address ourkelves. Scientists
have long had reasor] to believe that
many, if not the majority, of human
cancers are caused by ghemical or other
environmental agen About 1,000
chemicals are . now own. to induce
carncer in animals and 2§ chemical agents
have been implicated askauses of human
cancer.
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are recommending

bw at first hand the\

‘we believe are ne
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and clinicians. A continuing influx Qf‘
new scientific talgnt is necessary to in-
sure progress both{in cancer and in medi-
cal research in gegeral. The cost of these
programs is minithal compared with the
value of lives pt will ultimately be
saved. :

Third, funding Jevels.

F‘undmg for thq national cancer pro-
gram has more thdn doubled since enact-
ment of the Natiogal Cancer Act of 1971.
the authorizationd in the .new bill pro-
vide for further iMcreases at levels rec-
ommended by botR the President’s Can-
cerr panel and the] National Cancer Ad-
visory Board.

The committee feels these authoriza-
tion levels are satiffactory to assure con-
tirued maximum |progress of the na-
flonal zancer program.

Fourth, cancer cqntrol progrant:

‘The cancer contfol program, through
its efforts to insufe rapid and effective
dissemination of tRe latest research ad-
vances and kndwledge of cancer,
strengthens the gereral practice of medi-
cire in this country. The program should
develop into a majqr demonstration once
for the rapid appication of improved
diagnostic, treatment and rehabilitation
methods. For this| reason, S. 2893 in-
creases funding aythorizations for the
cancer control program for the next 3
Vears.

Fifth, need to submit personnel re-
quirements with buliget requests.

The National Chncer Institute has
been saverely limifed in its efforts to
secure the numbersjand kinds of person-
nel necessary to ddminister expanded
prograins because pf inadequate super
grade positions, pefsonnel ceilings and
reductions imposedjon the institute by
the administratio Recognizing that
adequate personnel jare essential for an
effective program, §S. 2893 provides a
mechanism for the hational cancer pro-
sram to make thgse personnel needs
known to Congress§ By requiring Na-
tional Cancer Instijute to submit per-
sonnel needs along with the yearly
budget request, it is]intended that Con-
jiress will be informgd of and able to act
u&»n these personngl needs.

AVAILABILIT OF FUNDS

But roughly 200,000 new chemicals are
introduced into{the environment each
year---costly in ifjdustrial countries—and
about 10,000 of Jthese ure produced in
quantities capabje of coataminating the
environment—aljout one ton or more.

To counter thi$ chemi:al onslaught, in
the United Statps we are now testing
about 500 compofinds g year. Just to test
one chemical requires roughly 2 years,
400 animals of vqrious species, and costs
about $70,0060. (Qbviously, at this level
we cannot catch up with testing the
older chemicals qr even make a dent in
the yearly inundgation of the new.

Therefore, thel natiorial cancer pro-
gram is continuigg a sustained effort to
develop what might be called a “mini-
screen” to bioagsay compounds in a
matter of mornthe, at a fraction of the
present cost and} hopefully, with better
oredictability as fo wherher the chemi-
R!s might causelcancer in man.

Inst.tute activities
al cancer program is
resuls to the people.

date of ob b
the latest ydvanpes in cancer preven-
tion, detectid, trpatment, and rehabili-
tation are male pvailable to all of the
people.

The cancer pr§gram hias moved for-
ward in this area #\th the establishment
of nine comprehfn\ive cancer centers
and the initiatiop oNnumerous cancer
control projects. ese\ fforts must be
continued.

Simply stated, ye mus:Npring the best
in cancer medfine to \the people
wherever they ard, and assuN; that cen-
ters of excellence hre availabl&through-
out the country

with tlhie tools which
essary for successful

Cancer Institute

The major featyres are as follows:

First, need for §dditional cancer cen-
ters. The National Cancar Act of 1971
limits the number pf new comprehensive
cancer centers td 15. This limitation
severely restricts fhe goels of the can-
cer program to ge the latest methods of
prevention, detectipn, tres tment, and re-
mablllta,tlon out tofpractilioners and the
people. I believe the Nat.on requires 30
to 36 such centersfto brirg high-quality
comprehensive cajcer cere within the
reach of everyone] I can see no reason
why any family shduld be denied the best
possible diagnesisf and treatment for
some forms of canger sirr ply because of
where they live. )

Second, need tolassure the continued
ecducation of bicmedical researchers.

It is an obvious §nd absolute essential
that training andjfellowship programs
must be provided kv the r. ational cancer
program at levels ddequate to insuré at-
tracting the brighfest young scientists

health fund
This oro
'xplre -

fess amended, would
, 1974. S. 2893
gxtend it. The com-
ropriate to do this
pdministration rec-

desire to ter-
Brams prior to

tion and expenditure of the ¥
Iunds is section 601 of the med
lies construction and mode
nmendments of 1970 (Public Law 91-296)
42 3.8.C.A. sections 201 note and 2661
note—section 601. Section 601 reads as
rollows :

Notwithstanding  any other provision
of law, unless enacted after the enact-
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this area was again njanifested on January 29,
1974, when he re-s ed his commitment to
our cancer researth brogram at the Natlonal
Cancer - Institute. (tainly, Congressional
interest _remains g\ and our support
steadfast. Let me thereNgre join with the
many Senators who|have orked long and
hard on this vital] legislabpn in urging
{immediate passage of S. 2893,%p insure the
contfnuation and ([ntensificatyn of our
national commitmen} against cander.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President\unless
there are other sppakers on this Will, I
will ask for a short guorum call, and Shen
we can vote on th¢ bill.

Mr. President, I shiggest the absence
& quorum. :

The PRESIDINGJOFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clgrk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent fhat the order for the
quorum call be resqnded.

The PRESIDING] OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ondered.

The question is onjagreeing to the com-
mittee amendment §s amended.

The committee] amendment,
amended, was agredd to. )

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the engfossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordefed to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING QFFICER. The ques-
tion is, “Shall the il (S. 2893) pass?”

On this question fthe yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clek called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator fjom Arkansas (Mr.
FuLBRIGHT), the Sepator from Alaska
(Mr., Graver), the $enator from Min-

as
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conducted for th

before “$40,000,00
the period at the
the following: “$5
ending. June 30,

fiscal year -ending
000,000 for the fl
1977,

Sec. 7. Section
Bervice Act is amey

(1) by striking
(1) and inserting
dred”’;

(2) by strlking
paragraph (7);

(3) by striking
of .-paragraph (8
thereof ““; and”; a:

(4) by adding

- S4453

‘dingaoals of uterine can-

(b) -6 the Public Health

ed by striking out “and"
" and by inserting before
nd thereof a comma and
,000,000 for the fiscal year
1976, $72,000,000 for the
June 30, 1976, and 892,-
al year ending June 30,

10 of the Public Healt
jded-—
out “fAfty" m paragraph

in lieu thereof “one hun-

out “and” at the end of

put the period at the end
and inserting in leu

after paragraph (8) the

- Bastland Ribicoft
Ervin - Roth
Fannin Schweliker
Fong Scott, Hugh
Goldwater Scott,
Grifin wiltliam L.
Gurney Sparkman
Hansen Stafford
Hartke Stennis
Haskell ‘Stevens
Hathaway Stevenson
Helms Taft
Hollings Talmadge
Huddleston Thurmond
Hughes Tower
Humphrey Psastore Tunney
Inouye Pearson Welcker
Jackson Pell Wwilllams
Javits Percy Young
Johnston Proxmir
Kennedy Randolph

NAY$—0
NOT VORJING—11
AfRND Hart Moss
Eagljyton Hatfleld Packwood
Fulbright Hruska. Symington
Gravel Mondale|
So tiR bill (S. 28p3) was passed, .as
follows: .
8. 2493
Be it enacthd by the|Senate and House of
Representative of thie United States to

America in Cong¥ess assgmbled, That this Act
may be cited as {he ‘INational Cancer Act

. Amendments of 19R4".

Sec. 2. Section 301
Service Act (42 U.S8.0
striking the words “dWring the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, afN each of the eight
succeeding fiscal years,]

SEc. 3. Section 402 (b)|of dae Public Health
Service Act is amended

(1) by striking out [in amypunts not to
exceed $35,000” in paragraph (1), and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “if the direct chsts of such
research and training dp not excedd $35,000,
but only”; dnd

(2) by striking out “ip amounts exkeeding
$35,000” in pargraph (2)land inserting iy lieu
thereof “if the direct cdsts of such reseyrch
and training exceed $35p000, but only”.

SEC. 4. (&) Section 40 b)('T) of the Pub
Health Service Act is a

W of the Public Health
01) is amended by

. following new paragraph:

“(8) to award glants for new construction
as well as alteraffons and renovations for

‘National Cancer
Sec. 8. Section
Health Service Ac

the word *, con
‘“‘grants’’.
SEc. ¢. Section

Service Act 1s 4]
“and! hefore “$60
before the period
colon and the fo
the fiscal year en
000,000 for the fif
1976; and $985,0(

SEc. 10. Part A
Health Service A
at the end there
tion:

‘' AVAILABILIT

“SeEc. 410D. No
provisicn of law,
date of enactment
in limitation of t

ending June 30, lzj;)".

410A(a) of the Publlc
is amended by inserting
fracis,” after the word

10C of the Public Health
ended by striking out
,000,000"” and by inserting
t the end thereof a semi-
owing: “$750,000,000 for
iing June 30, 1975; 83830,-
cal year ending June 30,
0,000 for the fiscal year

f title IV of the Public
is amended by adding
[ the following new sec-

OF APPROPRIATIONS

Iwithstanding any other
unless enatced after the
of this section expressly
e provisions of this sec-

nesota (Mr. MONDALE
Missouri (Mr. SYMIN

, the Senator from
TON), the Senator

out “where appropriate”

ended by striking

\ tton, funds appro

from Missouri (Mr. E}§GLETON), the Sena-
tor from Michigan (Mr. Hart), and the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announcefhat, if present and
voting, the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EAGLETON) and the Sgnator from Michi-
gan (Mr. Harr) would each vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I dqnnounce that the
Senator from Oregonj (Mr. HATFIELD) is
absent on official busihess.

I also announce thag the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN)Y is absent because
of illness in the famil

I further announced that the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. P{ckwoop) and the
Senator from Nebradgka (Mr. HruUska)
are necessarily absent

I further announce
voting, the Senator

nays 0, as follows:

(b) Section 407(b)(§) of such Act is
amended by inserting after the word ‘“data”
the following: “(includifg where appropriate
nutritional programs for persons under treat-
ment for cancer)”.

(c) Section 407(b) (9)](A) of such Act is
amended by inserting after the words “Na-
tional Cancer Program,” fhe words “including
the number and types offpersonnel necessary

riated for any fiscal year
0 carry out any Jrogram for which appro-
Xiations are aufhorized by the Public

plth Service Acp (42 U.S.C. 201) or the
Me al Retardatiog Facilities and Commun-
ity Mental Health [Centers Construction Act
of 196} (42 U.S.C.2661) shall remain avall-
able fo
the end

Sec. 11.

to carry out such progr
(d) Section 407(b) (9)
amended by inserting imj
period at the end the)
“, and the allocation of
to carry out the Nation
(e) Section 407(b) of
by adding the followin
“(10) The Director of

im,”

B) of sucﬁ Act Is

nediately before the
leof the following:

ersonnel requested
Cancer Program”.
ch Act is amended
new paragraph:

e National Cancer

Service Act

Institutes of He
the President by
consent of the

OF INSTITUTES

& Director of the National
h shall be appointed by
1d with the advice and
te. Appointees shall be

Institute shall conduct contract for pro-
grams to disseminate ahd interpret on a
current basis for practjtioners and other
health professionals, sciejtists, and the gen-
eral public, scientific and other information
respecting the cause, prqvention, diagnosis,
and treatrnent of the disdase or other health
problem to which the actjvities of the Instl-

Institute shall be
Except as provide
Director ef

Sec. 201. Title

Service Act 1s amejderd by adding

" activity.”.

tute are directed. The
tional Cancer Institute
regulations as are 1

ector of the Na-
shall 1issue such
y to carry out this

SEC. 5. Section 408(a) o
Service Act 18 amended

the Public Health
by striking out

“fifteen’”.
SEc. 6. (a) Section 4

(g) of the Public

Health Service Act is am¢nded by inserting

thereof the follow]
“8ec. 456. (a) 1
President’s Biomed,
inafter in this
‘Panel’) which sh
Chairman of the
and (2) four
President, who by]
experience, and b4

ng new section:

tion referred to as\the
be composed of (1) e
sident’s Cancer Panel
1bers appointed by the
virtue of their training,
ckground are exception-

before the period at the

d thereof a com-

[No. 88 Ieg.]
YEA 9

Abourezk Biden Chiles
Allen Brock Church
Baker Brooke Clark
Bartlett Buckley Cook
Bayh Burdick Cotton
Beall Byrd, Cranston
Bellmon Harry F.,pJJr. Curtis
Bennett Byrd, Robert C. Dole
Bentsen cannon Domenicl
Bible Case Dominiek

ma and the following: “igpcluding programs
to provide routine exfolisfive cytology tests

ally quialified to agpraise the biomedical re-
search program of the National Institutes
of Health (including the research program
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of the National Instit of Mental Heaith).
At least three of the mbers of the Pangl
shall be distinguished {scientists or physi-
cians.

“(b) (1) Appeiated bers of the Panel
who are appointed pusgsuant to clause (2)
of subsection (a), st be appointed for
three-year terms, excepq that (i) in the case
of the four members appointed after the
date on which this sectibn becomes effective,
two shail be appointed fpbr a term of one year
and two shall be appoined for a term of two
years, as designated by phe President at the
time of appointment, ahd (ii) any member
appointed to fill & vacgncy occurring prior
to the expiration of tl:‘germ for which his

predecessor was appoin shall be appointed
only for the remainder ¢f such term.

“(2) The President 11 designate one of
the appointed members }o serve as Chalrman
of the Panel for a term pf one year.

“(c) Appointed members of the Panel
shall each be entitled fo receive the daily
equivalent of the ann
in effect for grade G
Schedule tor each day (ipcluding traveltime)
during which they are e

and shall be allowed trayel expenses (includ-
ing & per diem allo
5703(b) of title 5, Unit

“{d) The Panel shall pneet at the call of
the Chairman, but not I often than twelve
times a year. A transcrpt shall be kept of
the proceedings of ea meeting of the
Panel, and the Chairm shall make such
transcript available to tRe public.

*“(e) The Fanel shall fhonitor the develop-
ment and execution of jthe biomedical re-
search programs of the [National Institutes
of Health (including thefkesearch program of
the National Institute jof Mental Health)
under this section, and
to the President. Any delays or blockages in
rapid execution of the piomedical research
programs of the Natipnael Institutes of
Health (including the rpsearch program of
the National Institute pf Mental Health)
shall immediately be brdught to the atten-
tion of the President arfl the Senate Com-
mittee on Labor and blic Welfare, the
House Commiittee on Intprstate and Foreign
Commerce, the Senate fommittee on Ap-
provriations and the Hquse Committee on
Appropriations. The Pa:
the President pertodic prdgress reports on the
biomedical research pr
tional Institutes of Heajth (including the
research program of the| National Institute
of Mental Health) and gnnually an evalua-
tion of the efficacy of the piomedical research
programs of the Nati
Health (including the r¢search program of
the Natfona! Institute bf Mentsl ‘Health)

States Code.

and suggestions for impregvements, and shall -

shall direct. At the requekt of the President,
it shall submit for his qonsideration a lst
of names of persons fof consideration for
appointment as Director pt the National In-
stitutes of Health.”

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr.
to reconsider the vote
was passed.

Mr. JAVITS. I move {o lay that motion
on the table. -

The motion to lay ¢n the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have ordpr in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

submit such other repo$ as the President

President, I move
by which the bill

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1974

The Senafe resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 3044) to amend the Fed-

198

hall report directly -
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eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 to
provide for public finarcing of primary
and general election campaigns for Fed-
eral elective office, and to amend certain
other provisions of law relating to the
financing and conduct of such cam-
paignas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business, which is Senate 3044,
and which the clerk will read by title.

The legislative clerk read the bill by
title. }

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during consider-
ation of the public financing bill, S. 3044.
James H. Duffy, of the staff of the Com.
mittee on Rules and Administration, and
Jeffrey Doranz, assistan: to the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WiLLIaMs), be per-
mitted the privilege of ttie koor.

The PRESIDING OFI'ICER. Withous
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Cainnecticut (M.
'WEICKER) .

Mr. WEICKER obtain>d the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, wil
the Senator yield?

Mr. WEICKER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for -

the information of the Senate, I wish to
announce, on behalf of the joint leader-
ship, that there will be no further votes
today. We are getting started on the
campaign finarncing bill. ;- anticipate that
there will be a number of speeches. I am
sure there will be an smendment laid
before the Senate tonight by the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama. It is my
intention at this time tc see if it would
not be possible to have a rollcall vote on
this amendment at the hour of 3:30 to-
tmorrow. However, I have to touch some
bases, and later today will make an an-
nouncement. :

I thank the Senator from Connecticus
for ylelding to me at this time.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, the
current debate over the Government fi-
nancing of Federal elections has come
o resemble & replay of “Beauty and the
Beast.” .

On the one hand we have the sup-
porters of 8. 3044 who visw Giovernment
financing as a sparklng alternative
which promises to clean up electoral
abuses with a speed ani thoroughness
previously attributed oniy to the most
expensive solutions.

On the other hand, we have the
stanch opponernts of Government finane-
ing, who view it as an incorrigible
“beast,” an intolerable reid on the Pub-
lic Treasury, and a prescription for the
end of the two-party system. .

Both these views are simplistic, ex-
aggerated, and unrealistic.

I do not think there is a Member in
this Chamber who does not realize the
necessity-—indeed, the urgency—for
campaign reform, not in & cosmetic
sense, but reform that ‘will get to the
practical abuses within oar election sys-
tem. Because I disagree with advocates
of public financing does not mean we
are not striving for a similar goal: A
political system that is clean, that can

Involve anybody, any man, any woman, -

in this country, regardless of his or her
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means. These are the matters of over-
riding importance on which we all agree.

The truth about Government financ.
ing of elections is that it would have
some advantages. Nevertheless . it would
have many more serious and inevitable
problems. Government financing is not a
magical Clorox guaranteed to end for-
ever the dirty laundry of Watergate. It
does not cut the cost of campaigns: it
just shifts the cost.

8o the gut question about the Govern-
ment financing of elections is not, “Is it
plague or panacea?”’ For we know it is
neither, but rather, “Do the advantages
outwelgh the disadvantages?” And more
lmportant, “Are the alternatives insuffi-
cient to do the same job?”

My answer to both questions must be
“No.”

Federal financing only acknowledges
the size of the problem: it does not re-
form it. There are several ways to effec-
tively reform campaign spending without
resorting to Government financing. One
Is to reduce the length of campaigns.
Arnother is to require full disclosure be-
Tore the election, rather than after. An-
other is to limit campaign financing to
one committee per candidate, to end the
Jjugeled books and “laundered” contribu-
tions. And yet another is to eliminate the
use of cash in campaigns.

The substitute bill I am introducing
today includes not just one or two of
these ideas, but all of them. My amend-
ment would provide for:

Elecsion campaigns beginning no ear-
lier than the first Tuesday in September,
with no collections or expenditures be-
fore that period of time.

Let us take a closer look at that pro-
posal. 'The Federal election process would
commence with -each of the candidates
filing s statement of candidacy on the
first Tuesday in September.

The next step in the campaign would
be a single primary on the Arst Tuesday
in Octuber, and then the election itself on
the first Tuesday in November. So we are
talking about a period of 60 days, a
period before which there can be no ex-
penditures or collections. In other words,
we are using “time” to cut down the cost
of campaigns.

My own State of Connecticut is typical
of what is now going on in the United
Btates. In the last election there were
about 14,000 registered Democrats, about
14,000 registered Republicans, and about
45,000 registered independents. We have
seen, from the most recent Gallup polls,
the decline of both parties and the
growth of independents. On the one
hand, we have a traditionally strong two-
party system that has served us well. On
the other hand, we have people who are
niot willing to commit themselves to one
party or the other, who want to Judge
bersons, without expressing party labels.

We should be able to reconcile those
hwo. One way is a selection process open
o all thie people. Inthe case of the Presi-
dent of the United States, it means a
nationwide primary on the first Tuesday
on October, to let the people speak as to
whom they want, R .

£o the calendar, I repeat, sets a filing
deadline, by the first Tuesday in Sep-
tember, in order for a candidate to be
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eligible for election. Then there would be
a single primary the first Tuesday in Oc-
tober. Then the regular election on the
first Tuesday in November.

It is clear that this will result in a
saving of money and a reduction of costs.
At the minimum, it would cut campaign-
ing expenses in half, and perhaps there
could be even greater savings. :

In addition, and I emphasize this, there
would be only one report, 2 weeks before
the election, reporting every campaign
expenditure and collection. When people
went to the polls they would know what
role money played for the particular can-
didate for whom they vote.

This proposal provides for no collec~
tions or expenditures after the report is
submitted, except expenses “budgeted
for” and duly reported.

Today a good portion of the campaign
funds come in after the election; in other
words, not as a tribute to the individual,
but to the power that resides in the office.
That cannot be justified. A candidate
should be backed before the result is in.

Campaign deficits would be g violation
of Taw, to be paid off only under the
supervision of the Comptroller General.

That may sound harsh, but, again, it
will only make campaigns more honest,
both for candidates and constituents.

No cash contributions of more than
$50. -
No more than $10,000 of an individual
candidate’s personal funds.

No more than one campaign com-
mittee. *

The real problem in campaign reform
is not that campaigns cost money, but
that campaigns cost big money. Presi-
dent Eisenhower’s campaign cost $8 mil-
lion, while President Nixon’s campaign
cost, as far as I know, was $82 million.
No one complained when a campaign
cost $8 million. That is not a difficult sum
for a political party to raise over 4 years.

Last year alone, a difficult year for the
Republican fundraisers by any yardstick,
the Republican National Commitiee
raised $5 milion, of which 85 per~ent
was from contributions of $100 or less.
Both parties can raise that kind of money
from small contributions. The real prob-
lem was the advent of long campalgns
with heavy media expenditures.

Consequently, the best way to cut down
on the influence of big money in a cam-
paign is not to dump the bills in the
Government’s lap, but to shorten the
campaign itself. And that is precisely
the cornerstene of this campaign reform
legislation. '

My legislation. could mean giving up

one of our most cherished rituals, the"

national political conventions. These
circuses have become the political dino-

saurs of the modern age, and it is time .

we.let them go the way of the big city
political machine and the smoke-filled
room. Instead, every candidate for Fed-
eral office will have to appeal directly to
the voters in order to get their party’s
nomination. This is the kind of reform
which will be meaningful and effective
without turning to a program of Govern-
ment financing.

To those who are not convinced about

the dangers of a Government-run system
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of campaign financing, I would like to
refer to a passage from S. 3044 which
reads:

If the Secretary of the Treasury deter-
mines that monies in the fund are not, or
may not be, sufficient to pay the full entitle-
ment to all candidates eligible to receive
payments, he shall reduce the amount to
which each candidate Is entitled. . . .

~ Now if that does not scare other Sena-

tors, it certainly scares me. I think that
one of the principal lessons of Watergate
is not only that Government can com-
mit illegal acts to suppress dissent but
that Government has enormous legal
powers to suppress dissent and to play
politics with the system.

So it is not the fact that money is
involved. It is the amount of money. All
we have done is shift the cost to the
Federal Government; we have dropped
it into the laps of the taxpayers of the
United States. I do not think I have ever
seen anything involving the Federal

Government that cost less and less as

time passed. In addition, everybody will
pay, whether they want to or not.

I believe that whether it is politics,
business, or unionism in this country,

we have to earn our way. We have to-

earn respect and support.

Everyone is complaining about how
power in Government is used to perpetu-
ate itself. Here we have a. bill to give
Government even more of that power.

Let us have something that will stand
the test of time. I hope Senators and
their staffs will take the time to read
the amendment I am presenting. It will
shock some. But if we looked at it with an
open mind, I think it will respond to
some of the criticism that has been made
with respect to incumbents. Any legisla-
tion that passes will not get rid of the
incumbent advantage. Maybe it should
be that every incumbent automatically
kecomes a candidate as of the first of
the year in which the election is held.
That would mean cutting down his ex-
posure, and maybe that is good. There
are many steps that can be taken if we
really try to balance out the advantage
an incumbent has over a challenger, But
we will never get rid of the problem in
its entirety. We can legislate on the
subject, but the real problem will still
confront us.

We can drive out the bad money with-
out resorting to tax money. We can cut
down the length of the campaign. We
can replace political conventions with
direct primaries. We can require full dis-
closure before, rather than after, the
election. '

The result of these reforms will be
responsible and reasonable elections,
conducted in full view of the people,

I honestly believe that in these pro-
posals, we have a chance to reform the
system in two important ways; First, by
reducing the role of money in campaigns,
and second, by involving the American
people in the selection process.

That is the greatest guarantee against
corruption. Our system is 50 percent se-
lection and 50 percent election. It is the
selection process which is now being
denied to a majority of Americans. If
we resolve these two issues, we will have
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tuned our political machinery to the
times. :

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my amendment be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was orderéd to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

On page 2, line 1, strike all through page
86, line 17, and Insert in lleu thereof the
following:

TIME PERIOD FOR FEDERAL ELECTIONS

Sec. 2. The Federal Election Campalgn
Act of 1971 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new title:

“TITLE V—TIME PERIOD FOR FEDERAL
ELECTIONS

“FILING DATE

“Sec. 501. (a) No later than the first Tues-
day of September preceding =a regularly
scheduled election, or 60 days preceding a
special election, each candidate must file a
registration statement with the State Secre-
tary of Sitate or the equivalent State official,
in order to be eligible to appear on the pri-
mary or election ballot in such state or
states. The registration statement shall
include-~

*“(1) the identification of the candidate,
and any individual, political committee, or
other person authorized to receive contribu-
tions or make expenditures on behalf of the
candidate in connection with the campalgn;

“(2) the identification of any campaign
depositories to be used in connection with
the campaign;

“(3) an afiidavit stating that no collections
or expenditures have or will be undertaken
in connection with the campaign prior 1o
the filing deadline; :

“(4) the identification of the party whose
nomination the candidate will seek, or B
statement that the candidate will seek fo
appear on the primary and election ballot &s
& candidate Independent of any party
affiliation.

“PRIMARY ELECTION

“Sec. 502. (a) All candidates for Federal
elective office shall be nominated by means of
i primary election to be held on the first
Tuesday of October preceding the election, or
thirty days preceding a special election. There
shall be only one primary ballot or list of
possible nominees for each party and one
primary ballot or list for all nonpartisan

- candidates, and no candidate may appear on

more than one such ballot or list. Each voter
shall be entitled to vote for candidates from
only one ballot or list.

“(b) Qualification of voters, determination
of eligible parties, as well as rules and proce-
dures for conducting the primary election
shall be the responsibility of the States.
Presidentlal electors and alternates shall be
nominated by State poljtical parties.

“PRIMARY ELECTION RESULT

“SEc. §03. The person receiving the greatest
number of votes at the primary as a candi-
date of a party.for an office shall be the
candidate of the party at the follawing elec~
tion: Provided, That any candidate who is
the sole candidate for that office at the pri-
mary election, or who is only opposed by a
candidate or candidates running on the same
ballot or list of nominees and is nominated
at the primary shall be deemed and declared
to be duly and legally elected to the office
for which such person is a candidate. Any
independent candidate receiving at least 10
per centum of the total votes cast for the
office for which he is a candidate at the pri-
mary, or a vote equal to the lowest vote re-
ceived by a candidate seeking a party nomi-
nation who was nominsated in the primary
shall talso be & candidate at®the following
election.”
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LIMITATIONS ON CONTRIBUTIONS AND
EXPENDITURES

Szc. 3. Section 608 of Title 18, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
*§ 608. Limitations on contributions and ex-

ponditures

“(a) No person who Is ér becomes a candi-
date, or poiitical committee for such candi-
date, in a campaign for nomination or in
a campaign for election to Federal elective
office may, directly or indirectly, in any way
whatsoever-—

“(1) scoopt or arrange for any contribu-
tion, or expend or contract for any obliga-
tion, prior to the flling deadline for the
election; or

“(2) accept any cash contribution tn excess
of $50; or '

“(8) accept any contribution, contract for

any obligation, or make expenditures not .

budgeted and reported as provided by Bec-
‘tion 434 of Title 3, United States Code, after
a date two weeks prior to the scheduled elec~
tion date; or

“(4) make expenditures or contributions in

excess of $10,000 from his personal {unds,
or the personal funds of his immediate fam.
ily, or from such funds being contributed
or expended through the use of a third.party.

“(b) Any deficit incurred in connection
with a campaign for nomination or election
to Federal elective office shall constitute &
violation of this section, and such deficit
shall be paid only by means of contributtons
received under the supervision of and ac-
cording to a procedure which shall have the
prior approval of the Comptroller General.

“(c) Violation of the provisions of this
section is punishable by a fine not to exceed
$1,000, imprisonment not to exceed one year,
or both.”

8xc. 4. Title 18, United States Code, 18
amended by adding the following sections:

“§ 8614. Contributions by political  com-
mittees

“Political committees shall not make any
contribution to any candidate, political com-
mittee, or other campaign for Federal elec-
tive office: Provided, That such committees
may administer or soliclt contributions, s0
long as such contributions are given directly
by the initial contributor to a candidate or
political committee.

“§ 615. No more than one political com-
mittee ’

“A candidate may establish no more than
one political committee, which shall be in
such candiclate’s own name; Provided, That
the name of the committee, as well as the
name of its chalrman and treasurer, shall be
filed with the Comptroller General immedi-
ately upon its formation; and should such a
committee be established, all contributions
received or expenditures made in connection
with the campaign for nomination or elec-
tion to Federal elective office shall he re-
ceived or made by such committee and not
by the candidate.”

REPORTS

Sec. §. Section 434 of title 2, United States

Code, 1s amended to read as follows:

“4 434. One report by political committees or
oandidates

“(a) Eaeh treasurer of a political commit-
tee supporting a candidate or candidates for
Poderal elective office—or each candidate,
should such candidate not establish a politt-
cal committee—shall file & report with the
Comptroller General two weeks prior to a
scheduled election date for such candidate
or candidates,

“Contents of Reports

“{b; The report shall be cumulative, shall
report with respect to any activity in connec-
tion with the candidacy, and shall disclose—

“(1) the full name and social security
number of each person who has contributed
to the campaign, together with the amount
of such contributions; -
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“(4) the full name and mailing address of
esch person t¢ whom & debt or obligation
is owed;

*(3) the full name ané mailing address of
each person to whom expenditures have been
made, together with the amount of such
expenditures; .

“(4) the total sum of all contributions
received;

*(8) the to tal sum of ull expenditures;

“{6) the total sum of ull debts and obit-
gations.”

PENALTIEN

Bxc. 6. (a) Section 441 of title 2, Unitad
States Code, is nmended to read as follows:

“§ 441, Penalties for violat.ons

“Auy person who violat:s any of the pro-
vislons of this subchapter ;hall be fined in an
amountt at least equal t> three times the
amount of any monetary violation, or, in the
case of nonmonetary violaiions, such amount
a8 will satisfy the provisicng o! this subsec-
tion. The moneys collected from the fine shall
be spent by the violator for general publica-
tion or iransmilssion, to the widest possibie
extent in the geographical area in which the
campaign or election was lield, of at least the
content of the Comptroller (General’s find-
ings. The means of such triunsmission or puk-
lication shall be determined by the Comp-
troller General, and shall require the comi-
plete expenditure of the fine, unless the
Compiroller General deterinines that a lesser
amount, determined by hifn, will achieve
complete publication and {ransinission of the
nature of the violation. .An additional fine
may be levied it the Comptroller General
shall determine that, due to the nature of
the violation, an additiona. amount is needed
to properly publish the violation.”

(b) Title 18, United States Code, is
amended by adding the following section:

“'§ 616. Penalties for violations

“Any person who violate; any of the provi
stons of this subchapter st.all be fined, in en
amount at least equal to three times the
amount of any monetary violation, or, in the
case of nonmonetary violations, such amount
as will satisfy the provisicns of this subsec-
tion. The moneys collected from the fine shail
be spent by the violator fcr gereral publica-
tion or transmission, to tie widest possible
extent in the geographical area in which the
campaligr or election was held, of at least the
content of the Comptrollir General's find-
ings. The means of such trensmission or pub-
lication shall be determined by the Comp-~
troller General, and shall require the com-
plete expenditure of the flne, unless ths
Comptroller General deterinines that a lesser
amount, determined by iim, will achievs
complete publication and transrission of the
nature of the viclation. fn additional fire
may be levied if the Conptroller (ieneral
shall determine that, due to the nature of the
violation, an additional amount is needed to
properly publish the viola:on.”

COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Skc. 7. The Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 13 amended by inserting the words
“Comptroller General” wterever the words
“supervisory officer” appeai. The Comptroller
General shall make such rules cr regulations
as mey be necessary or advisable for Carrying
out the provisions of this Act: Provided, That
any rules or regulations so promulgated shall
be published in the Federal Register not later
than December 31, 1975.

EFFECT ON STATE LAW

8ec. 9. The provisions o’ this Act, and of
rules or regulations promulgated under this
Act, preempt any provision of State law with
respect t0 campaigns for nomination for elec-
tlon, or for election, to Fedural office (as such
term is defined in section {01(c)).

PARTIAL INVAL DITY

Sxc. 10. If any provision of this Act, or the
application thereof to any person or circum-
stancs, is held lavalid, the valldity of the re-
mainder of the Act and the application of

March 26, 1974

such jprovision to other persons and circum-
| EFPECTIVE DATR -
8xc. 11, The icns of this Act shall
vome affective 31, 1978,

AMENDMENT NO. 1081

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. ‘Wercxzz) has just spoken of the in-
disputable advantages of incumbency. 1
would like at this time to focus on just
one  aspect of the truly michievous
campaign financing proposal now under
debate. I believe that 8. 3044 might well
be termed the Incumbent Protection Act
of 19%4. While I do not believe that those
whe drafted the bill intended to do so,
they have nevertheless come up with a
scheme whose practical effect will be to
help us insulate ourselves from effective
chrallenge.

I do not make this statement lightly,
but only after & serious examination of
thie potential impact of the provisions of
§. 3044. The evidence available suggests
rather strongly that the spending limits
included in this bill would help incum-
bents who might otherwise be targets of
serious challengers.

This is most readily observed in rela-
tion to House races where can be
fairly easily quantified because of the
similerity of the districts in terms of
population.

In this regard I would direct your at-
tention to a Common Cause study of the
1872 elections entitled “The 1972 Con-
gressional Campaign Finance—A Study
by Common Cause.”

‘The authors of the study are numbered
amnong the principal supporters of public
financing and use its results to bolster
their case. But I am convinced that they
misresd their own data; that in fact it
argues against public inancing generally
and the provisions of S. 3044 specifically.

In 1872 more than three-quarters of all
Honuse races were decided by pluralities
of 60 percent or more. In these races the
averags winning candidate spent $55,000
or less and the average loser spent even
less.

These races all took place in what pol-
itical analysts like to call “safe” districts.
The districts involved were either so to-
tally dominated by one party that a seri-
ous fight for the seat impressed almost
everyone as futile, or the seat was oc-
cupied by a personally popular incumbent
who just-was not about to be beaten.

The authors of the study apparently
believe that real races might be run in
these districts if enough dollars are
pouredl into the campaigns of those chal-
lenging now firmly entrenched incum-
bents. I am not persuaded that this would
happen. ]

For reasons outlined above the incum-
bents holding these seats are probably
lmpervious to real challenge. Those run-
ning against them have not failed, be-
cause they have lacked funds; they have
lacked funds because their campaigns
were doomed to failure. Common Cause
has shnply confused cause with effect in
» way that has led Mr. Gardner and his
friends to precigely the wrong conclu-
sions.

Supporters of incumbents and chal-
iengers alike in these districts were ap-
parently reluctant to give to campaigns
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unlikely to be affected one way or the
other by their contributions. Thus, as we
shall see in a moment, the spending on
both sides in these districts was sig-
nificantly below the spending levels that
prevailed in hotly contested races.

I must conclude, therefore, that in
such districts the $90,000 per candidate
allowed under S. 3044 will merely increase
the level of spending without having any
real impact on the final outcome.

The races in which the Federal sub-
sidy and the limits associated with it
will have an impact will take place in
the 60-odd districts that might be con-
sidered marginal.

According to the same Common Cause
study, only 66 House races were decided
by less than- 55 percent of the vote in
1972. These districts could be considered
marginal by most standards and the vic-
tor in each of them had to fend oﬁ an
extremely tough challenger.

Winners and losers alike spent more
money in these races than was spent in
the districts I have described as “safe.”
The cost to winners and losers alike in
these districts averaged somewhat more
than $100,000 each. As both the winners
and losers spent about the same amount
in these races, it suggests that the rais-
ing of funds needed for such campaigns
is not too different. I will also admit that
the limits imposed by S. 3044 might not
have much of an effect in the average
close race.

The real impact of the hmx’bs imposed
by this legislation will occur in those
races in which an incumbent finds him-
self in trouble and stands a chance of
being defeated. Only 10 House incum-
bents were defeated in 1972 and in all but
two cases the challenger had to spend
significantly more than his opponent to
overcome the advantages of incumbency.

The average spent by candidates who
unseated incumbents in 1972 was $125,000
as opposed to the average of $86,000 those
incumbents spent. Thus, it can be argued
on the basis of these figures that a chal-
lenger must be able to outspend an in-
cumbent opponent by a significant mar-
gin if he expects to beat him and that
he will have to spend in excess of $100,-
000 to stand a realistic chance.

But what effect will the $90,000 limit
imposed by S. 3044 have in these races?
It is not at all unrealistic to assume that
it will prevent challengers in marginal
districts from overcoming the advantages
inherent in incumbency. It is not at all
unreasonable, in other words, to assume
that those limits, had they been in effect
in 1972, might have saved most, if not
all, of those 10 incumbents.

If we are to enact legislation of this
kind I believe we must either eliminate
unrealistically low limits such as those
incorporated in S. 3044 or eliminate the
advantages of incumbency.

To help eliminate or at least minimize
the advantages of incumbency I have
decided to cosponsor legislation being in-
troduced by the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. Rot) that would allow candidates
to send free mailings to all voters during
the course of their campaign and at the
same time deny incumbents use of the
franking privilege for additional mass
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mailings after Labor Day in an election
year.

But I would go even further. At an ap-
propriate time, I will offer an amend-
ment to S. 3044 that will allow nonin-
cumbents to operate under a spending
limit 30 percent higher than that ap-
plicable to incumbents.

I firmly believe that such an amend-
ment is essential if we are to avoid the
charge that we are “stacking the deck”
in favor of our own candidacies as in-
cumbents, as in fact we would be if we
do not seek to affect our inherent advan-
tages.

Mr. President, I send my proposed
amendment to the desk and ask unani-
mous consent that if be printed of this
point in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table, and, without
objection, will be printed in the ReEcorp
in accordance with the Senator’s request.

Mr. BuckLEY’s amendment (No. 1081)
is as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 1081

On page 13, line 16, insert the following
after “504.”, and renumber. the succeeding
paragraphs accordingly: “(a)(1) The ex-
penditure limitations under this section
shall be applicable to incumpent candidates
only (unless otherwise specified). Nonincum-
bent candidates shall be subject to an ex-
penditure limitation equal to 130 per cent
of the limitation applicable to an incumbent
for each of the offices specified under this
section.

2. For the purposes of this section, an in-
cumbent is defined as one who

(A) 1is presently holding the office for
which he is a candidate; or

(B) is currently holding or has within flve
years held an office, the voting constituency
of which is the same as, or includes the vot-
ing constituency of the office for which the
individual is a candidate.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, for the
third time in less than 9 months, we
find ourselves debating fundamental,
and some say radical, reform of our
electoral process. In the wake of Water-
gate and the events of the past year,
it is not surprising that considerable
support has developed within the Con-
gress for new concepts such as public
financing of campaigns for Federal of-
fice. In fact, having listened to months
of testimony about abuse and circumven-
tion of existing statutes, I can sym-
pathize with the temptation to abandon
that system altogether in favor of some

other approach. Public financing is def-.

initely new, and it appears pure and ab-
solute; but is it right?

Just over a year ago, the Senate voted
unanimously to create the Select Com-
mittee on Presidential Campaign Activi-
ties. That committee was charged with
the responsibility of investigating any
and all potential wrongdoing associated
with the 1972 campaign for President of
the United States. It was also mandated
to report its findings and recommenda-
tions to the Senate no later than Febru-
ary 28, 1974. That date has passed, but
the committee has yet to submit its re-
port. The reason, as most know, is be-
cause of the possibility that our findings
might prejudice the trials of individuals
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allegedly involved in the crimes col-
lectively known as Watergate.

Last summer, I implored my colleagues
to withhold final consideration of any
significant campaign reform until the
duly mandated select committee had had
an opportunity to fulfill the obligations
required of it in Senate Resolution 6.
However, in view of the deélays which
may continue for several months, I no
longer feel it is reasonable to expect or
request this of the Senate. Instead, I am
now prepared to express my personal
views on what reforms of our electoral
process seem necessary.

Let me begin by stating my adamant
opposition to the public financing of
campaigns for Federal office. I think
there is something politically incestuous
about the Government financing and, 1
believe, inevitably then regulating, the
day-to-day procedures by which the
Government is selected. Obviously, it is
neither reasonable nor desirable to ex-
pect a laissez-faire approach to the con-
duct of political campaigns. The Govern-
ment has been involved in one way or
another in the electoral process since we
undertook our present form of govern-
ment; and I have no doubt that the
Government will increase its involve-
ment in the future. However, if we con-
tinue to delegate responsibility for regu-
lating campaigns to the bureaucracy, as
we would do by enacting public flnance,
then I fear that a situation could arise
in which the executive branch had the
power {0 manipulate political campaigns
in a manner which would make Water-
gate pale in comparison.

I think it is extraordinarily important
that the Government not control the
machinery by which the public expresses
the range of its desires, demands, and
dissent. And finally, I genuinely believe
that a statutory prohibition against po-
litical contributions, whether it applies to
primaries, general election campaigns, or
both, may abridge the individual’s first
amendment right of freedom of political
expression. It is one thing to impose a
limit on the total amount of an individ-
ual contribution, for it can be argued
that you are, in effect, equalizing every-
one’s opportunity for expression. How-
ever, when that opportunity is completely
eliminated, then I believe that the Comn-
gress has exceeded its responsibility to
protect the integrity of the electorsl
process. In rural jargon, we are burning
down the barn to get rid of the rats; and
in so doing, we are also eliminating an
important form of public particivation in
our political process—participation which
is already at an all-time low.

I realize that a Gallup poll published
last September showed that 65 percent
of the people interviewed thought pub-
lic financing was a “good idea.” But I
also realize that a recent poll showed a
majority of Americans had more confi-
dence in their trash collectors than they
did in the ability of Congress to effective-
lIv deal with the problems confronting
this country. So, at a time when people
are becoming increasingly skeptical about
the uce of their tax dollars, we are con-
sidering bankrolling political candidates
to the tune of several hundred million

201




S 4458

dollars each election. I admit that in
a PFederal budget of over $300 billion,
$300 million for political candidates is
not that much. However, at the first in-
dication that an individual who is sup-
posedly running for public office is using
tax dollars for anything other than that
campaign, that is, assuaging his or her
ego or generating customers for their
business, I submit that a great many
Americans will justifiably lower their es-
timation of the Congress even further.

But, having expressed my views on the
evils of public financing, as I see them,
it is fair to ask, “What do you plan to
offer as an alternative, or how do you
intend to reform our ailing electoral
process?” 1 propose that we continue
a system of private financing of cam-
paigns for Federal office, but that we
amend that system so as to broaden
the base of participation and prevent
the abuse of earlier campaigns. We could
do this, in my judgment, by adhering
to the $3,000 limitation on individual
contributions included in S. 372 and S.
3044 and applying it separately to each
primary, runoff, special, or general elec-
tion campaign as provided for in both
bills. Although many will contend that
this would make it virtually impossible
to raise enough money to run an effec-
tive campaign, especially for the rela-
tively unknown challenger, we should
look briefly at the facts.

Let us assume hvpothetically that an
expenditure limitation of 15 cents times
the voting-age population of the country
was imposed on each nominee for Presi-
dent during the general election cam-
paign. According to my calculations, that
comes out to around $24,000,000 per
candidate. If $3,000 was the maximum
an individual could contribute to a Presi-
dential nominee, that candidate would
have to find 8.000 people to contribute
$3,000 each in order to meet the expendi-
ture ceiling. There are over 210,000,000
citizens of this country; and obviously
not all of them are old enough to vote,
nor can afford to contribute $3.000 to a
political candidate. However, I submit
that there are far more than 8,000 peo-
ple out there who would be willing to
contribute $3.000 to & nominee for Presi-
dent; and it should not be that difficult
to find them. I suspect that many believe
it is difficult because we have normally
aimed our fund-raising efforts at the
people most capable of giving large
amounts-—the so-called fat-cats. But is
that the proper approach? I do not be-
lieve so, for I am sure we could reap far
better results by developing an effective
method of broad. low-level solicitation.

I referred earlier to the terribly small
amount of confidence a majority of
Americans seem to have in their major
governmental institutions. This is a
problem which, though Watergate did
not cause, it certainly has exacerbated.
Moreover, it is a problem which could
prevent even the most involved citizen
from responding to the needs of a com-
bination of Federal, State, and local
candidates for public office. Con-
sequently, I would propose that a clear
and effective irncentive be provided for
those who are hesitant to contribute,
and those who are not. I propose that
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the present tax credit of 50 percent of
all political contributiors made during
@ calendar year, up to $12.50 for an in-
dividual return, or $25 for a joint return,
be increased to $50 for an individual
return and $100 for a jcint return, and
that the figure of 50 percent be increasec
to .50 percent. That means that an
individual can credit e:zch dollar con-
tributed to a political campaign in &
calendar year, ap to $50 for an individual
return and $100 for a oint return. In
this way, the contributor can controil
who receives the money and for what
campaign it is wused. Moreover, the
Treasury Department is removed from
any direct involvemen: in financing
campaigns, thereby reduczing the poten-
tial for bureaucratic manipulation or
abuse. Obviously, the ke to the success
of this new tax credit rroposal is edu-
cation. The American people must be
made fully aware that such an incen-
tive ior political contributions exists, as
well as how that incentive works when
they file their individual or joint tax
returns. And if, in the near future, it
appears that a 100-percent tax credit
is no longer necessary to prompt ade-
cuate private financing, then we should
consider reducing that credit back to
the_50-percent level. However, for now,
I would only urge that this proposal be
given the most serious consideration as
& viable, and in my juwilgment prefer-
able, alternative to public financing.

I would also propose taat the present
dollar checkoff system te repealed en-
tirely. Whereas an effective tax credit
svstem would remove the U.S. Treasury
from direct involvement in financing po-
litical campaigns, and would permit in..
dividual contributors to designate the
recipient of their money, the dollar
checkoff system does just the opposite.
In fact, in 8. 3044, unless an individua]
taxpayer specifies otherwise, $2 is auto-
matically paid over to tte Federal elec-
tion campaign fund for use in campaigns
in accordance with the provisions of the
bill. The American taxpeyer is not evers
allowed to designate the party that
should receive the cont:ibution, much
less the specific candidate: and it is for
this reason that I shall propose that this
system be abandoned altogether.

I shall also propose thit only individ-
uals be permitted to make contributions
to political campaigns. Cinly individuals
can vote, and only individuals can de-
cide who is on the ballot in the first
place; so why should nol only individu-
als be allowed to make political contri-
hutions? I do not think & corporation or
a union should be allowel to contribute.
thev cannot now: but they do through
AMPAC, BIPAC, COPE, and a half dozen
other devices. Moreover, I do not think
associations, commiftees, caucuses, or
any other organjzation which aggregates
funds from its members and gives those
funds in the name of a :ause or inter-
est should be permitted to do so. After g
full year of service on the Senate Select
Committee on Presidential Campaign
Activities, I sm conviriced that this
would do more to elimina:e the distortive
effects of special-intere:st groups than
any other proposal I have seen which
permits private financirg. This is not
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meant to imply that I oppose or in any
way wish to diminish the persuasive ca-
pacity of lobbyists, whether they repre-
sent corporations, unions, or public in-
terest groups. On the contrary, I have al-
ways felt that the most convineing argu-
ment wvailable to the lobbyist, besides
the individual merits of the particular
issue, was not the lure of substantial fin-
aneial support for sympathetic candi-
dlates, but rather the strength of a large
bloc of voters which might be influenced
by a stand taken on a particular issue.
It should, instead, be totally incumbent
upon the candidate to solicit the sup-
port of the individual voters and not spe-
cific groups; and it is for these reasons
that I believe that only individuals
should be permitted to contribute to po-
litical campaigns. :

Hsseutial to the success of any system
uf private cempaign financing is com-
plete public disclosure. S. 3044 deals very
effectively, in my opinion, with the prob-
lems of disclosure and multiple cam-
paign committees, treasurers, and de-
pesitories, cash contributions and ex-
nenditures, and an effective enforcement
rnechanism for prosecuting alleged viola~-
tions of campaign statutes. However,
there is one additional step which I con-
sider iraportant to the fulfillment of the
public’s right to examine the source and
amouns of individual contributions. That
step is to establish a time certain before
the election, say 10 days to 2 weeks after
which no further contributions can be
received. And then 3 to 5 days before the
election, require that each candidate re-
port corapletely the sources of his or her
contributions. In this way, the public is
ziven the full benefit of examining the
candidate's sources of funds and draw-
ing their own conclusions regarding the
hreadth of the candidates’ appeal prior
o the election rather than after the elec-
tion has taken place. As it is now, candi-
dates can withhold potentially damaging
information on contributions until after
the election has taken place, thereby
hinderinig the public’s abhility to judge
support until after it is too late. How-
esver, under my smendment, contribu-
tions received after the time certain
would have to be returned, and no furth-
er funds could be solicited or received
until after the electioh had taken place,
and then, onlv if it were necessary to de-
fray campaign debts.

I shall also propose that the lowest
unit rate provisions of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, as amended, be re-
nsealed completely. I find something in-
herently unfair and inequitable about
requiring local radio and TV stations,
and the major broadcasting networks to
cffer advertising time, particularly prime
time oy “driving time,” at the same rate
that it is offered to their top commercial
huyers--buyers that advertise 365 days
a year and legitimately earn the lower
~ates. I do not question the right or au-
vhority of the Congress to reculate broad-
rast rates, for the history and record of
Federa! regulation is well established.
Whiat T do question, however, is the fair-
ness to the broadcaster and to the other
advertisers. If it is absolutely necessary
Lo attempt to offset the extraordinary
cost of broadcast advertising, then I
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propose that we do so at the prevailing
rates and not at the lowest unit costs.
In this regard, I would propose that a
minimum amount of broadcast time be
provided each legally qualified candidate
for Federal office. Any candidate who
wishes to purchase beyond the guar-
anteed amount would do so at the pre-
vailing rate. In this way, the challenger
would be afforded an opportunity to gain
a moderate amount of public exposure
without having to allocate an inordinate
share of what are likely to be scarce re-
sources just to approach the recognition
factor of the incumbent.

Moreover, while guaranteeing a mod-
erate amount of TV and radio time to
qualified candidates, it would discourage
the purchase of additional time by re-
quiring the respective candidates to pay
the prevailing advertising rates. In order
for a candidate to qualify for this “guar-
anteed time,” I would plagiarize the
formula used in S. 3044 for major and
minor party candidate eligibility. That
formula requires that House, Senate, and
Presidential candidates reach specific
thresholds before public funds are made
available on a dollar-for-dollar basis. I
would require that the respective thresh-
old be met before any advertising time
was made available; and even then, I
might require that an additional thresh-
old be met later in order to insure the
true intentions of the particular candi-
date. However, the thrust of such an
amendment would be to help overcome
many of the obstacles, primarily that of
recognition, confronting the candidate
who challenges an incumbent. In general,
1 oppose any form of public finance; and
I realize that such a proposal might
create some of the problems which I al-
luded to earlier. But, I am also aware of
the inherent disadvantages facing a chal-
lenger in relation to an incumbent; and
if anything is to be done in the realm of
public financing to reduce those disad-
vantages, then I would prefer to see it
done in the manner I have just de-
scribed—at the prevailing rates and not
at the lowest unit costs.

I shall also propose that overall ex-
penditure limitations be eliminated if a
system of private financing is retained
with individual contributions strictly lim-
ited and fully disclosed. The reason, very
simply, is that as long as the size and
source of contributions are adequately
controlled, particularly at the $3,000
level, then overall expenditure limita-
tions, in effect, penalize the candidate for
attracting a broad base of support. I do
feel that we spend too much on cam-
paigns and that something should be
done to prevent the unnecessary expendi-
ture of funds in political races which are
not even close. However, in most cases,
it seems that limits favor the incumbent,
are arbitrary, and do not accurately re-
flect the changing costs of campaigning
from year to year or from State to State.
Thus, if we retain significant private fi-
nancing, with the aforementioned con-
ditions, then I shall propose that we elim-
inate the overall expenditure limitations.

I referred earlier to my concern that
public participation in our electoral proc-
ess appears to be at an all-time low. I
should like to elaborate on that concern.
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1t stems from the fact that in 1972, only
55.6 percent of the eligible voters in this
country actually turned out to cast their
ballots for President and Vice President
of the United States. Obviously, different
Presidential campaigns generate varying
degrees of interest and enthusiasm
among the voters; and races that are not
even close, seldom attract a large turn-
out. However, a turnout of 55.6 percent,
particularly at a time when the Federal
Government is increasingly involved in
our daily lives, is, in my mind, tragic. Itis
the clearest indication of all that a sub-
stantial number of Americans have
grown disenchanted with politics and the
electoral process; and it is one of the pri-
mary reasons why broad reform of that
process seems warranted.

Such reform, in my judgment, should
include not only campaign finance and
so-called dirty tricks, but also the selec~
tion process itself. I believe we should
examine voter registration requirements,
the present primary system, national
party conventions, the official length of
political campaigns, election-day proce-
dures, and even, perhaps, the electoral
college—not all necessarily in conjunc-
tion with S. 3044, but rather as part of
the overall debate on campaign reform.

As part of that debate, I would urge
that serious consideration be given auto-
matic registration of voters in Federal
elections at age 18. The history of the
United States has been a history of the
extension of the voting franchise. Yet,
even today, a significant number of our
citizens are effectively prevented from
participating in elections by complex and
often archaic registration and residency
requirements. The postcard voter regis-
tration bill passed by-the Senate last year
was an effort to deal with this problem,
but I opposed it because of my concern
for the potential for mail fraud and abuse
of such a system.

Several Western nations, however,
have already successfully implemented a
form of automatic voter registration. In
the Scandinaviah countries, for example,
and in Switzerland, every eligible citizen
is registered ex officio in a voting regis-
ter. Lists of voters are published by the
elections authorities in advance of the
election date. Any citizen whose name
has not been included in the list then has
until approximately a week before the
election to correct the situation.

In the United States, however, citizens
still must contend with what amounts to
a perpetual registration process. I fully
realize that some difficulties will arise
in translating automatic registration to
the realities of the American experience
and attempting to reconcile it with State
registration procedures. Perhaps social
security numbers could be utilized to
standardize this procedure, since more
than 95 percent of eligible voters are al-
ready registered with social security. In
any event, the concept deserves consid-
eration, in my view; and, if workable, it
could provide a valuable incentive to in-
crease citizen participation.

T would also urge major reform of our
present spasmodic system of Presidential
primaries. There are essentially three
alternatives in this regard: a refinement
of the present system requiring the 25
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States who hold Presidential primaries
to do so on four or five specific dates at
9- or 3-week intervals; a single national
primary for each party with a subse-
quent runoff unless one candidate polls
more than 40 percent; and a system of
regional primaries also heid at specific
intervals, but encompassing all of the
country.

Of these three proposals, I am most
inelined to support the one for a system
of regional primaries in which every eli-
gible voter who desires to participate
in the selection of a party nominee can
do so by voting in the regional primary
which includes his State. This would
permit the millions of Americans who
support candidates who never get the
party nomination to express that support
in & meaningful way. It would also give
them a personal stake in the election and
increase the likelihood of their partici-
pation in the subsequent general election
campaign. Specifically, I would propose
dividing the country into four geo-
graphic regions, largely along the lines
of time zones so as to avoid holding &
“Southern’” or a “New England” primary
with a distinct ideological slant. I would
make those regions of roughly equal
population and would hold the four pri-
maries at 3-week intervals beginning in
early June and ending in early August.

The respective primary candidates
would compete for State delegates who
would be won according to the proportion
of vote received in each State, rather
than on a winner-take-all basis. Al-
though I am aware of the high cost in-
volved in running in regional primaries,
the basic idea is to vastly expand the
public participation in the nominating
process and to significantly reduce the
official length of Presidential campaigns.

As it is now, the first Presidential pri-
mary normally takes place in early
March with the general election 8
months later, in November. But as I see
it, there is absolutely no reason why that
process must take that long. It exhausts
the candidates, costs exorbitant sums of
money, and eventually bores a great
many people. The British do it all in less
than € weeks, so why cannot we do it in
Jess than 8 months? In this regard, I plan
to offer an amendment to require that all
primaries for Federal office be held ho
earlier than the first of June and no
later than the 15th of August. This
would significantly shorten the official
length of campaigns for Federal office
and permit the Congress to work at rel-
atively full strength for a good 4 months
before most Members are forced to re-
turn to their States or districts to cam-
paign full time for the nomination.

T recall that before Senator Margaret
Chase Smith left this body, she proposed
that Senators be required to maintain a
voting attendance record of 65 percent or
better. Her argument was that once
Presiclential primaries began, the Senate
found it difficult to obtain a quorum. I
am not necessarily proposing that. I am
proposing that we shorten the official
length of campaigns and enable the Con-
gress to accomplish as much as possible
in the first few months of the year while
attendance is still high.

With regard to the actual election day,
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Irecommend that we open‘and close polls
all across the country at a uniform time
and that they be opened a full 24 hours.
The arguments for this are simple and
well known; but briefly stated, this is the
best way I know of to prevent the harm-
ful effects of broadeast networks project-
ing the outcome of elections, based on
very early returns, when polls in the
Western States are still open. Moreover,
24 hours would maximize the individual’s
opportunity to vote before, after, or dur-
ing work.

I would also recommend that the de-
bate on the electoral college, that 18th
century vestigial remnant, be reopened.
Although I have no strong views one way
or the other, I have long felt that in a
democracy such as ours, there should be
no alternative to the expressed will of a
majority of the people; and the electoral
college, as conceived and utilized for the
past 200 years, constitutes just such an
alternative. How can we ask for greater
confidence and participation in our
political process when we are not willing
to entrust the American people with the
ultimate decision? It is a difficult ques-
tion to answer, but one which we should
consider nevertheless.

In conclusion, Mr. President, seldom,
if ever, has the need for a thorough re-
examination of our electoral process been
as great. Seldom, if ever, has the oppor-
tunity for reform been as ripe. We should
seize that opportunity to greatly expand
the suffrage and to encourage unprece-
dented participation in our political
process.

Forty years ago, Al Smith said:

All the ills of democracy can be cured by
more democracy.

I share that view and hope that we
will apply that principle as we consider
the pending legislation.

ORDER FOR ;F;E TO VOTE ON
AMENDMENT NO. 1064

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding hat the distinguished
Senator from Alabhma (Mr. ALLEN) will
call up an amendtent today. With his
approval and that pf the manager of the
bill, after consultafion with the distin-
guished Republical leader, I ask unan-
imous consent thatfthe vote on the Allen
amendment (No. 64) occur precisely
at the hour of 3:30p.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDIN({ OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chdir hears none, and it
is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONBENT AGREEMENT
ON TREATY AND MINIMUM WAGE
CONFERENCE

Mr. MANSFIELD}Mr. President, some
time tomorrow the [Senate will take up
Executive U, 93d Cdngress, first session,
a Treaty on Extradftion with Denmark,
which has been Favorably reported
unanimously by the]Committee on For-
eign Relations.

I ask unanimo consent that on
Thursday at the houf of 12 o’clock, there
be a vote on the exthadition treaty with
Denmark and that following that vote
the conference repoft on the minimum
wage bill be taken up
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OFT'ICER. Is there
ir hears none, and

The PRESIDI
objection? The
it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURMNMENT UNTIIL,
12 O’CI« TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIE Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consentfthat, when the Sen-
ate completes its bikines: today, it stand

in adjournment til 12 o’clock to-
MOrTrow.
The PRESID: OFFICER (Mr.

"Tower). Without
dered.

jection, it is so or-

ORDER FOR ADJQURMNMENT FROM
WEDNESDAY 11 AM. ON
THURSDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD|Mr. >resident, I ask
unanimous consent fhat, when the Sen-
ate completes its bisiness tomorrow, it
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m. on
Thursday.

The PRESIDING JOFFI(CER. Without
objection, it is 50 orfiered.

——

FEDERAL ELECTION C/MPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS COF 1974

The Senate continued witl the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 044) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to provide for public financing of
pbrimary and general election campaigns
for Federal elective office, and to amend
certain other provisions of law relating
to the financing and coaduct of such
campaigns.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that two of my staff mem-
bers, Andrew Loewi and Erady William-
son, be allowed to the pr-ivilege of the
floor during the considerasion of S. 3044.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that amendments
Nos. 1013 and 1014 be considered as
having met the reading requirements of
rule XXII under the standing rules of
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. .

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the bill be-
fore us today—the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act Amendments of 1974—is with-
out question one of the most significant
bieces of legislation the Senate has con-
sidered in the last 2 years. Prom Theo-
dore Roosevelt to Henry Cabot Lodge to
John F. Kennedy, the effort to establish
public financing of Federal elections has
continued throughout much of this cen-
tury. Under the leadership of Senators
Lowe and PasTorg, the Congress has en-
acted public financing for Presidential
general elections beginningz in 1976. But
now, through the considerable efforts of
Chairman Howarp CannoN and the Rules
Committee, we have the cpportunity to
provide public financing for congression-
al campaigns as well.

This legislation (8. 3044) will provide
for matching payments to primary can-
didates, for optional full funding for can-
didates in the general election, for strict
contribution and expenditure lirnitations,
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for fair treatment of minor party and
incependent candidates. The bill incor-
porates the many sound provisions ot S.
372, the campaign reform bill passed by
Lhe Senate last summer. These include
the establishment of an independent
Fecleral Election Commission, strength-
2ned reporting requirements, full fi-
nancial disclosure for Federal officials
and candidates, tough penalties for vio-
iators, and repeal of the equal time pro-
wision ¢f the Communications Act.

This legislation is sound, the need for
i% is obvious, and I certainly will support
i%. My only concern is that it does not go
far enough, and I do plan to offer amend-
ments to the bill,

No one contends that passage of this
legislation—with or without strengthen-
ing amendments—will somehow auto-
matically bring an end to all of the
abuses. that have come to light in the
past 2 years. But surely this bill will help
thange a political process that in many
ways has become the private preserve
of the wealthy and special interests, and
it will help us return to a Government
responsive to all of the people.

Mr. President, at a time when public
confidence both in the Congress and the
“hief Executive are below 30 percent, at
4. time when a substantial majority of
the American people favor public financ-
.ng of elections, the failure to enact this
-egislation would be wholly irresponsible.

In one sense, President Nixon was
right when he said that “1 year of Wa-
lergate is enough.” We must never again
subject this country to the kind of con-
duct. that characterized election year
.972. It is time to bring a halt to the
tyranny of the private dollar in the pub-
lie’s business, and the passage of S. 3044
will be a very significant step in that
direction.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two members of
ray staff, Ms. Francie Sheehan-Brady,
and Mr. Angus King, be given the privi-
lege of the floor during debate on S. 3044.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I call
Lp my amendment which is at the desk
and ask that it be stated. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 75, line 19, redesignate subsection
"{a)” as subsection "“(a) (1)".

On page 75, line 19, strike the word “‘per-
son” and substitute the word “individual’.

On page 75, line 22, strike the word “‘per-
son” and substitute the word “individual’.

On page 75, following line 23, add the fol-
lowirg new subsection:

“(2) No person (other than an individual)
may make a contribution to, or for the bene-
fit of, a candidate for nomination for elec-
tion, or election, which, when added to the
sum of all other contributions made by that
person for that campaign, exceeds $6,000."

On page 175, line 25, strike the word “per-
son’” and substitute the word “individual”.

On page 76, line 2, strike the word “per-
soi” and substitute the word “individual’.

On page 76, line 2, strike the period and

add the fullowing:
‘. or from any person (other than an indi-
vitdual) which, when added to the sum of all
other contributions received from that per-
scin for that campaign, exceeds $6,000.”
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Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, the
purpose of my amendment is to correct
an inequity in S. 3044 by distinguishing
between individuals and organizations
with regard to contribution limitations.

As reported, the bill places a $3,000
limitation on what a person—defined
as an individual or an organization—
may contribute to a candidate for the
House or Senate in any election. Only
a candidate’s own campaign organiza-
tion and the national and State party
committees are exempt from this pro-
vision.

Obviously, the intent of the limita-
tion is to eliminate the specter of
bought elections and to lessen the role
of big money in polities.

In effect, though, the limitation
equates one wealthy contributor with
an organization of hundreds or thou-
sands. Thus it discriminates against the
modest contributors who choose to give
through an organization that reflects his
philosophy or views.

The role of broad-based citizen in-
terest groups—whether conservative—
such as the Americans for Constitutional
Action or the American Conservative
Union—liberal-—such as the National
Committee for an Effective Congress or
the Council for a Liveable World—or
single issue—such as the League of Con-
servation Voters—is to help elect per-
sons who support the group’s views or
ideology. The citizens who contribute to
such organizations often do not have the
time or expertise themselves to find out
which candidates most nearly share
thelr views, are most qualified, have real
chances of winning, and so on. By giving
through such committees, they partici-
pate in the most intelligent way in the
election process.

It is important to point out, too, that
the limitation of the Senate bill does not
greatly restrict large business interests
or labor union participation. Individuals
within a corporation or company may
each give “voluntarily” as they do now,
or they may establish commitiees in sev-
eral cities or States, as many as they
wish, and each may contribute the full
amount to any single candidate. Since
most labor organizations, many trade as-
sociations and business groups already
have State, local, and regional affiliates,
they have an existing network to support
candjdates, and each of these commit-
tees may contribute the maximum to
each candidate.

In contrast, large citizens’ groups usu-
ally raise funds by mailings to the gen-
eral public. They are known by their
name and their reputation, and cannot
suddenly split into many different com-
mittees with different names.

A legitimate political committee should
be allowed to contribute at least twice as
much as an individual. Some, including
the New York Times in an editorial com-
ment, have suggested that such organi-
zations be allowed to contribute three or
four times the amount a single individual
can contribute. It has been pointed out
that, under the present proposal, Mr. and
Mrs. Clement Stone could legally con-
tribute twice as much to a House or Sen-
ate candidate as could the National Com-
mittee for an Effective Congress, an orga-
nization of 80,000 persons.
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My amendment would partially remedy
this inequity by distinguishing between
an “individual” and a “person,” and by
allowing an organization to contribute
twice as much as an individual,

In effect, my amendment would allow
that an organization could contribute the
same amount that a married couple can
now contribute under the pending bill.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
my amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I have
gone through this amendment and I
would ask the Senator from Maine, do I
correctly understand that his amend-
ment would not change in any way the
limit now imposed on an individual,
which says that an individual can con-
tribute not to exceed $3,000 to a political
candidate?

Mr. HATHAWAY. The Senator is
correct.

Mr, CANNON. That means that a hus-
band and wife, therefore, could contrib-
ute $6,000, because each, as an individual,
could contribute $3,000?

Mr. HATHAWAY. That is correct.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator’s amend-
ment, then, would simply be that an
organization, being defined as a per-
son, would be in the same contribution
category as a husband and wife would
be, insofar as the limits were concerned.

Mr. HATHAWAY. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. CANNON. So that an organization
that has many members which may be
contributing small amounts could, then,
instead of being limited to $3,000, the
proposal now in the bill, would be limited
to $6,000, the same amount a husband
and wife together could give to a candi-
date.

Mr., HATHAWAY. The Senator is
correct. }

Mr. CANNON. This makes no other
changes in the bill, then, is that correct?

Mr. HATHAWAY. It does not make
any other changes in the bill. :

Mr. CANNON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maine yield?

Mr. HATHAWAY. I yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Obviously, if the Sena-

_tor’s amendment were to be adopted, the

situation would be better than what we
have today where organizations such as
those having milk funds can make un-
limited contributions. But I suggest that
even with the Senator’s amendment, it
is disturbing that we would be delegat-
ing to some organization the decision as
to who is to be supported to the extent of
$6,000,

If we really want clean elections and
clean campaigns, we would strictly in-
sist that all contributions be made by
individuals to the candidate of their
choice. To me, that is the way it should
be.

So I am opposed to the Senator’s
amendment. I believe he moves in the
wrong direction. I think we should be
moving away completely from elections
that are supported and financed by spe~
cial interest groups. This amendment
would allow the special interest groups
to be able to pick and choose in sup-
porting the candidates rather than in-
dividual citizens.

Am I wrong in that assessment?
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Mr. HATHAWAY. The Senator is par-
tially right, and I hope to see the day
when all individuals in this country take
so much interest in our political process
that we can have a system in which only
individuals will be allowed to make cor-
tributions.

However, in the meantime we are faced
with the reality that most individuals tlo
not have that much interest or do not
take the time to find out about the qual-
ifications of all the candidates who are
running for public office. With some ex-~
ceptions, the organizations to which
many of these same people belong are
idealistic, legitimate organizations. They
are not necessarily out to get somebody
or have an ax to grind. They do operate
conscientiously to further the interests of
their members, and they provide a good
vehicle for contributions which probably
would not otherwise be made to political
campaigns.

Certainly, the limitation of $6,000 is
not a very large one to be placed upon
such organizations. I mentioned in my
earlier remarks organizations such as the
Committee for an Effective Congress,
which has 80,000 members. A $6,000 lim-
itation for such an organization does not
seem to be oul of line.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I might agree with the
Senator in terms of a Presidential elec-
tion or a Senate election in a big State.
But when we are talking about a con-
gressional election in which the total
amount of the funds is much smaller, I
would suggest that two or three of these
organizations which are essentially in
league with one another could have a
great impact on a congressional election.

With this amendment, it seems to me
that we are right back again to the spe-
cial interest control of elections. I
thought that is what we are trying to
move away from with this legislation.

While I regret to do it, I think we
should have a rollcall vote on this amend-
ment. Since the majority leader has an-
nounced that we will not have any roll-
call votes today, I suggest for the con-
sideration of the manager of the bill and
the sponsor of the emendment that per-
haps we could agree to have a rolleall
vote on this amendment tomorrow, either
before or after the 3:30 vote that is al-
ready scheduled.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Yes;
happy to agree to that.

Mr. CANNON. Would the Senator de-
sire to withhold his amendment at this

I would be

“time? The agreement that is in effect

permits Senator ALLENy 1o offer an
amendment, to call it up this evening,
and it will be voted on at 3:30 tomorrow.
Would the Senator be willing to with-
draw his amendment?

Mr, HATHAWAY. I would be happy to
withdraw the amendment until the
amendment of the Senator from Ala-
bama is voted on at 3:30 tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Maine
is withdrawn.

ORDER FOR ECOGNITION OF
SENATOR HUGHES TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous cchsent that on tomor-
row, after the two feaders or their des-
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ignees have been|recognized under the
standing order, the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHES) bejrecognized .for not to
exceed 15 minutes

The PRESIDINgGG OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ofdered.

ORDER FOR TR&ESACTION OF ROU-

TINE MORNING BUSINESS TO-
MORROW

Mr. ROBERT C.
I ask unanimous

YRD. Mr. President,
nsent that following
the recognition of Mr. HoGHES on tomor-
row, there be a peripd for the transaction
of routine morningpusiness, of not to ex-
ceed 30 minutes, wh statements therein
limited to 5 minuteq each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so orflered.

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION TO-
MORROW OF FEDERAL ELECTION
CAMPAIGN ACT| AMENDMENTS OF
1974

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous cdnhsent that following
the transaction of reutine morning busi-
ness on tomorrow,]the Senate resume
consideration of thejunfinished business,
5. 3044.

The PRESIDINGJOFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ojdered.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. D. Mr, President,
I suggest the absende of a quorum.

The PRESIDING PFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll. ’

The second assistdnt legislative clerk
proceeded to call thi roll.

Mr. ALLEN. Mrg President, I ask
unanimous consent tRat the order for the
quorum call be rescirgied.

The PRESIDIN OFFICER (Mr.
GRIFFIN) . Without jection, it is so
ordered.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3044) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to provide for public financing of
primary and general election campaigns
for Federal elective office, and to amend
certain other provisions of law relating
to the financing and conduct of such
campaigns.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask that
the clerk please report amendment No.
1064, and that it be made the pending
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:

Amend S. 3044, as follows:

Strike TITLE I-FINANCING OF FED-
ERAL CAMPAIGNS in its entirety.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the title
which the amendment would strike is
title I of S. 3044, which is the first 24
pages and the first 4 lines on page 25 of
the bill.

The amendment would strike from the
bill a1l those portions thereof having to

.
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¢o with public financing >f Federal elec-
tions. There is much goocl in the bill and
if we can prune this public financing
provision from the bill then there would
be no objection to rapid consideration of
the features of the bill and an early vote
on the bill.

Mr. President, S. 3044 is. an original bill
coming from the Committee on Rules and
Administration, coming as the result of
and in compliance with an agreement
reached on the floor of tae Senate back
in December of last year when the public
finance rider to the debt limit authoriza-
tion bill was under discussion. The distin-
guished Senator from Nevada (Mr. Can-
NON) and other members of the commit-
tee agreed that if that rider were dropped
or if further insistence or its acceptance
not be made that the Riles Committee
would report a bill in some fashion to
provide a vehicle for the Senate acting
on the public financing of Federal elec-
tions idea. )

The bill was reported to the floor of the
Senate, considered in committee, passed
by a vote of sore 8 to 1, although some
Members who voted for the bill stated
that they were doing sc only because
commitments had been made that a bill
would proceed from the Rules Committee
to the floor of the Senate.

The Senator from Alabama voted
against the reporting of the bill. He made
0o commitment on the flcor of the Sen-
ate agreeing to a bill to be reported from
the Rules Committee to th > Senate.

Mr. President, this bill goes one step
further than does the Kennedy-Scott-
Mansficld-Mondale-Cranston, and oth-
ers rider. The rider did not provide for the
financing in whole or in part of House
and Senate primaries. Tie- Senate bill
goes one step further than does the Ken-
nedy bill.

Mr. President, why public financing?
‘Why should we have publ.c financing of
PFederal elections? Why no leave it in the
private sector? Well, they ;ay the lessons
of Watergate indicate that the only
answer to the abuses pointed out by
Watergate is to turn the bill for cam-
paign expenses over to the taxpayer, pay
for Pederal elections out of the public
‘Treasury, rather than through contribu-
tions from individual citizens,

Mr. President, that magic is left to the
public money. Why shouli that be less
susceptible to abuses than private con-
tributions? I submit that stricter regula-
tion of Federal elections he.s not yet been
tried; it has not yet been given a fair
trial. The 1971 Pederal Elections Cam-

" paign Act is deficient in raany regards:

Nct only did it have a fstal Aaw in it
providing that contributions made up to
April 7 of 1972 did not have to be re-
ported, but also it makes no limitation
on any campaign expenditures except for
media advertising. That is the ¢nly thing
that the limit is placed upon; no overall
limit whatsoever on other types of
advertising,

Newspaper advertising, radio, televi-
sion, magazines, billboards—those are
limited, I believe to 10 cents per person of
voting age. The sky is the limit, though,
on expenditures in all othe: fields. I sub-
mit that the other fields of campaign ex-
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penditures would be just as large or poss-
ibly much larger than in the field of me-
dia advertising. What about travel ex-
penses; what about cars; what about bro-
chures; what about campaign office staff,
mass mailing, stationery, and postage?
All these types of advertising have no
limit under the present law, under the
1971 law.

But, Mr. President, the Senate was
mindful of that deficiency and on July 30
of last year passed S. 372. That bill would
place an overall limitation on campaign
expenditures of all types, and whereas
the present law makes no effective limi-
tation on the amount that can be con-
tribute¢ by one contributor, as we wit-
nessed, contributions in the hundreds of
“housands of dollars were made in the

“1972 campaign; S. 372 significantly leaves

she campaign expense field in the private
sector, and would place a limit of $3,000
oer person per election. S, 3044 carries
shay sarne $3,000 limitation.

S0 if 8. 372 places a limit on all types of
expendizures, not just the media, if it
Juats an effective limit on that, if it liniits
campaign contributions to $3,000—and it
does—and if it sets up an independent
¢lection commission—and it does—and if
it limits cash campaign contributions to
$50-—and it does—it has gone a long way
toward effective campaign reform.

There are many atrocities committed
in the name of campaign reform, and I
subrnit that public financing is one such
&trocity. Every change does not neces-
sarily mean it is a reform, and paying the
bill out »f the public Treasury is not re-
form—it is just shifting the burden to the
taxpayer. .

Mr. President, the Senate set up the
Watergate Committee somewhat over a
yeal ago, and one of its responsibilities
was to make recommendations on the
conclusion of its investigation, about im-
rroving the election process in Presiden-
tial races.

Well, the Watergate Comrmittee is just
alout t¢ wind up its work. I assume its
report will be forthcoming shortly.

What does the Watergate resolution
provide? Section 4, page 13, reads:

The select committee shall have authority
t» recommend the enactment of any new
congressional legislation which its investiga-
t.on considers is necessary or desirable to
sileguard the electoral process by which the
Fresident of the United States is chosen.

Mr. President, based on the votes taken
inn November and December, and the in-
troduction by an- absent Senator of
amendments to this bill, my understand-
itug is that 5 out of the 7 members of the
VWatergate Committee oppose public fi-
nancing. And the distinguished Senator
from. Connecticut, just a few minutes
ago, was speaking on the subject. I am
confident other members of that com-
mittee will be on the Senate floor in the
coming days, if not weeks, discussing
this very same issue and speaking against
public financing.

‘What is the big hurry? We have al-
ready passed a bill, 8. 372, that does not
provide for any public financing—not a
dime. Well, that bill passed here on
July 30 by a vote of 82 to'8, Mr. Presi-
dint, and the Kennedy-Scott-Mansfield-
Cranston-Mondale-Pell rider was de-
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feated by a vote of about 52 to 40 when
it was offered as an amendment to that
bill. That bill is over in the House, and
we understand Chairman Havs ,has
agreed to act in the matter of campaign
reform in the very near future.

Before they act on the bill in the
House, an effort is made to change the
entire thrust of the bill, change the en-
tire position of the Senate, with regard
to that legislation. What are our
brethren in the House going to think
about the Senate sending a bill, provid-
ing for private financing with strict reg-
ulation, and before they even act on it,
the Senate changes its mind and sends
an entirely new bill with an entirely dif-
ferent thrust? I believe the Senate
should be a little more consistent than
that. If we wanted public finaneing, it
looks like it would have been a part of
that bill.

What does this bill provide? It keeps
that same provision in there about candi-
dates who seek the presidential nomi-
nation of the major parties—and there
are quite a number of those. When we
have a full Senate here, we have quite a
number who are seeking the nomination.

I might say, Mr. President, I have an
amendment I expect to call up, before
the bill is acted on finally, that would
forbid any Member of the 93d Congress
from receiving any public funds in aid
of a Presidential nomination contest for
the Presidency for the term starting Jan-
uary 20, 1977, which would be the start
of the next term. We have a number here
in the Senate who seek the Presidency
or would accept the nomination if it
came their way. The bill still provides
that & Member of the Senate or a Mem-
ber of the House could seek the Presi-
dential nomination of one of the major
parties, and if he were successful in get-
ting $250,000 in contributions of $250 or
less, then the Federal Treasury would
write him a check for $250,000. It would
match that $250,000, and then subse-
quent contributions of up to $250 that
he received would be matched by the
Federal Treasury. He could come in every
2 or 3 days and pick up his check or his
matching funds. That keeps going until
he has collected from the Federal Gov-
ernment some $7.5 million to aid him in
his election campaign.

If Governor Rockefeller had contribu-
tions of that size and that amount, he
could get $7.5 million out of the taxpay-
er’s pockets.

Governor Connally in the same way.
Governor Reagan in the same way. Sen-
ator Percy in the same way. Senator
KENNEDY in the same way. Their con-
tributions up to $250 would be matched
by the Federal Government up to $7,500,-
000.

In & colloquy this morning or early this
afternoon with the distinguished Sena-

tor from Rhode Island (Mr. Pern), I.

asked him if there is in the bill anything
that sets a time beyond which or back
of which contributions would not be
matchable or could not be received. I
asked how far back it went. He said that
there was no limitation.

I asked, :

Does that mean that a man who has been
running for the Presidency for some while
could come in and say, “In the last five years
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I have collected so many thousands of dol-
lars in my race for the Presidency, and I want

. the Government 0 match that?”

T asked if that were possible under the
bill.

The Senator from Rhode Island re-
plied,

Oh, yes; that is possible under the bill.

Then I asked,

Looking prospectively, now-—looking at
future races-—suppose & man says, ‘I do not
believe I am ready to run for President in
1976. I want to wait and run in 1980, or
perhaps I want to run in 1984.”

T asked if it were possible for a candi-
date to seek the nornination in 1980 and
participate in the Federal subsidy?

The Senator from Rhode Island re-
plied,

Oh, yes, that is all right.

1 asked,

Is it possible, then, to have one class of
candidates seeking the 1976 nomination,
another class sceking the 1980 nomination,
another group seeking the 1984 nomination,
and then another group seeking the 1988
nomination?

The Senator from Rhode Island re-
plied,
Oh, yes. That is permissible.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
the Senate wants to approve a measure
of that sort.

I have thought that the Washington
Post would be in favor of almost any sort
of Dbill that was said to provide for pub-
lic financing or that was said to be for
election reform. But I have found, to my
surpise, that in this morning’s Washing-
ton Post, the lead editorial said this
about-S. 3044. The editorial did not call
the bill by name.

Thus the Senate last summer sent the
House a very solid bill to curb private giving
and spending and to strengthen the enforce-
ment of the election laws. And today the
Senate begins debate on a very ambitious
bill to extend public financing to all federal
primary and general-election campaigns.

I have always felt that the Post had a
strong interest in public financing.

That bill was passed by the Senate and
is in the House today. We do not know
that it is not going to be acted on. Either
that bill or a similar bill will be acted
upon.

Let me read further from the Wash-
ington Post editorial:

The problem with the latest Senate bill—-

That is, 8. 3044, the bill before the
Senate——
is that it tries to do too much, too soon, and
goes beyond what Is either feasible or WOrk-
able.

Mr. President, this is the Washington
Post making sound suggestions, such as
I have just read.

For one thiag, the bill provides for full
public financing of congressional general-
election campaigns, and that is clearly in-
digestible in the House this year, since the
House leadership even chokes on the more
moderate matching-grant approach embod-
jed in the Anderson-Udall bill. The more seri-
out defects in the Senate bill involve the
inclusion of primaries.

That is something the Senate commit-
tee, in its wisdom, added to the Kennedy-
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Scott-Mansfield-Mondale-Cranston-Pell
rider approach. I continue to read:

No aspect of the fecleral elections process
is more motley and capricious than the pres-
ent steeplechase of presidential primaries.

That is & field which the committee
bill is seeking to clarify.

Injecting even partial public funding into
this process, without rationalizing it in any
other way, makes little sense.

As for Congressional primaries, they are so
varied in size, cost and significance among
the States that no single system of public
support seems justifiable without much more
careful thought,

I commend a reading of this editorial
in the Washington Post to Senators, par-
ticularly Senators who advocate the pub-
lic financing aspect of the bill.

What the Senate bill seeks to do is
similar to a rider that failed of adoption
last year. It is a worse bill in some re-
spects, as I have pointed out, in that it
seems to include the primary campaigns
of Members of the House and the Senate.
It goes even further than the Kennedy-
Scott rider of last year. The pending
amendment, the armendment on which
agreernent has been made to vote tomor-
row afternoon, is to strike out title I, but
to leave the remaining title, “Title Il-—
Changes in Campaign Communications
Law and in Reporting and Disclosure
Provisions of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971,” title III, crimes relat-
ing to elections and political activities-—
that would be preserved—title IV, dis-
closure of financial interests by certain
Federal officers and employees, and title
Vv, related Internal Revenue Code
amendments. Those four remaining titles
would still stay in the bill.

The distinguished majority leader this
morning sought to obtain unanimous
consent to strike title V in order that it
might be considered on legislation which
had originated in the House of Repre-
sentatives, that it might be attached to
the legislation originating in the House
and referred to the Ways and Means
Committee over there.

Mr. President, what title V does in the
bill before us—and we do not know
whether it will stay in the bill or not; I
rather believe when we come to a vote on
the majority leader’s motion it will be
stricken——is as follows: Title V is divided
into two parts. One deals with the check-
off. And speaking of the checkoff, this
checkoff system that we have really pro-
vides the vehicle and the method and
system by which the 1976 general election
Presidential campaign can be financed.

It is estimated by the fiscal authori-
ties that by 1976 there will be over $50
million in this checkoff fund. It is pro-
vided that the candidate of each major
party shall get 15 cenis per person of
voting age throughout the country, which
will run about $21 million; so the Demo-
crats and Republicans can be financed
under the present check-off laws. We do
not need this S. 3044 to provide for the
public financing of national Presidential
elections. We do not need that at all.

The only cateh in it—catch 22, so to
speak—is that in order to come under the
provisions of the present check-off, the
political party has to agree that it will
make do in the campaign with this $21
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million, and that the candidates will not
accept any private contributions. I rather
believe we are going to see some legisla-
tion later on increasing this amount of
15 cents per person of voting age through
the check-off to a larger amount, so that
the parties can run more expensive cam-
paigns than a $21 million campaign. But
$21 million, Mr. President, will be avail-
able to the Democrats in 1976 and to the
Republicans in 1976, so it is really not
necessary to have this measure if what
we are talking about is Presidential elec-
tions. If we want to finance the Presi-
dential election of 1976, it is already pro-
vided for. It already comes under the
provisions of existing law.

Now, this check-off provision provides
for double that amount. They do not
think it is enough, so they want to dou-
ble it. That would be $2 for a single per-
son, $4 for a couple, and there is a nice
little gimmick there, Mr. President, that
if they do not check it off, it is assumed
they did check it off. So, if they do not say
they do not want it, it is assume that they
do want it.

Mr. President, I do not believe we need
these changes in the check-off law, and
I will be glad to see the majority lead-
er's motion carry when it comes up for
consideration.

Of course, under the present deduc-
tions of' credits allowed, in addition to
the check-off, there is something entirely
different; on the income tax, you are
allowed either credits or deductions for
contributions you make to political cam-

paigns. So under this public financing on .

a mixed type deal, mixing public funds
and private funds, the Government
would be paying, through those deduc-
tion and credit provisions of the income
tax law, what the individual put in, and
then the Government will match what it
has already given the taxpayers to put
in.

So, actually, the taxpayer would not
be putting in anything on small con~

tributions up to $50 that it provides, I

believe, for a credit on the tax, and $200
for a couple on a deduction. So the Gov-
ernment, under this mixed plan of the
bill before us, would be matching private
funds with public funds when it has al-
ready given the taxpayers the money to
put in on the private fund basis up to a

certain amount. It would be the Govern-

ment paying both ends of it.

Mr. President, I understand that one
of the distinguished sponsors of this leg-
islation would like to address the Senate,
and I shall yield the floor at this time
and continue with the remainder of my
remarks at a later time.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that Carey Parker of
my staff may be present on the floor dur-
ing the consideration of S. 3044.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. I am pleased to give
my support to 8. 3044, the eleciicn re-
form bill now before the Senate. No bill
in this Congress is more important.

In large measure, how we deal with the
pending legislation will determine the
long-run health of our democratic sys-
tem of government in the years to come.

208

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

For that reason, I am especially pleased
o commend Senator Eowarp CANNON,
the chairman of the Rules Committee,
and Senator CLAIBORNE PELL, the chair-
man of the Elections Subcommittee, for
the far-reaching bill they have guider!
to the Senate floor, especially title I,
which deals with public financing of
elections. Since most of the debate or.
the bill iIs likely to concern the bill’s ap-
proach to public financiag, I would like
to address my remarks today to that
issue.

A detailed summary of the public fi-
nancing provisions of S. 3044 is attached
as an appendix to my remarks. In es-
sence, these provisions dc two things:

First, the bill takes S:nator RusSELL
Long’s dollar checkoff, the imaginative
device enacted by Congress in 1971 for
bublic financing of Presidential general
elections, and extends it to Senate and
Fouse general elections. Under the
checkoff, full public fundiag will be gvail-
able for the general eleciion campaiegns
of candidates of the major political par-
ties, and proportional public funds will
be available for candidates of minor par-
ties.

Second, in a genuine bre¢ akthrough, the
Rules Committee bill does not stop with
public financing of general elections. It
also offers public financing for all pri-
maries for Federal oflfice—President,
Senate and House—throush a system of
matching public grants for small pri-
vate contributions.

Thus, 8. 304¢ proposes a system of
comprehensive public financing for all
Federal elections.

Taken together, these provisions of the
bill can spark a renaissance in American
pelitical life, because public financing of
elections is the answer to many of the
deepest probleras facing the Nation,
especially the lack of resjonsiveness of
government to the people. Only when all
the people pay for elections will all the
people be truly represented in their gov-
ernment. .

At a single stroke, we can drive the
Imoney lenders out of the temple of poli-
tics. We can end the corrosive and cor-
rupting influence of private money in
public life. Once and fo: all, we can
take elections off the auct.on block, and
make elected officlals what they ought
to be—servants of all the eople instead
of slaves to a special few.

Amid so much that is negative today—
the paralysis of our Nation’s highest
leadership, the increasing probability
that the President will be impeached, the
resignation of a Vice Pres!dent, the in-
dictments of many former highest White
House aldes, the sick economy soaring
upward into inflation and driving down-
ward into recession—amid all these is-
sues, reform of campaign financing
stands out like a shining beacon, as the
most positive cortribution Congress can
make to end the crisis over Watergate,
and restore the people’s shattered con-
fldence in the integrity of their Govern-
ment.

Most, and probably all, >f the things
that are wrong with politics and public
office in this country today have their
reots in the way we finarce the cam-
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paigns in which the Nation's highest of-
ficials are elected.

‘We et what we pay for. As a result, we
have the best political system that money
tan buy, a system that has now become
the wocst national scandal in our history,
@ disgrace to every basic principle on
which “he Nation stands.

Wha really owns America Who owns
Congress? Who owns the administration?
Is it the people, or is it a little group of
big cainpaign contributors? Take seven
examples that are obviously current
toclay:

Does anyone doubt the connection be-
\ween America’s energy crisis and the
carnpaign  contributions of the oil
industry ?

Does anyone doubt the connection be-
tween America’s reluctance to enforce
affective price controls and the campaign
contribations of the Nation’s richest cor-
porations, especially the $100,000 corpor-
ate capitation tax imposed by the man-
agers of President Nixon’s reelection
campaizn in 19729

Does anyone doubt the connection be-
tween America's health crisis and the
campaign contributions of the American
tledical Association and the private
nealth insurance industry?

Does anyone doubt the connection be-
sween the massive tax loopholes in the
interna! Revenue Code and the campaign
contributions of those who enjoy the
lenefits of such loopholes?

Does anyone doubt the connection be-
tween the crisis over gun control and the
carnpaign contributions of the National
Liifle Association?

Does anyone doubt the connection be-
t'ween the transportation crisls and the
campaign contributions of the highway
lobby ?

Does nnyone doubt the connection be-
tween the demoralization of the foreign
service and the sale of ambassadorships
tor private campaign contributions?

These areas are only the beginning of
the list. The problem is especially urgent
and pervasive today, because of Water-
gute and the soaring cost of running for
public ofice. But if 1972 was unique at
all in campaign financing, it was unique
only in the unscrupulous intensity and
efticiency with which large private con-
tiibutions were so successfully solicited.

Corruption or the appearance of cor-
ruption in campaign financing is not a
new phenomenon. It affects both the
White House and the Congress. In fact,
I would venture that for at least a gener-
ation, few major pieces of legislation
have moved through the House or Sen-
as¢, few major administrative agency ac-
tions have been taken, that do not bear
thie brand of large campaign contributors
with. an interest in the outcome.

‘Watergate did not cause the problem,
bul it may well offer the last clear chance
t¢ so0lve 5. Through public financing, we
cer guarantee that the political influence
of any citizen is measured only by his
volce anc vote, not by the thickness of
his pocketbook.

Fo the man in the street, as the recent
pelis make clear, politics in American
life has now sunk to the depths of pub-
lic service in the heyday of the notorious
fuit 88 the spoils system finally sank of
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spoils system of the 19th century. And
its own scandals, incompetence and cor-
ruption, and gave way to the appointed
civil service based on merit we know to-
day, so the spoils system of private cam-
paign financing is sinking under the
scandal of Watergate, giving way to &
new era of elected public service, based
on public financing of elections to pub-
lic office.

Tt is clear, however, that public financ-
ing is not a panacea for America’s every
social il1. It is not & cure for all corrup-
tion in public life. It is not a guarantee
that those who enter public service will be
any wiser in solving America’s current
problems. What it does mean is that
public decisions will be taken in the fu-
ture by persons beholden only to the
public as a whole, free of the abuses that
have landed America in the dock in the
eyes of democratic nations throughout
the world, free of the appearance of spe-
eial influence and corruption that have
done so much in recent years to bring
all government to its present low estate.

There are a number of issues which
are being raised in connection with pub-
lic financing, and which we will discuss
in detail in the present debate.

PAST ACTION BY THE SENATE ON PUBLIC
R FINANCING -~

PFirst, the bill is not being rushed
through Congress prematurely. The
principle of public financing has received
extensive analysis by Congress over
many years, especially by the Senate. In
fact, the present debate marks the fifth
year in the past decade in which the
Senate is engaging in major floor debate
on public financing legislation:

1966 saw the birth of the original dol-
jar checkoff  legislation, sponsored by
Senator Lonc and signed into law by
President Lyndon Johnson.

1967 saw that law delayed, caught in
the crossfire of the then emerging pas-
sions over the 1968 Presidential election.

1971 saw the act revived, and again
signed into law, this time by President
Richard Nixon.

And, in the wake of Watergate, 1973
saw the first attempted extension of the
checkoff to other Federal elections, in a
measure passed initially by the Senate,
but later killed by a Senate filibuster
mounted by those unwilling to let the
majority work its will.

There is a Rip Van Winkle tone to
arguments of those opposed to public fi-
nancing. We already have public financ-
ing for Presidential elections. It is al-
ready a Federal law. It is already printed
on the statute books.

Surely, Congress is not about to roll
back the clock on the dollar checkoff by
repealing its provisions. The issue now
is whether to extend the dollar check-
off, by applying its provisions to Pres-
idential primaries and to Senate and
House elections. o '

I say, if public financing is the answer
to the problems of private money and
political corruption in Presidential elec-
tions, then it is also the answer to-the
problems of private money and political
corruption in other Federal elections, too.
If public financing is good enough for
President, it is good enough for the House
-and Senate, ton.
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PUBLIC FINANCING IS NOT TAXATION WITHQUT
REPRESENTATION

Second, to those who say that public
financing of elections is taxation without
representation, I reply that taxation
without representation is what we have
today, with a system of campaign fi-
nancing that turns elected officials into
vassals of their big contributors.

If we want a President and Congress
who represent all the people, then all the
people have to pay the cost of their cam-
paigns for public office.

Similarly, to those who say that pub-
lic financing is a raid on the Pederal
Treasury by candidates for public office, I
reply that the real raid on the Treasury
is the raid that is going on today, the raid
that is costing taxpayers tens of billions
of tax dollars a year in undeserved priv-
ileges and benefits, bought by the private
campaign contributions of wealthy do-
nors and special interest groups.

Moreover, under the dollar eheckoff
method of public financing now being
widely used on this year's tax returns, it
is clear that no one’s tax dollars are being
taken for public financing against his
will. No tax dollars go into the election
fund at all unless a taxpayer ehecks the
box on his return.

If the dollar checkoff works, it means
that every dollar in funds for public fi-
nancing is coming from an individual
taxpayer who has given s eonsent. That
is a complete answer to those who say
that taxpayers should not be forced to
pay for political campaigns, and that
public officials should not be spending
public money on themselves.

True, the new Senate bill would enable
any deficits in the checkoff fund te be
made up by congressional appropriations,
But the allocation of tax dollars for fi-
nancing elections is no different in prin-
ciple from the allocation of tax dollars
for any other purpose. .

Not every citizen approves the way
every tax dollar is spent. The most ob-
vious example is Vietnam-—over a period
of more than a decade, America poured
more than a hundred billion tax dollars
into the Vietnam war, over the continu-
ing opposition of what began as a small
segment of the population, but finally
became a majority of Congress and the
Nation.

To some, public financing of elections
may not be the most desirable use of pub-
lic dollars. But it is a vast improvement
over private financing.

We do not let wealthy private citizens
pay the salaries of the President and
Senators and Congressmen. Why should
we let wealthy private citizens pay the
cost of their campaigns?

As with many other Federal spending
programs, some citizens may oppose the
way Congress decides that particular tax
dollars shall be spent. But to call such
spending “taxation without representa-
tion” is a distortion of one of democracy’s
ereatest principles and a travesty on one
of America’s proudest slogans.

THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF PUBLIC FINANCING

The third important issue concerns
the questions that have been raised
about the constitutionality of public
financing. I believe that the language of
the Constitution and a long line of prec-
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edents in the Supreme C irt, going back
to the 19th century, c<tablish ample
authority for Congress to e.act this
legislation.

In each of the major areas where first
amendment and other constitutional
overtones are present, especially in the
treatment of minor parties and the gen-
erous role carved out for independent
private spending, the Seénate bill pro-
ceeds with clear regard for basic legal
rights.

No one—no candidate or contributor—
has a constitutional right to buy an elec-
tion. To suggest that Congress cannot
enact this measure is to deny democracy
the right of self-survival.

Surely, with 535 experts preeminent
in the field, Congress has the constitu-
tional power 1o cc rect a clear and pres-
ent evil it recognizes in the arena
of elections.

To paraphrase the famous words of
Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, challeng-
ing Supreme Court decisions thwarting
progressive soclal legislation at the turn
of the century, the Constitution does not
enact Mr. Herbert Kalmach’s political
ethics.

And so, I am confident the Supreme
Court will uphold the pending legislation
if it passes Congress and a chellenge is
ever brought.

THE ROLE OF POLITICAL PARTIES UNDER PUBLIC
. FINANCING

Fourth, contrary to the premature
obituaries being offered, public financing
is not a nail in the coffin of the two-party
system in America. It will not diminish
in any substantial way the role of polit-
ical parties in the Nation.

To the extent that public funds go to
candidates themselves instead of to the
parties, the Senate bill simply reflects the
existing reality of campaign spending, in
which the role of the candidate is and
must be paramount. Congress settled this
issue in 1967 and ratified it again in
1971, and that is where it rests today.

In two of its provisions, moreover, the
Senate bill specifically enhances the
parties’ role:

By conferring independent spending
authority on party committees at the
national and State level, over and above
the cendidates’ own spending limits, the
bill establishes a specific role for the
parties in their own right, free of the
candidates’ control.

And, by prohibiting expenditures over
$1,000 by a candidate for President un-
less the expenditure has the approval
of the party’s national commitiee, the
bill guarantees a substantial supporting
role for the parties in the national
campaigns.

On balance, therefore, far from dam-
aging the parties, the prospects are good
that public financing will in fact be a
useful counterbalance to the forces driv-
ing the two-party system apart and
splintering modern politics.

Realistically, public financing by it-
gelf is not a lever strong enough to re-
juvenate the political parties in Ameriea.
But if that is the direction in which the
larger political and social forces now at
work are moving, then public financing
will contribute significantly to the goal.
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THE INADEQUACY OF FULL DISCLOSURE

Fifth, to those who say go slow, that
limits on total campaign spending and
limits on private contributions are
enough for now, that all we need is full
reporting and disclosure. I reply that
sunlight is too weak a disinfectant, that
we should not be satisfied with timed
steps today, when Watergate and the ex-
perience of 1972 prove that bolder cones
are needed.

The Nation had an ample full disclos-
ure law on the statute books for most of
the 1972 campaign. True, as we now
know, there was a seramble by some of
the largest donors to make their contri-
butions before Aprii 7, 1972, the date the
disclosure law became effective.

But, as the recent report of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office makes clear, vast
amounts of private contributions were
made and duly reported after April 7 as
well. Wealthy contributors with special
Interest money barely missed a stride
under the full disclosure law.

No one is inhibited by full disclosure
from making a sizable contribution, if
that is the Investment he thinks is needed
to protect his special interest. And, as
Watergate makes clear, if the pressure
is great enough, the money will be found
and the contribution will be made in se-
cret, in flagrant violation not only of the
disclosure law but also of other criminal
provisions in the election laws, such as
the prohibition on corporate contribu-
tions.

When some of the most distinguished
corporations in the Nation—familiar
names like American Airlines, Goodyear
Tire, Gulf Oil, and Minnesota Mining
and Manufacturing-—confess to blatant
crimes involving hundreds of thousands
of dollars in illegal corporate contribu-
tions, and then compound their crimes
by using foreign agents and laundered
foreign bank accounts to cover up the
trail, we begin to understand the irresist-
ible financial pressures that are corrupt-
ing our national life and destroying our
democracy.

The basic defeat of a full disclosure law
is that disclosure, by its nature, will not
work. Too often, the requirement of dis-
closure is easily evaded. And even where
disclosure is made, it will never be full
enough, because a donor will never dis-
close the things he wants in return for
the contribution he is making.

A separate problem in relying on
the disclosure-contribution-spending-
limit approach, without public financing,
is that Congress would be aiming in the
dark. Therefore, the danger exists that
the limits would be set so high that they
would be meaningless as real reform, or
so low that they will break the back of
private financing, without leaving any
realistic alternative in its place.

The pending Senate bill steers a middle
course, avoiding both extremes. It sets
the contribution limit at $3,000 per indi-
vidual per campaign—low enough to pro-
hibit clearly excessive private contribu-
tions, but high enough to allow a
candidate to run his campaign entirely
on private funds, if that is the route he
chooses. -

In addition, the bill offers candidates
the alternative of public funds for both
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their prirnary campaigns and their gen-
eral election campaigns, at realistic levels
that not only are high enough to avoid
any reliance at all on large private con-
tributions, but also are aigh enough to
enable any serious challenger to get his
message to the people. No one can fairly
say that in S. 3044, the S:nate is writing
a dream bill for incumbe:ts.

The application of S. 044 to primary
elections illustrates the cautious ap-
proach of the bill to the issue of public
financing:

Any candidate may choose to finance
his campaign entirely tarough private
contributions, at $3,000 per donor.

Or, he may obtain mat:hing grants ot
public funds for each $110 contribution
in congressional primaries, or each $250
eontribution in Presidential primaries.

For example, for each 3,000 a Senate
candidate needs to finance his campaign,
he must decide whether it is easier to
raise the full amount from a single donor,
or to raise it from 15 donors of $100 each,
‘whose contributions will be matched by
$1,500 in public funds to r:ach the $3,000
level. In effect, the $3,0(0 contribution
cefling will function as a safety valve in
the evenf that the novel concept of
matching grants fails to work in practice.

Equally important, to cualify for any
public funds at all for his primary eam-
paign, the candidate must meet the bill’s
substantial test of raising a high thresh-
old of $100 contributions--20 percent ot
his spending limit in the cise of a Senate
primary. As the threshild provisions
make clear, the bill offers no easy access
%0 the Treasury for political candidates
seeking a joyride at the taxpayers’ ex~
pense. No one Wwill be entitled to public
funds until he satisfies the threshold,
and thereby mests the bill’s stiff test of
the seriousness of his cancidacy.

THE ROLE OF PRIVATE F.NANCING

Sixth, contrary to some reports, the
public financing provisions of the bill are
in no sense mandatory. Tte bill does not
prohibit private financing, and it cer-
tainly does not prohibit small private
contributions.

In fact, it provides strong incentives
for small contributions in primaries,
since it offers matching public funds only
for the first $250 in private contribu-
tions for Presidential prinaries and the
first $100 in primaries for the Senate and
House.

Private contributions alio have a role
to play in general elections, since major
party candidates will have the option of
relying entirely on private funds, entire-
1y on public funds, or on any combina-
tion in between.

And in both primaries and general
elections, the bill provides 1iew incentives
for small private contribu‘ions by dou-
bling the existing tax credit and tax
deduction available for such contribu-
tions.

In those respects, the bill recognizes the
vigorous differences of opinion on the
proper role of small private contribu-
tions. Some feel that such contributions
are an essential method for bringing
citizens Into the system anad encourag-
ing popular participation in pclitics.

Others, like myself, feel that there are
betler ways to bring a peison into the
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system than by reaching for his pocket-
Look, and that the best way to a voter’s
Iweart is through his opinions on the is-
sues not through the dollars in his wallet,

As it should, the bill accommodates
both views, letting each candidate “do
Iiis owr thing,” without forcing any can-
didate into a rigid formula for financing
nis carmpaign.

I this respect, S. 3044 is an improve-
aient over the 1971 dollar checkoff law,
which prohibits a person who accepts
public funds from accepting private con-
tributions. Under S. 3044, there is greater
lexibility—a candidate can select the
mix of private and public funds he wants
for his campaign, such as 50-50 or 80--20,
and is not obliged to accept public funds
onan ail-or-nothing basis.

For that reason, I am opposed to al-
‘ernative proposals that would turn pub-~
.i¢ financing for general elections into a
compulsory mixed system of partial
tublic “unds and partial private con-
sributivas, with or without matching
prants,

Last November, in the floor debate on
the public financing amendment to the
1Jebt Ceiling Act, the Senate voted 52-40
against a proposal to cut the amount of
public funds in half and to require the
remainder to be raised in private con-
tributions. As Senator JouN PASTORE suc-
cinetly put it in the floor debate, in
cvpposing such a mandatory mixture of
public and private financing:

Either we are going to have or not going
to have public financing. If we are going for
Iublle financing, let us go for public Ananc-
iag. If we are not going to have it, let
13 not have it. What we have here [in the
Lioposal Jor a mixed system] is a hermaphro-
dite.

If participation in polities through
small private contributions is the goal,
tuen the dollar checkoff is already
achisving it. More than 4 million tax-
bayers Liave used the checkoff so far in
1974, At the current rate, 12 million
taxpayers will have used it by the time
al} returns are filed on April 15. That is
a world record for public participation
in. campalgn finaneing, a tribute to the
workability on the “one voter-one
dollar” approach to public financing en-
azted in 1971,

Further, it is by no means clear that it
i¢ feasible for a large number of general
e.ection campaigns across the country to
bz run on small private contributions.

‘The Goldwater campaign in 1964, the
MoGovern campaign in 1972, and the
Democratic National Committee’s tele<
tion in 1973 are good examples of suc-
cessful fundraising through small pri-
vate contributions, but they prove only
thiat such fundraising may work in the
anique circumstances involved in those
campaigns.

They tlo not prove that the method
will work when every Senate, House and
Presidential candidate is tapping the
puol of small contributors.

The nes result of such a system applied
to all elections may simply be to put a
premium on the best-known candidate,
or the candidate who starts the earliest
01 who hires the best direct-mail expert
as his fur.draiser.

MNor would it be desirable, in my view,



March 26, 197}

to adopt a program of matching grants
for small private contributions as the
form of public financing for general elec-
tions.

In the case of primaries, a system of
matching grants is appropriate and is
the method adopted by S. 3044. In fact,
matching is the only realistic method of
public financing in primaries, since it is
the only realistic way to identify those
who are serious candidates. The candi-
dates who deserve public funds are those
who have demonstrated broad appeal by
raising a substantial amount of private
funds from small contributions. Thus, if
we are to have any public financing of
primary elections, it must be accom-
plished through matching grants.

In the general election, however, the
nomination process has already identi-
fied the major party candidates who de-
serve public funds. It is appropriate,
therefore, as S. 3044 provides, to give
them the full amount of public funds
necessary to finance their campaigns,
with the option for every candidate to
forgo all or part of the public funds if
he prefers to run on private contribu-
tions.

Thus, full public funding in the gen-
eral election gives a candidate maximum
discretion in running his campaign. If
an extra layer of private spending is
allowed, all candidates would be obliged
to raise the extra amount as a guarantee
that they would not be outspent by their
opponents.

As a result, all candidates would be
forced into the mandatory straitjacket
of spending time and money to raise
small orivate contributions, even though
many candidates would prefer to spend
that time and money in more productive
ways in their campaigns.

A system of matching grants in gen-
eral elections would be especially danger-
ous to the existing two-party system,
since it might encourage splinter candi-
dates—for example, a candidate narrow-
1y defeated in a primary would be en-
couraged to take his case to the people
in the general election as an independent
candidate or as a third party candidate.
Under S. 3044, by contrast, a third party
candidate with no track record from a
past election would still be able to obtain
public funds, but only retroactively, on
the basis of his showing in the current
election.
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Thus, in its provisions offering full
public funds on an optional basis for
general elections, S. 3044 avoids the
waste, pitfalls, and obvious dangers to
the election process of a mixed system
of public-private financing or a system
of matching grants, and I urge the Sen-
ate to approve it.

THE EFFECT ON BUSINESS AND LABOR

Seventh, we must lay to rest the spec-
ter that public financing will fracture
some presumed election compact between
business money and labor manpower in
American public life.

That view contains a basic fallacy, be-
cause it paints a picture of political life
that no candidate would recognize. The
impact of public financing will be ap-
proximately equal on both business and
labor, because both business and labor
depend primarily on money and large
campaign contributions to support the
candidates they favor.

Under public financing, neither busi-
ness, nor labor, nor any other interest
group will be able to purchase influence
or any other special benefit. But neither
will they have a monopoly on the man-
power or on the energy and ability of
those who are willing and eager to par-
ticipate in political campaigns.

THE COST OF PUBLIC FINANCING

Eighth, to those who say we cannot af-
ford the $90 million annual price tag
on the public financing provisions of S.
3044, I say we cannot afford not to pay
the price. Dollars for public financing
are a bargain at any standard, because
they are dollars invested now that prom-
ise rich dividends in public service for
America in the future.

Think what that price tag really means.
For about the cost of a single week of
the Vietnam war, for less than a tenth of
a cent a gallon on the price of gasoline
each year, for less than 50 cents a person
each year, we can take the step best cal-
culated to clean the stables of our Gov-
ernment and to bring integrity back to
politics.

We trust candidates for Federal oflice,
once elected to the White House and to
Congress, to spend over $300 billion in
public funds in the annual Federal budg~
et. Why should we hesitate to trust candi-
dates with $90 million a year in public
funds for their election?
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Through the democracy of the dollar
checkoff, we can spread the cost of cam-
paign financing broadly among all tax-
payers. Thanks to the good faith efforts
of the Internal Revenue Service to pub-
licize the checkoff on this year’s tax re-
turns, the procedure is working reason-
ably well today—15 percent of the re-
turns flled so far in 1974 are using the
checkoff now, already a fivefold increase
over 1973.

My hope is that the use of the check-
off will increase between now and April
15, as taxpayers become increasingly
familiar with the plan. At the present
rate, the checkoff will be ample to finance
the 1976 Presidential election, but more
is needed. To pay for public financing of
other elections, the rate of use of the dol-
lar checkoff will have to double once
again, which means that one out of every
three taxpayers must use the checkoff
if supplemental appropriations are to he
avoided.

Eighly million taxpayers are voting cn
their tax return this yvear. The votes they
cast with the Internal Revenue Service
between now and April 15 will be some of
the most important votes they ever cast,
because they are votes for honest, fair
anhd clean elections.

A totally new experiment in American
democracy is underway, an experiment
as significant in its way as the school
desegregation and reapportionment deci-
sions by the Supreme Court in the 1960's,
or the civil rights and 18-year-old vote
legislation passed by Congress in recent
years.

In sum, public financing of elections
means no more Watergates. It is the
wisest possible investment the American
taxpayer can make in the future of his
country. If it works, our elections will
once again belong to all the people of the
Nation. The stage is set for Congress to
seize this historic opportunity to bring
democracy back to health. May future
generations say that we were equal to the
challenge.

Mr. President, I ask unanimeous con-
sent that a table showing the current
results under the dollar checkoff, and an
outline of S. 3044, may be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the material
was orcered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:

WEEKLY AND CUMULATIVE RESULTS OF THE DOLLAR CHECKOFF

1973 returns using checkoff for 1973 Total 1973 returns using checkoff for 1373 Total
returns returns
November Percent Amount processed 1 November Percent Amount processed !
Weekly Results: . 1973 returns using checkoff for 1972
Through Jan. 18... ... ..... 43,198 10.7 $60,066 ...
Week of: Weeldy results:
Jan. 25 120,202 14.0 171,984 Thyough Jan. 18..___ .. ... 21,580 5.3
.1 251, 312 14,7 365,777 Week of:
396, 287 14.3 585, 519 59, 360 6.9
553, 806 4.1 20, 986 120,088 7.8
629,823 15.1 930, 641 186, 534 6.7
766, 586 14.6 1,136,250 _. 258,172 6.6
770,729 13.4 1,145,293 __ 294, 289 7.1
775,262 13.9 1,150,872 .. 359, 690 6.9
361, 825 6.8
163, 400 13.0 232,050 .. 364, 692 6.5
414,712 1.0 597, 827
810, 999 14.1 1,183,346 80, 940 6.4
1, 364, 805 141 2,004, 332 201, 028 6.8
1,994,628 14.4 2,934,973 13,963, 000 387, 562 6.8
2,761,214 14,5 4,071,223 19, 141, 000 645,734 6.7
3,531,943 14.5 5,216, 516 24,472,000 540,023 6.8
4,307, 205 14.4 6, 367, 388 30, 005, 000 1,299,713 6.8
1,661,538 6.8
2,026,230 6.8

1 81,000,000 returns expected by Apr, 15, 1974: as of Mar, 15, 43,611,000 returns had been received, or about 54 percent of the returns expected to be filed. The figures in the table are based on

the number of returns processed.
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OUTLINE OF S. 3044—PuBrIC FINANCING FOR
FepERAL ELECTIONS

PURPOSE

1. S. 3044 builds on existing law, which
provides public financing for Presidential
general elections, by extending its provisions
to include public financing for Presidential
primaries and for Senate and House general
elections and primaries.

EXISTING LAW

2, The existing law s Senator Russell
Long’s “Presidential Election Campaign Fund
Act.”! known as the dollar checkoff. The
Act, as passed by Congress in 1971 and
amended In 1973, established a program of
public financing for Presidential general
elections, to go into effect for the 1976 elec-
tion. Under the Act, taxpayers are authorized
to designate that $1 of their taxes ($2 on
joint returns), shall be available for a
“Presidential Election Campaign Fund,” es-
tablished on the books of the Treasury.
Under the law, the designated amounts must
be transferred into the Fund under a specific
appropriation enacted by Congress. Once
transferred to the Fund, the amounts will
be apportioned among eligible major and
minor party candidates in the Presidential
general election. The 1973 amendments elimi-
nated the so-called “Special Accounts” in
the Fund, and left only a “General Account,”
to be allocated by formula among Presidential
candidates. The program is administered by
the Comptroller General.

GENERAL PROVISIONS ON PUBLIC FINANCING

3. S. 3044 establishes a Federal Election
Campaign Fund in the Treasury as an ex-
panded version of the existing Presidential
Election Campaign Fund, to be funded
through the dollar checkoff and general ap-
propriations acts of Congress. Payments from
the Fund will be made to eligible major and
minor party candidates in primaries and
general elections for all Federal offices—
President, Senate, and House,

4. The bill increases the amount of the
dollar checkoff from the existing level of
$1 (82 on & joint return) to $2 (34 on a
joint return).

5. The bill modifies the checkoff to pro-
vide an automatic designation of tax dollars
into the Federal Election Campaign Fund,
unless taxpayers indicate on their returns
that they do not want the designation made.

6. The bill authorizes Congress to appro-
priate funds to make up deflcits left in the
fund after the operation of the dollar check-
off.

7. The program will be administered by
a new Federal Election Commission. The
Commission will certify a candidate’s eligi-
bility for payments, and be responsible for
conducting detailed post-election audits and
obtaining repayments when necessary. The
Commission will also administer the report-
ing and disclosure provisions and the con-
tribution and expenditure ceilings of the
Federal election laws.

8. Thereo are heavy oriminal penalties for
exceeding the spending limits, and for un-
lawful use of payments, false statements to
the Commission and kickbacks and illegal
payments.,

9. The provisions of the bill will go into
effect for the 1976 Presidential and Con-
gressional general elections and primaries.

10. The cost of the public financing pro-
visions of the bik is estimated at $223 mil-
lion in & Presidential election year, and
$134 milllon i{n the off-year Congressional
elections. Thus, the total cost of the program
over the four year election cycle is $358 mil~
llon, or an average cost of about $90 million

1 Presidential Election Campaign Fund Act,

P.L. 92-178, 356 Stat. 487, 562675 (December
10, 1971), as amended by the Debt Ceiling
Act, P.L. 93-53, BT Stat. 134, 138-139 (July 1,
1973).
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4, year. The cost estimates for each election
zre a3 follows:

Senate
President (33 seats) House
Primaries. _....... $12, 000,000 $1), 600,000 $31, 000, 000
General elections___ 47,000,000 24,000,000 69, 006, 000
Tetalowom eneoe 39,000,000 34,000,000 100, 009, 00C
PRESIDENTIAL, SENATE AND HOUSE GENERAL

ELECTIONE

11, Except as indicated, the provisions of
$. 3044 applicable to gencral elections for
Federal office are essentiilly identical to
those now applicable to Presidential general
elections under existing law. In effect, S.
3044 extends the Presdential Election Cam-
paign Fund Act of 1971 to 3enate and House
elections.

12. Under existing law, public financing is
available as an alternative lo private financ-
ing for Presidential eleciions. Candidates
have the option of public or private financ-
ing, but candidates electing public finnacing
may not also use private financing, except
in cases where the available public funds
are insufficlent to meet th2 candidate’s full
entitlement.

Under S. 3044, an eligible candidate has the
option of accepting full public financing, or
full private fina:acing, or any combination of
the two. Thus, a candidat: eligible for full
public financing may choose to accept only
half the public funds to which he is en-
titled, and may finance the other half of his
campaign through private contributions.
Such private ccntiribution: will be subject,
however, to the $3,000 contribution limit and.
other provisions of the bill applicable to pri-
vate financing.

13. The bill follows the basic formula ir.
the existing dollar checkoff for allocating
public funds among candidates of major anc.
minor parties and indepencent candidates.

A “major” party is & psrty that receivecdl
25% or more of the total number of popular
votes recelved by all candiclates for the office
in the preceding election, >r the party with
the next highest percentage of the votes, in
an election where only one party qualifies
as a major party on the basis of the preced-
ing election.

A “minor” party is a pearty that receivecl
more than 5% but less than 25% of the
popular vote in the preecding election.

14. In Presidential elections, a candidate
of a major party is entitlel to public funds
in the amount of 15 cents per voter based or
the current estimate of th: voting age pop-
ulation in the United States (about $21 mil.
lion at 1973 levels).

In Senate elections ancd Statewide Corn-
gressional elections a candidate of a major
party is entitled to pub.de funds in the
amount of 15¢ wer voter o $175,000, which-
ever Is greater.

In House elections in i3tates with more
than one Representative, the entitlement ot
& major party candidate iz $90,000.

The 15¢ a volter figure :nd cther entitle-
ments will be adjusted fo: future increases
in the cost of lving. Thne figures coincide
both with the entitlment o' Presidential can -
didates in the existing dcllar checkoff law,
and with the campaign spanding ceilings in
8. 873, which passed the Senate in July
1973.

15, A candidate of a minor party is en.-
titled to receive public funds in proportion
to his party’s share of the vote in the pre-
ceding election. A candidate of & minor party
may increase his entitlement on the basis ol
his performance in the cuirent election, and
may obtain retroactive reimbursement for
the increase after the election.

16. A candidate of a patty which i3 not a
‘major or minor party is entitled to recelve
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public funds in proportion to his share of
the popular vote in the current election, on
w retroactive reimbursement basis, if he re-
ceives tore than 5% of the vote in the elec-
tion.

17. An independent candidate 1s entitled
to public funds on the same basis as if he
were tha candidate of a party.

PRIMARY ELECTIONS

18. T'o qualify for public funds, candidates
must accumulate the following threshold
amounts of private funds, raised by small pri-
vate coatributions:

Presicient—$250,000, in contributions of
£250 or less.

Senate—20% of the spending ceiling or
$125,000 (whichever is less), in contributions
of $100 or less.

Flous¢—$10,000, in contributions of $100
or less. :

19. Once the threshold is reached, a can-
didate is eligible for public funds matching
the threshold amount, and to additional
public funds matching each additional pri-
vate contribution of $250 or less in the case of
Présidential candidates, and $100 or less in
the case of Senate or House candidates. All
matching is on a 50-50 (dollar for dollar)
hasls.

ROLE OF POLITICAL PARTIES

20. In order to assure the continuity of
normal functions of political parties, to pro-
vide an independent role for the parties in
genreral elections, and to offer an additional
opportunity for private contributions, the
national committee of a political party is
entitled to spend a total of 2¢ per voter of its
ow:a funds, collected from private contribu-
tions, on behalf of candidates for Federal of-
fice in general elections; and a State com-
mittee of a political party is entitled to spend
& total of 2¢ per voter of its own funds on
benhalf of such candidates within the State.

41. No expenditure over $1,000 may be
made by the Presidential candidate of a party
in a general election unless the expenditure
has besn approved by the Party’s national
cornmittee.

RELATED PROVISIONS

22, T'ax Credit and Tax Deduction.—As an
incentive to small private contributions, the
hill doubles the existing tax credit and tax
deduction for such contributions. The tax
credit is increased to one-half of any con-
tridution up to $50 ($100 on a jolnt return)
and the tax deduction is increased to $100
($200 on a Joint return). The cost of his
provision is estimated at $26 million ($11
miilion from doubling the maximum credit,
and $1% million from doubling the maximum
deduction).

3. &pending Ceilings for General Elec-
Hions:

President: 15¢ a voter ($21 million).

Senave: 15¢ a voter or $175,000, whichever
is greater.

Housz: $90,000 ($175,000 in a single dis-
trizt state).

24. Soending Cellings for Primaries: .

Presizient: 20¢ a voter per State; 10¢ a
voler rationwide ($14.2 million).

BSenaie: 10¢ a voter or $125,000, whichever
Is greater.

Houss: $90,000 ($125,000 in a single dis-
trict State).

25, Contribution Limits on Individuals:

$3,000 to any candidate or committee. The
iimit applies separately to each primary and
general election. An individual may con-
tribute $3,000 to a Presidential candidate in
sach primary he enters, and $3,000 in the
general election.

LLiimis on use of personal funds by a candi-
date: President, $50,000; Senate, $35,000;
and House, $25,000.

26. Independent Spending.-—Individuals or
committees not authorized by a candidate
mzy spend up to $1,000 during the campalgn
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on behalf of the candidate, independent of
the candidate’s own spending ceiling.

27. Reporting and Disclosure.—Re-enacts
the provisions of S. 372, which passed the
Senate in July 1973, and which requires full
reporting and disclosure of campaign con-
tributions and expenditures.

28. Full Disclosure of Financial Interests.—
An annual statement of income over $1,000,
assets and liabilitles over $1,000, and trans-
actions over $1,000 must be filed with the
Federal Election Commission by Members of
Congress, candidates for Congress, and Fed-
eral employees earning more than $25,000 &
year.

PUBLIC FINANCING FOR GENERAL ELECTIONS—STATE-BY-
STATE SPENDING

Public National

Voting age funds and State

population - 15¢/voter,  party com-

(18 yrs. $175,000 mittees

‘State and over)t floor 2¢/voter2
Alabama._.._ 2,338,000  $350,700 46,760
Alaska_._ 200, 600 175, 000 4, 000
Arizona_.. 1, 345,000 201, 750 26, 900
Arkansas__. . 1,374,000 206, 100 27,480
Calitornia___ 14,143,000 2,121,450 282, 860
Colorado._ . . 1,631, 000 244, 650 32,620
Connecticut. 2,101, 000 315, 000 42,020
382, 000 175,000 , 640

529, 000 175, 000 10, 580

5,427, 000 814, 050 108, 540

3,140,000 471,000 62, 800

549, 000 175, 600 10, 980

501, GO 175, 000 10, 200

7,568,000 1,135,200 151, 360

3, 530, 004 529, 500 70, 600

1,957,000 293, 550 39, 410

1,570,000 235, 500 31, 400

2,235,000 335,250 4,700

99, 0 359, 850 47,980

689, 600 175,.000 13,780

Maryland _____..___. 2,720,000 408, 000 54, 400
Massachusetts..._.__ 4, 606, 000 600, 900 80,120
Michigan 5,922, 000 888, 300 118, 400
Minnesota__ 2,575,000 86, 250 51, 500
Mississippi , 453, 000 217,950 29, 060
Missouri- 3,251,000 487,650 65, 020
Montana. 474, 000 175, 000 9, 480
Nebraska. 1,042,000 175,000 20, 840
Nevada........- 5, 000 175, 000 , 300
New Hampshire._ _ 531, 000 175, 000 10, 620
New Jersey_ .. - 5,030,000 754, 000 100, 600
New Mexico 691, 000 175, 000 13,820
New York__. _ 12,665,000 1,899,750 253, 300
North Caroli 3,341, 000 531, 150 70, 820
North Dakota_. 421, 000 175, 000 8, 420
Ohio___ ..o 7,175,000 1,076, 250 143, 500
Oklahoma... 1,832,000 274, 800 36, 640
Oregon. - - eveeceee 1,532,000 229, 800 30, 640
Pennsylvania_. 8,240,000 1,236, 000 16i, 800
Rhode Island._ 677,000 75,000 13, 540
South Carolina_ 1,775,000 266, 250 35, 500
South Dakota_. 454, 000 175, 000 9, 080
Tennessee._ . 2,799, 000 419, 850 55, 980
Texas...... 7,785,000 1,167,750 115,700
Utah__.__ 715,000 175, 000 14,300
Vermont. 309, 000 175, 000 6,180
Virginia. ... 3,243,000 486, 450 64, 860
Washington_ 29, 000 349, 350 46, 580
West Virgini 1,228, 000 184, 200 24, 560
Wisconsin_.* 3,033, 000 454, 950 60, 660
Wyoming . 234, 000 175, 000 4,680
141, 656, 000 21, 248, 400 2,833,120

1 Department of Census estimate, 1973 voting age population.

2 The national committee of a poliitical party may spend up to
2 cents per voter on general elections for Federal office. A State
committee of a political party may also spend up to 2'cents per
voter on general elections for Federal office in the State,

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Alabama was talking about the
public financing aspects of the pending
bill, and I know that he is very familiar
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with its provisions and how it would
work.

Am I correct in my understanding that
if this bill were passed, each candidate
in the general elections for the House of
Representatives would receive $90,000 out
of the public treasury to spend in his
campaign?

Mr. ALLEN. X believe that is correct;
yes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. And that would not in-
volve any matching funds or private con-
tributions. Each candidate nominated in
the primary would be financed to the
extent of $90,000.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes; that is correct.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Perhaps I should be ad-
dressing my question to the sponsor of
the measure.

That is my understanding—and I am
sure that he will correct this if I am
wrong.

Mr. ALLEN. It would provide a per-
missible mix of public and private funds.

Mr. GRIFFIN. In the general cam-
paign?

Mr. ALLEN. Mix, not match. In other
words, if he did receive, say, $5,000 in
private funds, that could be received and
would come off the other.

Mr. GRIFFIN. But he would not have
to raise anything?

Mr. ALLEN. No, he would not.

Mr. GRIFFIN., He would not have to
raise anything?

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct.

Mr. GRIFFIN. He would be entitled to
$90,000?

Mr, ALLEN. The full amount, yes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I wonder whether the
Senator from Alabama has had an op-
portunity—or perhaps the sponsor of
this amendment has had-—to check to
see how much candidates running for
the House of Representatives are spend-
ing now in their campaigns.

Mr. ALLEN. I do not believe it would
approach that, in my judgment. Many
are spending practically nothing.

Mr. GRIFFIN. It seems to me that
that would be a very interesting bit
of information that we should have.

I will tell the Senator from Alabama
that I have done some primary check-
ing, and it is awfully hard to get figures,
for some reason or other. I understand
that about the only place one can get
them is Common Cause. I do not under-
stand why that should be. I am trying
my best to find out how much House
members and their opponents are spend-
ing now in House races.

One statistic I have been able to obtain
is that more than two-thirds of those
who ran in the last election spent less
than $50,000. I do not know how much
less than $50,000 was spent. I am sure
that in some cases it was down to figures
such as $10,000 and $15,000.

The junior Senator from Michigan ran
for the House 5 times. I do not believe
that any race for the House of Rep-
resentatives in which I was involved
cost in excess of $20,000, and some were
in the neighborhood of $12,000 and $14,-
000.

I would have to do some double check-
ing, but I think it would be a very un-
usual situation if any race in history for
the House of Representatives, in the
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State of Michigan, has cost more than
$90,000. There might have been one or
two, but most of them would not be any-
where near that.

I wonder whether the Senator from
Alabama would agree with me, as a mat-
ter of commonsense judgment, that this
would greatly increase the level of spend-
ing in campaigns for the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, X think it would—
not only for the House but also for the
Senate. I think it would have the same
effect for the Presidential nomination
contest, because $7.5 million would be
available to each candidate who could
raise that amount in contributions for
up to $250.

I do not believe that any of the spon-
sors of the measure seriously contend
that this is going to cut overall cam-
paign expenses. I do ot believe the can-
didates for the Presidential nomination
are spending $15 million apiece on cam-

_paign expenditures in seeking the nomi-
nation. I do not believe they are.

Mr. GRIFFIN. A candidate today
might run in a race in which he would
expect to raise $25,000 to $30,000 and
could get elected for that under normal
circumstances. But if his opponent is go-
ing to be given $90,000 out of the Treas-
ury with which to wage a campaign, he
is put in a position in which he does not
have much choice but to go out and
spend his $90,000. Does the Senator
agree? ’

Mr, ALLEN. It would be sort of like
an arms race. :

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes—a political arms
race, with taxpayers’ money.

Mr. ALLEN. That is right.

Mr. GRIFFIN. If we are interested in
trying to eliminate corruption and to do
away with sleazy practices, I wonder
whether this is a good way to go about
it.

If one is going to spend $90,000, would
it not be mighty tempting to a candidate
to have his brother-in-law go into the
advertising business and his cousin go
into the business of printing bumper
stickers and his relatives and -friends to
do other things they might use to spend
that $90,000? That is what disturbs me.
1t seems to me that this is an invitation
to corruption of public funds.

Mr. ALLEN. I agree with the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan.

As I pointed out on the floor, there is
no requirement that there be prudent
management or expenditure of these
public funds.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I wonder whether the
story will get out to the American people.
I wonder whether they will understand
that we are talking about greatly escalat-
ing the expenditures in campaigns—not
cutting them down. I believe most people
think that too much money is being
spent in campaigns. They are slick, they
are expensive, and the people think too
much money is being spent.

We ought to do something about it.
That is the reason they talk about put-
ting a ceiling on it. But I fear this bill
would greatly increase the spending in
campaigns. The major difference will be
taxpayers’ money coming out of the Pub-
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lic Treasury. I wonder if the public will
get the story through the media.

Mr, ALLEN. I think they will if we
allow this matter to be discussed long
enough. If the point is made again and
again it might be picked up by the media.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Right now, as the Sen-
ator from Alabama said very eloquently,
the idea of campaign reform is somehow
translated into public financing. They
are treated as though they are synony-
mous; that if one is not for public finan~
cing then he must not be for campaign
reform. That is what a lot of storics I
read in the newspapers indicate.

Mr. ALLEN. I agree with the distin-
guished Senator. I might point out tc the
distinguished Senator from Michigan
that there has been filed an amendment
that would provide for cutting down the
amount of permissible contrikbutions
from the $3,000 allowed by the bil: to
$250 in Presidential races and $100 in
House and Senate races on the theory
that that is all the bill allows to be met;
s0 there must be something sinister,
something insidious about that porsion
of the coniribution, more than $250 or
more than $100, depending on the race.
Therefore, they should be cut down to
the amount that does allow them tc be
matched in full,

Mr. GRIFFIN. I focused or: the House
races primarily because there are ap-
proximately the same number of people
and the same number of constituents in
egch House district, so there are some
reasons to make ccmparisons. When we
talk about Senate races I think we all
realize there is a great deal of differ-
ence in the race from one State to an-
other State, and each of those weould
have to be looked at as a separate situ-
ation. I hope it comes home to the peo-
ple of this country and to the Seuate
that we are talking about $90,000 out of
the Treasury for each candidate nom-
inated to run for the House of Revre-
sentatives, and that they will rezlize
what we would be doing in this bitl if
we pass it. '

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Massactiu-
setts, the coauthor of this legislation.

Mr. KENNEDY. It is interesting tc me
that on the opening day of the debate on
this important legislation, the opponents
are focusing on the House of Repre-
sentatives. As the assistant minority
leader understands full well, we will be
glad to let the House set its own figure
and write its own ticket for public financ-
ing. It may well be that the House will
set a different figure than $50,000, or will
adopt a different approach to public
financing.

We hear this sanctimonious concern
that the American people ace gcing to
worry about how thie $90,000 in public
funds is going to be spent, or that it will
be used to set up brothers and cousins in
the printing business, and so forth. Well,
candidates can do that right ncw. All
they have to do is go to the major con~
tributors and collect that money now
and put their brothers and cousing in
business, if that is the way they choose
to run their campaigns. The Senatcr is
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simply identifying the existing prob-
lerr, 0t a oroblem peculiar to public
financing.

The Senator from Mickigan states thas
two-thirds of the House races were fi-
nanced for $50,000 or less in 1972, Than
i3 largely beca'ise so many races in the
House are uncontested. That is one of
the evils of the present systern, that it is
very difficult in many ceses for a chal-
langer to raise any funcs at all to run
against an eatrenched ircumbent.

If toe House of Representatives wants
to set a different figure, a lower figure,
that would be their prerozative.

What interests me this afternocon is
that an the first day of debate on this
measure, we hear it sald how bad this
orovision is fcr the Hoise. The oppo-
nents are not addressing the problem of
where existing campaign contributions
are c¢oming from. They are not talking
about public financing for the Senate, or
what can be done to stop the corrupting
power of contribution money. They are
talkir g abour the House.

1 wish my good friend frora Michigan
woulc focus on that issue, and my friend
the Senator from Alabama as well, be-
cause that is really the essential thrusi
of this whole effort. .

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Presicdent, I ap-
precizte the response from the dis-
tinguiched Senator from Massachusetts.
1 would say that we are looking at the
ill as it cormes from the Committee on
Rules and Administration. I do nos
understand qu.te the point the Senator
from Massachusetts makszs when he said
the House cen set its own figure. This i
g, figure we set and it is nly illustrative
of the philosophy and th: concept in the
bill 2+ a whole. I focusel on the House
wecsuse I think we can understand that.
Now, I guess we will go back and I will
focus on the Senate.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. I woull like to ask the
Senator a question similar to the gues-
tion he ssked me the other day on the
gun control measure. Would the dis-
tinguished assistant minority leader
support this legislation il we altered the
House provision and left it to the com-
plete discretion of the House?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Only to the House?
Absolutely not.

Mr. KENMNEDY. I thiak the Senator
was trying to make a similar peint the
other day. I shink the point is made here
today.

Mr. GRIFFIN. The situation with re-
spect to the House is only illustrative of
what is wrong with this b 11 throughout—-
with title I throughout, because I do
strongly support the other titles of the
nill,

Myr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts scems to indicate
we should focus on some other race be-
sides she House of Representatives. I no.
tice here some of the figures submittecl
Ly the present administretion. If this bill
passes in California, aft:r whoever ran
for th: Senate had been subsidized to the
exten® of $700,000 in the primary, each
rarty would be subsidized $2.121 million,
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Mr. t3RIFFIN. That is each candidate?

Mr. ALLEN. Each candidate in the
zerieral election.

Mr. (3RIFFIN. Running for the Senate
in California would be subsidized how
rauch?

r. ALLEN. $2.121 million.

1 think also the Senator stated he had .
difliculsy finding the cost of some of these
races when we talk about a portion of $15
raillion: for the financing of various can-
clidates for President by the various par-
ties—as to how that $15 million might
rorapare with some races that have been
run for the Presidential nomination. We
have svme experts in the Senate on those
figures and how much they have spent on
their campaigns for the Presidential
noming:tion.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Would the Senator
happer. to have any figures on what can-
didates running for the Senate in Cali-
fornia nave spent in the past?

Mr. ALLEN. No; I do not have that,
bul I wondered how campaighs of some
“enators who have run for President
would compare with the $15 million this
bill would allow them to spend. I wonder
if the Senator has any thoughts along
that line and whether we might get some
zxpert testimony on that point.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think it will come as
# real shock to a lot of people who are
interessed in campaign reform when and
if they get the true story, of what title I
of this bill would do and how it would
subsidize candidates running for the
Senate in California to the tune of $2.5
mi:lion.

Mr, ALLEN. $2,121,000.

Mr, GRIFFIN. $2,121,000.

Mr ALLEN. But it would subsidize a
candidate for the Presidential nomina-
tion, a candidate like Governor Rocke-
teller vr Governor Reagan or Governor
Connally, up to a limit of some $7.5 mil-
lion. I do not think the country realizes
that would be the case.

Mr. (3RIFFIN. Of course, the tax funds
zre: furds over which the people have no
ghoice insofar as what happens to them
is concarned. They are not being used to
suppor: their candidate or their cause or
their party, and their money is going to
go to support both candidates.

Mr. ALLEN. I think another interest-
ing statistic might be how many thou-
sands of taxpayer’s returns on Federal
taxes will be required to subsidize the
Presidential campaign for every man
who runs for President. It would take
literally thousands of taxpayers’ pay-
ments to do so.

Mr, KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. (FRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr, KENNEDY. Did the Senator from
‘il.VIicghig'a‘n vote for S. 372, does he remem-
DET?

Mr. (3RIFFIN. I believe I did, yes.

IMr. KENNEDY. Does the Senator from
Michigan remember what the dollar ceil-
ings were in terms of spending for pri-
raaries?

Mr. (yRIFFIN. No.

Mr. KENNEDY. I remind the Senator
chat the dollar figure included in 8. 372
was a $90,000 spending ceiling for pri-

imaries. That is the source of the $90,000
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figure for public financing for House
elections in S. 3044.

Mr. GRIFFIN. S. 372 was not a pub-
lic financing bill was it? i

Mr. KENNEDY. No. I was addressing
myself to the source of $90,000 limita-
tion. The Senator from Michigan was so
pained at what a sizable amount was to
be expended in a congressional election.
He was talking about how the great ma-
jority of elections were financed for $50,-
000 or less. The Senator could have ad-
vocated an amendment to reduce the
figures in S. 372. He did not, I urder-
stand; he supported 8. 372, which estab-
lished the basic $90,000 figure for House
elections.

Once again let me point out that I
think those who support public financing
will be delighted to leave the exact fig-
ure to the House of Representatives. I
think that is where it should be left. But
the source of the $90,000 is not hard to
find—it is 8. 372, which was supported
by hoth the Senator from Michigan and
the Senator from Alabama.

I also notice that the Senator from
Michigan was a member of the commit-
tee that actually ‘reported S. 372 to the
Senate. So evidently he was willing to
set a ceiling at $90,000 for elections for
the House in S. 372, but is unable to
support that concept as it applies to pub-
lic financing at this time.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator
from Massachusetts for calling that
background to my attention. I, frankly,
fail to see any particular relevance to the
fact that in a prior bill there was ap-
proval of a $90,000 celling for House
races, in comparison with the fact that
in this bill the legislation, as I under-
stand it, would provide for $90,000 to be
paid for every candidate running for the
House. I can understand that there may
be some races where a $90,000 ceiling
might not be unreasonable, provided that
there is a full disclosure and tight limits
on private financing of campaigns. But
to follow along from that and come to
the argument that every candidate run-
ning for the House of Representatives
should therefore be financed to the tune
of $90,000 out of the Public Treasury
seems a non sequitur, as far as I am con-
cerned.

I yield to the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) .

TREATY AND |THE TREATY OR-
GANIZATION

Mr. CHURCH. . President, Senate
Resolution 174, which was passed by the
Senate last NovemHer 2, directs the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations to conduct
a full and completdreview of the South-
east Asia Collectivd Defenise Treaty and
the treaty organizgdtion. The resolution
specifies that the fpommittee is to re-
port its findings apd recommendations
to the Senate by rch 31. As the com-
mittee has not bee
review, I ask unani
deadline for the ¢
findings and reco
tended to June 30,1

ous consent that the
mmittee’s report of
mendations be ex-
74.

able to complete its:
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Jounsron). Withqut objection, it is so
ordered.

PRESENTED
the Senate reported

ENROLLED
‘The Secretary

States the enrolled bill (S. 3228) to pro-
vide funeral trangdportation and living
expense benefits tp the families of de-
ceased prisoners of war, and for other
purposes.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the Senate will corjvene tomorrow at 12
noon. After the 0 leaders or their
designees have be¢n recognized under
the standing ordey, the distinguished
Senator from Iowg (Mr. HuGHES) will
be recognized for npt to exceed 15 min-
utes, after which there will be a period
for the transactiof of routine morn-
ing business of not §o exceed 30 minutes,
with statements limited therein to 5
minutes each.

At the conclusiory of routine morning
business, the Senatdq will resume consid-
eration of the unfnished business, S.
3044, the so-calleq Federal Election
Campaign Act, and $he pending question
at that time will on the adoption of
Senator ALLEN's amé¢ndment No. 1064. A
vote will oocur on thit amendment at the
hour of 3:30 p.m, jand that will be a
rollcall vote.

Mr. President, thege may be other yea-

until the hour of
Frow.

The motion was aggteed to; and at 5:37
p.m., the Senate adjqurned until tomor-
row, Wednesday, Mafch 27, 1974, at 12
o’clock noon.

NOMINA|

Executive nominati
Senate on March 26, 1§74:

. DEPARTMENT JoF STATE

Alfred L. Atherton, Ji., of Florida, a For~
eign Service Officer of dass 1, to be an As~
slstant Secretary of Statg.

Leonard F. Walentynovicz, of New York, to
be Administrator, Buregu of Security and
Consular Affairs, Departnent of State.

James D. Hodgson, of California, to be
Ambassador Extraordinafy and Plenipotenti-
ary of the United States §f America to Japan.

U.S. PartENT| OFFICE

Paul J. Henon, of Virginia, to be an Ex-
aminer-in~-Chief, U.S. Patent Office, vice
Philip E. Managan, resighed.

DEPARTMENT of JUSTICE

Keith 8. Snyder, of N¢rth Carolina, to be
U.S. attorney for the yestern district of
North Carolina for the tprm of 4 years, re-
appointment.

Richard A. Pyle, of OHlahoma, to be U.S.
attorney for the eastern trict of Oklahoma
for the term of 4 years, regppointment.

ONS
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C. Nelson Dayjof Utah, to be U.S. attorney
for the districtfof Utab for the term of 4
years, reappointiient.

Carl H. Slaybhck, of Illinois, to be U.S.
marshal for the outhern district of Illinois
for the term of 4fyears, reappointment,

Ik THE NaAvy

The followingfnamed officers of the Naval
Reserve for tempprary promotion to the grade
of rear admiral s§bject to qualification there=
for as provided by law:

LINE

Robert 7. Colwell Raymond B. Acker-
man

Ear} Forgy, Jr.

Arthur M. Wilco Stephen T. Quigley

Norman A. Cole
ICAL CORFB
Victor P, Bond
&1
Robert G. Jam
CIVIL [ENGINEER CORPS

PPLY CORPS

Albert G. Pauls¢n
In THE MariNE CORPS
The following ramed officers of the Marine
Corps for tempofary appointment to the
grade of major gereral:
Victor A. Armstropg William R. Quinn
Wilbur F. Simlik PFrancis W. Vaught
William G. Joslyn. Robert L. Nichols
IN|THE ARMY
The following-nhmed persons for appoint-
ment in the Regulpr Army, by transfer in the
grade specified, unjder the provisions of title
10, United States (Jode, sections 3283 through
8294:
Tolbe captain

Rose, Jerry D., p53-35-1591,
To be Jrst licutenant

Bain, Michael W, 539-48-0461.

Bode, Donald D., B15-42-9979.

Boyd, James F.|252-82-5678.

Byers, Norman 7J., 170-36-1041,

Davis, Richard C.] 454-70-7741.

Doty, Richard D.]569-80-5359.

Duff, William P., §79--62-71086.

Freemsan, Stepheh R., 522-60-1989.

Garcia, Victor F., 134-38-3214.

CGriffin, Robert ¥ | 430--82-3760.

Hawkes, Thomas} A., 528-58-4866.

Isenhower, Nelsog N., 245-74-3762.

Jackson, Joseph ., Jr., 2350624763,

Markey, Keith L.J817-44-2782,

Parker, John 8., 140-83-5626.

Piskun, Walter $.,058-34—0910.

Redmond, John [II, 561-84-6731,

Roberts, Donald, 232--74-0275.

Romash, Michael|M., 192-36-8034.

Vodermark, Jonathan S., IT, 228-72-4910.

Weisman, Leonarq E., 141-38-4234,

Wilson, Lynnford}s., 223—-60-7067.

Wilson, Torrence M., 252-62-9561.

The following-narhed persons for appoint-
ment in the Regulp
States, in the grade
provisions of title §0, United States Code,

Carey, John C., 039
Murray, Jon L., 264

To b

Reynolds, Jerry D.,B62--62-8316.
Taddy, Jerome J., 30-28-7607.

Rieker, Dennis D., §01-50-1555.
Thibodeau, Caroling M., 568-80—3817.
) To be secopd lieutenant

Boyle, Kim A., 503-§4-4622.
‘Weyhrich, Donald H., 346-40-1619.
Wojtecki, Karen M.} 392-50-1929.

8]
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‘The following-
for appointment] i
the United Stat
lieutenant, undeyq the'

3286, 3287, 3288, apd 329

Abiles, Jose C.,
Adan Rloh ard

Allen, Johnnie
Altherr, Robert

Alverson, Gary ¥., 511-58-6942.
Andersen, Willigm H., 462-96-4038.
Anderson, Edgay, Jr., 262-82-4746.
Anderson, Samuel W., 263-02--7341.
Andrisni, Michagl R., Jr., 100-44-208
Astriab, Steven M., 187442751,
Augustine, Fredprick K., Jr., 261-04-08
Baccus, Rick, 37B~60--5697.

Bachman, Robegt D., 397-58-3029.

Bailey, Stephen |, 445-54-5040.
Bailey, Thomas R., 5356-56-8486.
Baker, Richard §., 457-90-0217.

Baker, Timothy ., 225-80-6380.
Baldwin, Ronald E., 661-82-2822.
Baldwin, Williath L., 547-74-1203.
Ball, James W., Jr., 414-84-0590,
Ball, Ralph E., 431-96-5255.

Banks, Michael 1., 256-88-8632.
Barnett, Willian] E., Jr., 261-08-4T07.
Barr, Charles J.,[p05-68-7265.
Bateman, BruceK., 264-02-1194.
Batt, Norman Aj 518-62-0912.
Bauer, Richard ¥, 228-78-5550.
Beatty, Jeffrey K., 158-44-0335.
Beauchamp, Raijdal T., 447-564-5764.
Benson, Ronnie F., 43004-6071.
Berry, Kenneth 1., 436-70-0536.
Bettinger, Jamed R., 275-54-2479.
Beville, Stanley P., 267-94-9353.
Bidle, Douglas C| 357-46-6793.
Billheimer, Duatje A., 663866412,

Birdseye, James H., 228-78-4470.
Birely, John F., X., 524-T6-5924.
Black, Seott C., §85-58-1918.

Bloxham, Garth [T., 264-90-2148.
Bonglovanni, Chprles M., 189-12-4155,
Boone, Henry L.,[458-92-2226.
Borcheller, Jame R., 218-58-7668.
Borne, Gary P., 439 08—4332

Bosley, Gary S., 386~-56-7200.

Bosse, Timothy (., 219-58-7386.

Bouterle, Lawrerfe R., Jr., 437-84-325¢,

Bowen, Dennis J} 221-36-5348.
Bowen, Thomas W., Jr., 55T-92-6542.
Bowersox, Thomds A., Jr., 216-52-6128.

Boyd, James K., 366--58-2488.
Boyer, Mark W., §77-50-7403.
Bozeman, Gregory B., 265-02-5556.
Bradford, Philip E., 383-58-4453.
Branch, Joseph K., 245-88-0432.
Braye, Roderick 1§., 226-80-7395.

Brethour, Vernof R., 508—-60--1469.
Brewer, Daniel R} 311-58-4174.

Brill, Neil A., 282452-7943.

Brooks, David K. |517-62-0213.
Brookshire, Roy @., II, 5687-54-0287.
Brown, Eric C., 47B-58-5433.

Brown, Willis J., Jr., 424-68-3088.
Bruce, Kenneth H., 311-54-3509.
‘Bryant, Douglas NI, 463-00--8243
Bryant, Gary L., 417-70-3507.
Bryant, FPhilip G.J457-92-1170.
Buchholz, Ronald J., 387-68-6303.
Burgess, Ronald I1, Jr., 237-90-2986.
Burkholder, Nichdlas C., 140-44-2361,
Butler, Robert M.}441-50-3062.
Caldwell, Charles ., Jr., 408-86-4820.

Cambron, James 1§., 423-74-0520."
Canadeo, Harold L., Jr., 397-56-4931,
Carden, Randal B}, 563-88-4018.

Carey, Scott A., 094-54-6140.

Carisen, David D. |528-74-6347.
Carlson, Michael B., 5606-62—4847.
Carpenter, Stanlef C., 481-64-3403.
Carpenter, Ronald R., 524-78-7166.
Carr, Raymond HJ} Jr., 5356-54-7065.
Carr, Robert G., 6]9-658-3252.
Cashman, Thomag J., Jr., 083—44-56285.
Cassl, Peter G., 064-46-0233.
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ed. scholarship students
the Regular Army of
the grads of second
rovisions of title 10,
United States Code, secjons 2107, 3283, 3284,

Casso, Felipd, 463-92-8167.
Castillo, Jeste R., 48782207,
Cavazos, H r E., 458-8€--0947.
Celluced, Stephen D., 022--12-0162.
Chandler,
Chase, Ran
Chiapuzio,

11 D., 326-48- 6694,
ck M., 383-5::-1413.
Chung, Donpld B, 576-5¢--6011.
Clark, Raympnd G., ITI, 2:24-76-7871,
Clark, Virge§L., Jr., 546-7(--T384.
Clarke, Johr] L., 082-48-1:52,
Clements, Michael R., 48¢--62-0383,
Coats, Larry]D., 459-94-5741.
Colt, Bugend W., Jr., 585-38-5025.
Coker, Larryfw ., Jr., 457-81-1410.
Coker, Marcgs G., 228-76-2781.
Cole, Randal ., 453-82-31139.
Coleman, Eddie D., 431-92-9237.
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1. National Supp
Period Ended Marchl
A, U.8S. Refinery
cent of capacity uti
over 83 percent Mar:

from a year ago.

C. Distillate Fuel
down 0.5 percent fr
nearly 17 percent fr

stocks, down 6.6 percgnt from March 1, bu

up over 24 percent (§r
from & year ago.
2. General Farm

MancH 21, 1974,

AGRICULTURE ENERGY
FERTILIZER, BALING
AND TRANSPORTATION

Nearly 82 per-

March 1, and dogn
a year ago. Weeke

28.0 million barrels)

‘uel Situation for Bi-

weekly Period Ending March 21, 1974.

A, Gasoline and

iesel Fuel. Situation

about the same to slightly worse than two

weeks ago. Total of 3

States reported gaso-

line supplies tight tofvery tight in varying

numbers of counties

ompared with 26 on

March 8. Eight of tRese States (Virginia,
North Carolina, Missisgippi, Tennessee, Ohio,

Wisconsin, Minnesot:
some critical counties,
States two weeks ago.

Diesel fuel supplies
tight in some areas i
13 States two weeks ag:
(Mississippl, Tennesse(
ported some critical ¢
States March 8.

Some States report

3

Kansas) reported
n increase from four

eported tight to very

. 16 States, up from

. Four of these States
, Ohio, Kansas) re-
unties, up from two

mprovement in the

allocation system as di
ter informed and State
more efficient. Pollowi
ties reported by probl
tributors and suppliers
to file FEO Form 17's;
tributor’s suppliers (u
acting upon FEO Form
tion fuel, thus puttin
quests are refused in a
sition; delays by regio

ributors become bet-
nergy offices become
are major difficul-
States: Some dis-
equiring all farmers
long delays by dis-
to three weeks) in
7 requests for addi-
farmers whose re-
ecarious supply po-
1 and State energy

from slightly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

reports show pricesgpaid by farmers for fer-
tilizer increased frofm February 18 to March
18.
Month-to-month § percentage increases
3 (date of CLC decon-

th 18 are as follows:

from October 25, 1
trol action) to Ma;

Percnt price increase from Oct. 25 to

Mar, 18
i Novd Nov. Dec. Jan.” Feb. Mar.
Kind of fertilizer 9 10 21 18 18

Nitrogen:
Anhydrous ammonia. 3 40 49 71 8l 97
Ammonium nitrate.. 220 29 43 55 70 71

Urea. ____________. 268 32 54 6% 77 99
Nitrogen soiution___. 23] 34 40 57 73 80
Phosphate:
Triple super-
phosphate_______ 20§ 27 37 42 4 49
Diammonium
phosphate._____. 24 28 33 41 48 51
Potash:
Potassium chloride.. 11 15 15 26 28 32
ixed fertilizer_..__.. 208 23 28 40 45 47

g ilroads have beqn ordered by the ICC to
delivly 1,100 coveregd hopper cars for fer-
tilizer\shipments oup of Florida. Cars must

be delifgred by April and used for fertilizer

service §atil ICC authorizes other use or
until ordeNexpires Mhy 1, 1974,
CanadiaManhydrops armonie plants. U.S.

anhydrous ajamoniall supplies could eventu-
ally be increa¥¢d byJl.6 million tons (about
9 percent) anNpally] as result of tentative
plans to build ¥gur] 1,250-ton-per-day ame-
monia plants in A\p&rta, Canada. Under pro-
posed agreement § U.S. and Canadian
companies, most of TRe plants’ output would
be piped into U.S. tqWge distributed into 15
Midwest States. Sogne\production will be
available in 1976, with N\l plants operative
by the end of 1978.
BALT. WIRN

Bailing wire supply expec®Rd to be short
about 30 percent iffimports d domestic
production continue] at preseilfy rates and
requirements are simflar to 1973.

Estimated requirerngents for 1974
range from 105,000 115,000 tons § baling
wire. Current rate off domestic wire Noduc-
tion estimated to be pbout 10 percentgbove
1973, with baling wje imports arrivirky at

ay crop

offices in processing refuests; inability of
small farmers who puiphase directly from
retail outlets to get sufficient fuel.

A total of eight Statgs (North Carolina,
Tennessee, Kentucky, Infliana, Towa, Kansas,
Nebraska, Oregon) repoft wet weather has

land preparation was
short periods in some
gasoline,

First report of U.S. pverage farm fuel
prices, supplied by Stages at the request
of ERS, show that the m price of gaso-
line increased about 29 Rercent, dlesel fuel
increased about 38 percefpt, and LP gas in-
creased about 21 percenfj during the period
November 1, 1973 to Mafgh 18, 1974.

FERTILIZ

Reports continue to shoy fertilizer in short
supply, with nitrogen in fightest supply po-
sition. Overall, the numbdy of States report-
ing supplies short to tigRt (usually short)
is about the same as reportpd March 8. A total
of 44 States report a nitrogen shortage, com-
pared with 46 States twogweeks ago. States
reporting a phosphate shoftage total 41 com-
pared with 43 on March 8.JA potash shortage
was reported by 39 States pompared with 38
States two weeks ago. Shorjages of mixed fer-
tilizer were reported by 44 States compared
with 43 States two weeks$ ago. State ASCS

as due to lack of

about one-third the

ate for last year,

Following price relfef granted by the CN
January 25, 1974, six pf the seven firms tha
produced baling wirgq in 1973 resumed pro-
duction, with five of these operating at or
near capacity. As a rgsult of additional price
relief and increased cfst pass-through grant-
ed by CLC on Febryary 28, two additional
plants resumed produfption.

Retalil prices for dorpestically produced bal«
ing wire are expected o vary from $22 to $25
per 100-pound box.

Cost of imported wire is much higher, with
reported prices varyigg from $30 to $50 per
100-pound box.

BALIN

Baling twine defici
to be about 15 perce:

TWINE

for 1974 is estimated
t. However, twine im-
ports for the period |October 1973 {through
January 1974 were up 15 percent from last
year. If imporis confinue at this rate, the
overall shortage woulllt be less than 15 per-
cent. Domestic twine poroduction is near ca-
pacity and probably dpnnot be increased be-
cause of shortages off petroleum feedstocks
for man-made twine.

The retail price for]natural fiber twine is
currently over $22 pefr bale, with synthetic
twine prices over $25f These prices are 250
percent or more abovq a year ago.

Normally about 75 gercent of the total hay
crop is tied with twifle, 15-18 percent with
wire, and the remainipg 7-10 percent is not
baled.
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TRANSPORTATION

1. Motor Carriggs. Fewer owner-operators
on the road due fo inability to handlé in-
creased expenses jand pay for equipment,
High fuel costs, feduced speed limits are
blamed. Some hnconfirmed reports of
another truck strjke by end ‘of March. De-
mand for trucks b beef and pork processors
down as result of §rop in consumer demand.

2. Rail Carriersy Slight increase in diesel
fuel supply, mutf reserve inventories de-
creasing. Carriers feoncerned about getting
increased allocatioR of fuel to reflect increase
in freight volume From 1972 and 1973,

3. Ocean Carriefs. Fuel availability sta-
bilized; prices abogt 400 percent above year
ago. Reducing numgber of U.S. ports of call
and slower speeds §o conserve fuel, plus use
of normal cargo spgee for extra fuel supplies,
are causing congeftion at ports. Problem
aggravated by carriers moving cargo subject
to higher freight rffes in preference to low-
rate cargo.

4. Barge Carriers
problems.

No major fuel supply

THE RISING (OST OF COLLEGE

EDUPATION

Mr. RIBICOF¥. Mr. President, the Col-
lege Entrance Edamination Board re-
cently released disfurbing new figures on
the rising cost of § college education.

Accerding to thg CEEB the cost of a
college education fwill rise again next
fall making it 9.4 Jpercent more expen-
sive than a year peo and 35.8 percent
more costly than 4 Fears ago.

This means that f student at a private
college can expect fo pay an average of.
$4,039 next year.

Few families canjafford such rates.

As a result I havg introduced, and the
Senate has passedfthree times, legisla-
tion to grant yearlg tax credits of up to
$325 for the cost of a higher education.
Unfortunately, the [House has failed to
act each time and fhe bill has died.

This bill, S. 18, wagild greatly strengtki-
en the ability of fanjilies to finance their
son’s or daughter’s gchooling. It must be
passed as soon as pogsible.

I ask unanimous dpnsent that the New

ork Times article of March 25 concern-

g the CEEB repoft be printed in the
RRCORD.

ere being no opjection, the article
was ddered to be printed in the RECORD,

as follOgys:
COLLEGY CosTs WILL RISE BY 9.4 PERCENT
N LL
By Gene IfMaeroff)
The cost of§ college pducation, which has

been causing glpwing ghxlety among Ameri-
can families, wil\rise again next fall, making
it 9.4 per cent moke exppnsive than this year
and 35.8 per cent nigre $han it was four years
ago.

A report released yegferday by the College
Entrance Examination{Board, based on a
survey of 2,200 institutipgs of higher educa-
tion, shows that in tHeN\goming academlc
year a student living org calpus at an aver.
age four~year private colege \ill have to pay
$4,039, which is $346 mdre than this year.

Beset by mounting cgsts ingn economy
squeezed by inflation, fgw collegde and uni-
versities seem to be wijning the\batile to
hold down expenses. The effect of Quflation
is such, according to fthe report, Wat hy
next fall a family will finfl it almost as\gostly
to maintain a commultlirgg student livifyg at
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home as to send a st
college.

‘“Meéeting the costs of a college education
is a problem more and jmore American fame-
ilies face every year,” tRe college board says
in its report. “Not onfly the lower-income
family, but also middi@income and upper-
income families are firgling it increasingly
difficult to meet these cogts.”

The report makes thd following findings:

Community colleges, tRaditionally the least
expensive type of highdr educational insti
tution, will have a largef percentage increase
in tuition next year th§n private or public
four-year colleges and iversities.

Despite the fact that Juition is increasing
at a faster rate at publf four-year institu-
tions than at private ongs, it will still be far
cheaper next fall for rgsident students at
public colleges and unigersities—total cost:
$2,400—than for those gat private institu-
tions—total cost: $4,039.

The cost of room andfboard for students
living away at college, fvhich requires the
largest outlay after tuitigh, will be fairly sim-
ilar next fall at public @1,116) and private
($#1,207) institutions.

‘While averages give a ggneral indication of
what the costs will be & colleges and uni-
versities, there is a wide fange of individual
differences. 3

Among the most expefsive four-year pri-
vate institutions, Harva will cost $5,700
and Princeton $5,825, acfording to the col-
lege board report. By corpparison, the State
University of New York Cpllege at Brockport
will cost $2,800 and Slippgry Rock State Col-
lege in Pennsylvania will post $2,350.

All of the costs compyted by the board,
on the basis of figures it s}ys it received from
financial aid officers at tRe various institu-
tions, include tuition, rooth and board, trans-
portation and miscellaneols expenses includ-~
ing books and toiletries.

There is apparently litf§le hope for finan-
cial relief for middle-incgme and upper-in-
come families that have fbeen complaining
this year about soaring coflege costs and the
scarcity of grants and ldgans. The state of
Ohio has put a moratori§m on tuition in-
creases at its public insfitutions and the
University of Michigan hds reduced its tui-
tion, but these actions dp not seem to be
harbingers of a trend.

The tuition-free City Yniversity of New
York will remain one of tHe best bargains in
higher education next yeaf. Student fees at
the various C.UN.Y. unitsfwill average $100
a year. The university esfimates the total
annual costs of its average gommuter student
next fall will be $1,040.

Copies of the report, entfled “Student Ex-
penses at Postsecondary Mastitutions 1974-
76, are available for $2.50fach from Publi-
cations Order Office, Colidge Entrance Ex-
amination Board, Box 593 Princeton, N.J.
08540

@ent away to live at

‘The report was prepared ynder the auspices
of the board’s college scRolarship service,
which helps institutions of§higher education
analyze the financial needq of students ap-
plying for grants and loans)

Here iIs a sampling of thq costs, subject to
change between now and the fall, that res«
ident students at institutjons around the
country can expect to pay fluring the 1974~

5 academic year:

Tdtion  Room
and and
ees  hoard Total
California:
Claremont___._.____.______ .. $33044 1,456  $5,100
University of California at
Berkeley._......oooeocuas 40 1,830 3,290
Florida:
Miamiooo.oee oo -zoc 28640 1,320 4,920
Georgia:
Georgia Tech.____.___. soIznaTe 30 1,120 2,350
linois:
Northwestern. . ____._..zxczzc 3080 1,400 5,280
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T'uition  Room
and and
fees  hboard Totul
Kansas:
University of Kansas..._____J.. $560 $1,250  §2, 540
Maryland:
Johns Hopkins......___..__ .. 3,100 1,580 5, 461
Massachusetts:
Boston University. ...._.____ .. 2,990 1,557 5,100
Brandeis 3,100 1,400 5,100
Mount Holyoke 2,950 1,550 5,100
Radcliffe 3,200 1,875 5,7%0
Smith____ 3,030 1,550 5,250
Wellasley 3,050 1,600 5,250
Minnesota:
Macalester.__._._._....___ . 2,550 1,110 4,200
New Hampshire:
Dartmouth _ 3,870 1,545 5,900
New Jersey:
Bloomfield 2,080 1,260 4,000
Fairleigh Dickinso 2,150 1,300 4,050
Stockton State. 666 1,320 2,700
725 1,300 2,700
2,650 1,337 4,537
________ 3,160 1,520 5120
_____ 2,300 1,400 4,440
__________ 3,430 1,700 5,900
_________ 2,900 1,330 4,730
........... 2,570 1,550 , 270
,460 1,300 4,610
2,200 1,778 4,395
2,600 1,600 5,500
3,390 1,510 5,55
785 1,280 2,825
| 3,165 1,350 5,065
Pennsylvania:
Haverford._.. ... ___._._._. 3,045 1,700 8,245
University of Pennsylvania.. .} 3,165 1,535 5, 350
Tennessea:
|31 S 1,950 1,285 3,815
Texas:
Universityof Texas.._.._.____ 366 1,300 2,401
Wiscansin:
Marquette. . _............... 2,250 1,300 4,029
(N

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN AC'T’
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Jounston). The time for morning busi-
ness having expired, the Senate will re-
sume the consideration c¢f the unfinished
business (S. 3044), which the clerk wil!
state. B

The assistart legislative clerk read as
follows:

A Dbill (3. 3044) to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for
public financing of primary and general
election campalgns for Federal elective office,
and to amend certain other provisions of law
relating to the financing and cor.duct of sucl:
campaigns.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Presilent, this after-
noon at 3:30 the Senate will vote on
amendment No. 1064, which would strike
from the pending bill the public finance
feature, which would remove any fur-
ther or additional public subsidy of Fed-
eral election campaigns.

In the event that that amendment is
not adopted, I plan to offer alternatively
two additional amendments, cne of which:
would eliminate the election campaigns
and the primaries of Members of the
House of Representatives and the Senate
from the subsidy provis.ons of the bill,
which would leave both primaries and
general elections of House Members ancl
Senate Members in the private sector,
but still leave the limitat.ons provided by
the other titles of the bill as to overall
campaign expenditures and maximun:
contributions to a campaign.

The other amendment, in the event
that amendment No. 1064 fails of adop-
tion, would be an amendment which
would eliminate from the bill the subsidy
of campaigns for the Presidential nomi-
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nation of the various parties. This is a
most important amendment, because it
wculd prevent the going into effect of the
bill’s provisions which would provide up
to $7.5 million for each candidate for the
Presidential nomination of the major
partiez, and I do not believe that it is in
the initerest of the taxpayers or in the
interest of our governmental processes to
spread $7.5 million of the taxpayers’
funds among each of the 15 or 20 candi-
dates for the Presidency.

So the order in which the amendments
would be offered would be first the one
coming up this afternoon to strike all
public financing of Federal elections, and
the following amendment, in the event
that is not adopted, would eliminate
House and Senate Members from pub-
lic subsidy, and following that would
be the amendment striking presidential
primary campaigns, though we would
still have the Presidential campaign for
the general election which is also funded
by the checkoff provision, which will
make $21 million available to each of the
parties if they come under the provisions
of thas law.

I send the additional two amendments
to the desk, and ask that they be print-
ed and remain at the desk to be called
up at o later date.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and print-
ed, and will-lie on the table.

The pending question is on agreeing to
the amendment (No. 1064) of the Sena-
tor from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call that roll..

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Haraaway). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HARUSKA. Mr. President, today, we
have on the floor a very significant bill
and or:e with far-reaching implications.
3. 3044, the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1974, is a response designed to meet
problems of campaign abuse that have
plagued campaigns throughout American
political history. In the process of reform,
however, the members of the Rules Com-
mittee have decided to go one step fur-
ther and significantly, perhaps drama-
tically, alter the basis by which we elect
our political leaders.

I am firmly committed to the goal of
campa.gn reform. For too long, both
political parties, have been plagued by
campaign pressures and abuses. Whether
the abuses in the 1972 campaign were
mere far-reaching than abuses in other
campaigns or whether such abuses were
magnified in such a manner as to arouse
unparalleled public attention and anger
is not the issue.

"The point is that campaign abuse has
long been a blot on our political history,
Breaking the law in order to win elec-
tions it wrong in every sense of the word,
both legal and moral. As the primary law-
making body of this Nation, the Congress
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of the United States must do everything
possible to write clear and concise laws so
that candidates know exactly what they
can and cannot do in a campaign.

Last year the Senate passed a cam-
paign reform bill known as S. 372. It is a
bill that had my support. This bill pro-
vided strict limitations on campaign con-
tributions and expenditures as well as
providing for other reforms in campaign
practices. The House of Representatives
has yet to act on a similar measure.

As the year progressed, public clamor
increased and new cries were heard that
further reform of campaign practices
was nheeded. Because it appeared that
many of the alleged wrongdoings associ-
ated with Watergate were tied to the
raising of campaign funds, the idea oc-
curred to alter the basis by which candi-
dates receive funds to run their cam-
paigns. Public financing became the
banner for those who sought to reform
the system.

The Senate was given an opportunity
to debate this issue on the fioor late
last year when a group of Senators were
successful in attaching a public finan-
cing amendment to the public debt limit
bill. As we all know, my distinguished
colleague, the junior Senator from Ala~-
bama, led an earnest and successful fight
to have that amendment deleted. He
was right in that effort, not because it
would have been unwise and deceptive
to attach such far-reaching legislation
to a completely unrelated bill, but be-
cause the substance of the amendment
was ill-advised and undesirable.

The Senate Rules Committee, there-
fore, agreed to return to the drawing
boards and draft a new campaign reform
bill. Now we will have an opportunity
openly to debate the central question
contained in that amendment: Is public
financing the answer to our problems of
campaign abuse, or is it a substantial
part of such an answer?

In seeking to answer that question, we
must first ask ourselves what kind of
political system we want. I think my eol-
leagues would agree that we want a dy-
namic system that is flexible to the
demands of changing times, people, and
attitudes. We want our electoral proc-
esses to encourage the best possible
people to enter public life. We want a
system that leaves room for the election
of only those candidates who are quali«
fied beyond doubt, who embrace the
goals and attitudes of their constituents
and who in short, consider public service
to be the best way to make their contri-
bution to life on this Earth.

Then we return again to the question:
Is public financing of campaigns the
only way, or indeed a wise way, in which
to produce our leaders and on which to
base a political system? I think not.

We can achieve campaign reform and
improve our electoral processes without
overturning our system of privately fi-
nanced campaigns. I think S. 372 went a
long way in that direction. More impor-
tantly, I have serious doubts about the
efficacy of the public's being called upon
to subsidize campaigns. My remarks at
this time will, therefore, be devoted to
title I of S. 3044.
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First and foremost, I doubt whether
public financing would do anything -to
solve problems of campaign abuse. There
are several ways by which a candidate
gains public exposure and indeed runs
a campaign. Money is one. A candidate’s
ability to raise money is one measure of
his viability. Public financing may re-
move money from categories of influence.
In fact, it is the logical place to begin
talk of reforming campaign practices.
But, by removing money from influence,
one simply focuses attention on other
areas of influence, and of potentjal abuse
and even corruption.

These other influences include man-
power and publicity. A candidate needs
people to help him run a campaign. In
local elections, we talk of hundreds of
workers. In national elections, we talk of
thousands and even tens of thousands
of workers.

Certainly, publicity is another factor
which bears heavily on one’s ability to
campaign effectively. A candidate needs
exposure and lots of it. There are other
factors, however, which deserve mention.
Organizational skill, durability, the right
issues, and that winning personality—
which all candidates either fancy they
have or wish they have—are all subject
to influence of one kind or another.

Transferring money to the public sec-
tor, instead of having it originate from
private contributions, will only serve to
bring greater pressure on these other
important factors, including the two
principal ones I have already men-
tioned—namely, manpower and public-
ity. The candidate who has immediate
access to hundreds of workers will have
a distinct advantage. Is the union boss
who provides manpower really different
from the president of the corporation
who donates money? Would not o can-
didate who enjoys the favor of a tele-
vision commentator have a distinct ad-
vantage? Public financing does not ad-
dress any of these factors.

The goal of public financing is to re-
move the raising of campaign funds from
political pressure. Under the bill, the
money is collected and then doled out by
the Pederal Government. I need not go
into a long dissertation about the dan-
gers and problerns this method could un-
leash.

It is common thinking that the best
way to confuse a situation and snarl a
program is to involve Uncle Sam. I do
not see how public financing is going to
be any different in this respect.

As I read the bill, if the $2 checkoft
system on the income tax return does
not provide sufficient moneys in the Fed-
eral Treasury to cover the demands of
all eligible candidates, then Congress
can appropriate additional sums. This is
a most interesting proposition. We would
have Members of Congress, political can-
didates themselves, and a President vot-
ing on appropriations or signing appro-
priation bills into law that can affect
their campaigns and that of their oppo-
nents. I am sure that I do not have to
remind my colleagues of the political

pressures which could affect this proced--

ure.
The issue against public financing can
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be made even more simple. The American
taxpayer has been footing the bill for just
about everything these days. A taxpayers’
revolt is no idle joke, as all of us close
to the political scene at home are pain-
fully aware. Do we as political leaders
and potential candidates have the right
to ask the American taxpayer to pay for
our campaigns? If I were a retired man
living on a fixed income in rural Amer-
ica, I think I might be just a little upset
if T heard my Senator or my Represent-
ative espousing the virtues of public fi-
nancing. The same can be said as to any
taxpayer living anywhere.

Thomas Jefferson, more than 150 years
ago, put it well in these words:

To compel a man (a taxpayer) to furnish
contributions of money for the propagation
of opinions which he disbelieves and abhors,
is sinful and tyrannical.

That statement is fully applicable today
as it was in the time of Jefferson.

Public financing denies the individual
his freedom of choice. A portion of his
tax dollars would be financing the cam-
paigns of candidates he may dislike, not
even know, or, worse yet, completely ab-
hor and despise. .

A candidate should pay for his own
campaign. He will need the help of many
iriends and contributors. This does not
mean that he needs to be “bought off.”
Good laws with proper forms for limita-
tion of funds from any one person and
for disclosure, timely and completely
made, can remedy this part of the situa-
tion. Other provisions in the pending bill
contain explicit remedies of that kind.

An editorial recently appeared in one
of the newspapers in my State. It re-
terred to obvious “dirty tricks” that have
occurred in past campaigns, and they are
not a monopoly by any of the political
parties, including the two major political
parties. In referring to public financing
as a cure, the editor said:

Would reformers feel any better If those
tricks had been paid for by taxpayers’ money
instead of private funds.

Yes, we should be in the business to re-
form our campaign laws and procedures.
Let us not be so “hell bent on reform” to
the point where we lose sight of the very
strengths of our political system and to
the point where we invite much worse in
solutions we advance than is found in the
situation we seek to remedy.

Public financing of political campaigns
has additional disadvantages. They in-
clude:

First. Unfair advantage to incumbents.
This comes about because of the neces-
sity to impose ceilings on campaign
spending, inasmuch as taxpayers will be
putting up the funds. Challengers almost
invariably must spend more money than
those already in office. This is so because
they have so much to do toward name
identification, toward making their
qualifications and views known, and in
general to counterbalance the many ad-
vantages held by a person already in of-
fice. Yet, by public financing, both incum-
bent and challenger would have identical
limits onn their expenditures,

Second. Under title I of the bill, the
level of campaign spending would be in-
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creased particularly in House of Repre-
sentatives races—435 of them every 2
years. That increase would be paid by
taxpayers.

Third. Public financing would deprive
many citizens of the only opportunity
they have to participate in the campaign
process. Many are not in a position to
take part in it in any other fashion or by
any other method.

This might be by reason of demands
of their calling, profession, vocation, or it
might be because of physical disability or
health reasons. The way public financing
would operate would tend to reduce or
decrease cifizen participation which is a
valuable and vital component of a strong
party system and a wholesome election
process. That component would be sacri-
ficed or heavily imperiled.

The Congress would do well to reject
an untried, potentially dangerous, and
objectionable feature of this bill, and
should rather concentrate on those fea-
tures dealing directly, effectively, and
with preponderance of agreement toward
correction of abuses which are so obvious
and so much in need of remedy. The list
is long. I enumerate some of the issues:

Public disclosure of all names and
identification of contributors.

Complete and timely accounting for all
campaign funds.

Limitation of contributions by an in-
dividual to any single campaign.

Limitation of expenditures by any
candidate. )

In this connection, it is well to note
that the bill gives all candidates an op-
tion of soliciting all private contribu-
tions up to the prescribed limit contained
in the bill. Therefore, it must be con-
cluded that such sources are acceptable
and in order because they can be moni-
tored, policed, and in a disciplined way
held within proper and legitimate
bounds. The taxpayer should be spared
the added drain on his funds and the
new and more evil results which would
ensus, ‘ .

In referring to a comment I made
earlier, it is not the source of money
which results in a great many abuses
and undesirable factors in campaigns
and elections, it is the fact that money
is used at all. At any rate, private funds,
according to the committee report, are
not evil in themselves as long as they
are encased, modified, controlled, and
supervised by public disclosure of all the
names and identifications of the con-
tributors, as long as there will be a com-
plete and timely accounting for all cam-
paign funds, and as long as there will be
such limitations as Congress in its wis-
dom will seek to impose.

Other controls over contributions,
such as use of checks not cash; single
or central campaign treasury; prohibi~
tion of all loans to comunittees; prohibi-
tion of stocks, bonds, or similar assets
from contributions.

Campaign activities such as distribu-
tion of false instructions to campaign
workers, disruptive actions, rigging pub-
lic opinion polls, misleading announce-
ments or advertisement in the media,
misrepresentation of a candidate’s voting
record; organized slander campaigns;
legal recourse and redress against slan-
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derous, libelous and unscrupulous at-
tacks on public figures.

Election practices—fraudulent regis-
tration and voting, stuffiag ballot boxes,
rigging voting machines; forging, alter-
ing, or miscounting ballcts. )

There are many more items for the list.
Fvery intent should be to make advances
in each case as effective as possible.
There should be an avoidance of ques-
tionable approaches, trose possessing
sufficient minus marks to detract from
progress -by unified, uncivided support.
Public financing is a divisive factor, a
major one. It ‘would not bear upon the
solution to the long lists of ills and abuses
which have plagued otr system, and
threaten to do so in thz future unless
legislation of this type will be fairly con-
sidered and enacted into law and applied.

Without it and with & concentration
on those other aspects, otr election proc-
ess can be notably strengthened and im-
proved.

It is my hope that as wz proceed in the
consideration of this meusure, there will
be such action taken as tc delete from the
bill the provisions with reference to pub-
lic financing. This will remove an unde-
girable feature from the bill and at the
same time enable the thorough con-
sideration of other features of the
election process.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
2 gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFI(CER. The clerk:
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent tha; the order for
the quorum call be rescinied.

The PRESIDING OFI'ICER. Withou!
objection, it is 5o ordered

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, afte:
discussing the mptter with the distin-
guished minorityg§ leader, the Senstor
from Pennsylvanip (Mr. HueH SCOTT) —-
and he in turn digussed it with the Re-
publican conterefice on yesterday—I
brought the matigr of an August-Labaor
Day recess to the gttention of the Demo--
cratic policy comthittee today. The Re-
oublican conferenge and the Democratic
policy committee hhave igreed that the
Senate, barring gxtraordinary circuni-
stances like, for efampie, the possibilit:
of a sine die adjd m:nt, will, at the
conclusion of iness on Friday,
August 23, stand fn re:ess until noor,
Wednesday, Septemnber 4.

This is an officiafanncuncement whicit
has been agreed todand we will see that i
card is sent to eacl Meriber of the Sen-
ate; but I want to gmphuasize that, as far
as this recess is jconcserned, and any
others upcoming, 1§e the Easter and th:
Fourih of July recgsses, they will be ur.-
dertaken only if nogjhing in the way of an
extraordinary circigmstance occurs.

Mr. President, I§suggest the absence
of a guorum. ]

The PRESIDING
will call the roil.

The legislative c®rk proceedad to cal
the roll. 5

{OFFPICER. The clerl:
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Mr. ALLEN. President, I ask
pnanimous conseny that the order for the
guorumn: call be res@inded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
rbjection, it is so

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3044) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 t¢ provide for public financing of
primary and general election campaigns
for Feceral elective office, and to amend
certain other provisions of law relating
to the financing and conduct of such
carmpaigns.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment, which is to be voted on
at 3:30 o'clock this afternoon, strikes
from this bill, whiech contains five titles,
the first title, title I, in which title are
contaired all of the provisions having
to do with public financing of Federal
elections.

Mr, President, this title is not needed.
It is not needed for two reasons. In the
first place, we have public financing of
Federat elections in a strict sense; and,
in the second place, regulation of cam-
paign expenditures and contributions in
};he private sector has never really been
Lried.

Now let us explore the first statement
that I made, that we already have Fed-
eral subsidy of Federal elections. We
have 021 the book the checkoff provision,
which provides for a checkoff by tax-
payers of $1 in the case of a single person
or $2 in the case of a couple, which
amount goes into a fund which would pay
for the expenses of Presidential general
election campaigns.

Mr. President, it has been estimated by
fiscal authorities—the statement has
been made here on the floor of the Sen-
ate—that by 1976, the next Presidential
zlection, there will be in this fund $50
millior. of public money, because when
the taxpayer checks off the $1 or $2, it
does not come out of his pocket, except
in the sense that it comes out of tax
moneys he is paying on his income tax.
It comes out of the Government portion.
It comes out of the tax liability that the
taxpayer owes to the Federal Govern-
ment. So this is money from the Public
Treastny.

The checkoff plan, which is the exist-
ing law—not what is provided by this
bill; it is already the law—provides that
each major party would get, for the con-
duct of a Presidential election, 15 cents
per person of voting age throughout the
country as a subsidy by the taxpayers to
carry on a Presidential election. So that
there would be $42 million available to
the D2mocratic Party and the Repub-
lican Party under existing law.

There is one catch to that, under the
existit g law, for a party to come under
the provisions of the checkoff and to get
this $1 million—and I say that $21 mil-
licil iz derived by multiplying the num-
ber ot people of voting age throughout
the ccuntry by 15 cents. That ends up
somev here in the neighborhood of $21

iitigii or $22 million. That is available
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to each party. That would be a subsidy of
anywhere from $42 million to $44 million
for carrying on the 1976 Presidential
election.

As I say, there is a catch to it in this:
That in order to come under the pro-
visions of the checkoff plan and have the
Presidential election subsidized for a
party, the party has to certify that they
want to come under the provisions of the
law, and that keeps them from accepting
private contributions in any amount.
There is no possible mix, as is provided
in the Senate bill,

With the expense of Presidential elec-
tions that we have observed, it seems
that if Presidential elections are going
to be conducted on the scale that they
have been conducted in the past, $21 mil-
lion would not be sufficient. So it is en-
tirely likely that neither of the parties
would come under the provisions of the
checkoff, because it is optional whether
a man comes under it or not. He can
come under the public sector or the pri-
vate financing. But it seems to me that
100 percent public financing would be
bad for the party, and that is one of the
weaknesses of public financing. It seems
to me that this would be a weakening of
a political party.

How much better it would be to re-
ceive $5,400,000 in contributions than to
receive $21 million or $22 million from
the public treasury. I do not believe we
are going to see money here authorized
to the major parties come under the
1970 law on the checkoff. There is $42
million—$42 million to $44 million—by
which Federal elections are already sub-
sidized or for which money is available
for subsidy.

By the way, I might add that under
another title in the bill, that would not
be stricken out by amendment No. 1064,
is a doubling of the checkoff. So the
checkoff then would be $2 for a single
person and $4 for a couple. We are al-
ready taking in enough to run a political
campaign. What is the use of doubling
the amount? By specifying a doubling,
we will have changed the whole concept
of the checkoff from being a voluntary
checkoff. This is Senate bill 3044 that is
submitted to us to vote on. It provides
for a doubling of the subsidy from $2 to
$4. It provides that if a person does not
check off the $2 or $4, he is then pre-
sumed to have checked it off. In other
words, if he does not check it off, he is
ruled to have checked it off, because he
1ril‘ust; have the checkoff to apply against

im.

At my request, the Committee on Rules
and Administration prepared or obtained
some estimates of what these checkoffs
are going to cost the Government. This
s what it will cost the Government, ac-
cording to estimates obtained by the
Rules Committee, I assume, from the
Internal Revenue Service, and appears
on page 28 of the report:

If all returns, individual and joint, should
take full advantage of the one dollar check-
off, the total cost would be $117,370,000.

$117,370,000 is what would be brought
Into the public treasury for the political
campaign or available for the political
campaign.
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But if the provisions of S. 3044 should
get through the Senate and go through
the House, and if all returns should take
full advantage of the $2 checkoff, the
cost would be $234,740,000. That is how
much this little item of the checkoff
would bring if everyone availed himself
of it. But the proponents are not satis-
fied to leave the proposal on a volun-
tary basis. According to the bill—and
that is all we have before us—if the tax-
payer does not check it off, if he does not
specify that it is not to be checked off,
then the bill would make that decision
for him, and that decision, naturally,
would be that the money is considered
to be checked off. It does not cost the
taxpayer anything at that point, other
than as a member of the taxpaying pub-
lic. That amount is just a contribution to
the public Treasury. It does not increase
the taxpayer’s income tax. It is simply
taken from his tax liability. So there we
see what is being done on the checkoff.

I am not a soothsayer, but I believe
that it will not be too long before we
will see an effort to raise the amount of
15 cents per person of voting age, that
comes out of the checkoff, to 20 cents, or
possibly 25 cents, because the candidates
are not going to be satisfied with $21
million or $22 million for each party,
which is already provided under existing
law, without any further extension of
the Federal subsidy to politicians. After
all, why should the Federal Government
take over the expenses—the campaign
expenses—of the politicians of the coun-
try? That is what we would be doing.

Take the State of California, under
this proposed law. California would be
subsidized, according to the table pre-
pared by the Committee on Rules. The
candidates running in the primaries of
the State would have half of their ex-
penses—each candidate in the primary—
up to $1,414,300, paid by the Govern-
ment.

So $700 in the primary is what he
would get out of the taxpayers’ pocket,
and maybe there would be seven, eight,
nine, or ten candidates in some races.

I asked a Congressman from a West-
ern State the other day how the Senate
race looked in that area. He said, “Well,
there is one candidate from 1 party, and
10 candidates from the other party.”
Every one of those 10 would be getting
a subsidy from the Federal Government,
according to this bill. The Government
would match the contributions it re-
ceived. up to $100 each. That is not so
terrible, out of $700,000, for a politican
in a primary.

It does not take any mateching then.
As soon as he gets on the ballot as a
major party candidate, the Government
opens up its coffers and makes a con-
tribution to the candidate for the Sen-
ate out of the taxpayers’ pockets of
$2,121,450. Each major party candidate
would be given that subsidy-—$2,121,000;
why? Why subsidize our good friends
who might run for the Senate from the
State of California? I use that as an
example, admittedly, because it is the
largest State population-wise. In New
York the amount paid to each candidate
of a major party would be—this does
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not require any matching, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is an outright gift by the Govern-
ment for use in the campaign; I as-
sume if he did not spend it all it would
have to be refunded to the Government,
if it could be located—-$1,899,750 to each
major party candidate for the Senate,
out of the Public Treasury.

I am going to get around to the second
corollary I laid down a moment ago,
that we have not tried strict regulation
in the private sector—-this other field is
so broad it is just going to take a little
time to get to it—on the methods we al-
ready have of public financing.

I have talked about the checkoff which
makes $42 million available to candidates
for President, and about the cost of the
checkoff, The approximate cost now, if
everybocly takes advantage of it—sup-
pose just half take advantage of it, un-
der the committee’s plan of making them
certify they do not want it or it will be
checked off. If everyone took advantage
of it, it would be $117 million, or, if the
committee’s version goes through and
it is doubled, $234 million.

That is a whole lot of public financ-
ing, right there. But that is not all.
L.ook at the campaigns also financed by
recent amendments of the income tax
laws. Already, under the law—of course,
this bill tries to double it—it is already
the law, if I am not mistaken, accord-
ing to my recollection, that an individual
under the present law is entitled to a
tax credit of $12.50 for contributions he
makes to a political candidate.

That can be in a Federal election, a
State election, or county or city, I as-
sume. It may be just for Federal elec-
tions—$12.50 as a credit; and, of course,
a credit is a deduction from the tax. The
credit comes off the taxes payable. If the
tax bill was $100 before he applied this
credit, it would take $12.50 off that
amount. Well, that is fine. Then a couple
has a $25 credit off of taxes. And that is
all right. I do not object to that, the rea-
son being that this provision allows an
individual to make a contribution to a
candidate of his own choice, someone
with his views, with whom he agrees,
and not, as under the legislation that is
before us, requiring a taxpayer to-con-
tribute to someone whose views he dis-
agrees with.

All right. Say the taxpayer figures he
could do better going the deduction route.
They provide for everyone’s convenience,
s0 if he does not want to go the credit
route on his contribution, he can go the
deduction route, and under the deduc-
tion route, if I recall correctly, he can
take a deduction from taxable income of
$50, or a couple could take a deduction of
$100 from taxable income.

The bill would double that, in addition
to all of this other public subsidy, so
that under the committee’s bill the
credit would be raised up to a $25 credit
for an individual or a $50 credit for a
couple filing a joint return, or a deduc-
tion of $100 for an individual and $200
for a couple filing a joint return.

So, Mr., President, they have several
subsidies already for Presidential elec-
tions.

Now, to focus on the generosity of the
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Treasury as required by the bill to some
of the politicians in California and New
York, that is just the work of a piker as
compared to the subsidy for those seek-
ing the Presidential nominations of the
various parties. What do they get there?
Well, they are allowed to get the contri-
Lbutions they receive up to $250 each
matched by the Federal Government,
after they have collected, in contribu-
tions of that size, the sum of $250,000,
which is referred to as the threshold
amount. So once they get the threshold
amount, which is $250,000, then they go
into the Treasury and pick up a check for
that amount, $250,000, and then go on
blithely seeking contributions, which the
Government will match, up to the as-
tounding sum of $7.5 million—$7.5 mil-
lion for candidates. Then, if a candidate
gets the nomination, $21 million or $22
million is available to him.

Is this campaign reform, Mr. Presi-
dent? It seems to me it is just cam-
paing lunacy—campaign prodigality, I
would say. Far from cutting down on the
amount of campaign expenditures, this,
in all likelihood, would double the
amount of campaign expenditures.

Suppose one of the candidates in the
Senate—and there are several candi-
date for the Presidency in the Senate—
about or potential—I doubt whether
many candidates could collect much over
$7.5 million to run for the nomination of
their various parties.

Well, that should be fair for one as it is
for the other. If they are all limited by
the amount they can receive, what is
wrong about that, leaving it in the pri-
vate sector?

It would seem to me that this Federal
subsidy just compounds the advantage
that a well-known candidate or an in-
cumbent in an office would have over his
lesser, well-known opposition because,
Mr. President, he could get more of the
campaign contributions than could hig
lesser known opponent and then the
Government will match that increased
amount.

Say a little-known candidate for the
Presidential nomination can raise his $1
million on which to run for the Presi-
dency, then all the Government wili
match him will be $1 million, but the
well-known candidate, say he gets out
and gets the whole $7.5 million, what ig
the Government going to do for him?
Why, the Government will give him $7.5
million, so that he will end up with $15
million and the lesser well-known candi-
date will end up with only $2 million. So
he is worse off than if the Government
had not interceded to help him.

So if I were a lesser-known candi-
date—and certainly I would be that, if
I became such a candidate—I would say,
“Well, do not help me in that fashion
by just compounding the advantage that
my better-known opponent has, because
without this intervention from the public
Treasury the difference would be $7%
million to my $1 million. But after you
get through me on this public subsidy,
the difference would be $15 million as
against $2 million.”

So, Mr. President, it has not helped
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the lesser-well-known candidate. As a
part of my arithmetic, it would help the
better-known candidate.

The better-known canclidates, Mr.
President, are those wh are pushing for
this bill, to get right do¥n to brass tacks
about the matter. They are not looking
out for the lesser well-kaown candidates.
That is obvious from the provisions in
the bill.

Who would qualify under this?

Well, Governor Rockefeller would
qualify. He would get cut and raise $71.5
million in eligible contributions and the
Government would then make him a
present of $7.5 million.

I remember when this thing was under
discussion last year, the same provisions
in the same hill, in a different form, of
course, but it is there, r evertheless—and
I remember Ciovernor Rockefeller’s visit-
ing here on the Senate :1oor. The rules of
the Senate permit a sitting Governor in
office, the Governor of any of our &0
States, to come in on the Senate flocr.
He has an automatic privilege of the
floor. The Governor of my State, Gover-
nor- Wallace, was on the Senate floor
under that provision as was former G-
ernor Brewer He has been on the Senate
floor under the automadtic privilege of the
flooy that he has.

So Governor Rockefeller was here
while that bill was under debate. Of
course, it was only a coincidence that he
was here. He probably did not kncw
what bill was under consideration, but
I remarked &t that tirie that I noticed
Governor Rockefeller was on the Senste
floor and I supposed he had come down
to pick up his $7.5 million check, thiniz-
ing that this bill was about to pass. But
it did not pass, and I doubt whether it
will pass now. As a miatter of fact, Mr.
President, as I look zbout the Senate
floor, I do not see anyone on the floor
or in the Chair that is very strong for the
bill, if at all.

I just worder whethier a whole lot of
the push and drive behind this bill has
not deteriorated.

Right at that point, Mr. President, I

notice here that the ‘Washington Post, .

which I thought was sort of the Bikle
for the public finance people. I thought
they were in the forefront of the drive
for public financing; but not so, Mr.
President. I declare, 1 was very much
pleased at the conservative approach of
the Washington Post t> this problem. It
makes me want to reconsider my posi-
tion. But I am not goiig to pursue that
until after we have disposed of the bill
before I stars reassessing my position.
But the editorial, forr Tuesday, Mar:hk
But the editorial for Tuesday,
March 26, 1974, the day before yester-
day-—that is their view righr up to date:
and we are talking about the bill that
was passed here in th: Senate back un
July 30, by a vote of 8} to 3, which pro-
vided for campaign reform, but reform in
the private sector. It did not provide
for public financing. This is what the
editorial said about tkat bill, S. 372. 1t
is over there now in the House and I
sort of believe, in the province of Wayne
Havs, that he will get behind that Lill
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or some approach to the campaign re-
form. But the editorial commented on
that hill, as follows:

Thus the Senate last summer sent the
House a very solid bill to curb private giving
and spending and to strentghen the enforce-
ment of the election laws.

Mr. President, that was not a public
financing bill we passed and that the
Washington Post is talking about here.

I think that statement is worthy of
being repeated:

Thus the Senate last summer sent the
House a very solid bill to curb private giving
and spending and to strengthen the enforce-
ment of the election laws.

That is just exactly what it did, Mr.
President. It did curb spending. It did
curb giving. It did strengthen enforce-
ment of the election laws.

And why, before the House even acts
on this bill, are we going to do a 180-de-
gree turn and abandon the regulations in
the private sector and get over into the
public sector—an uncharted sea, Mr.
President?

Why should we do that?

Continuing to read from the editorial:
Today—

This is last Tuesday—

Today, the Senate begins debate on a very
ambitious bill to extend public financing tb
a.l Federal primary and general election cam-
paigns.

Let us see, Mr. President, what the
‘Washington Post thinks about this bill
we have before us. One would think they
wouldl laud it to the skies. But, let us see
what it says:

The problem with the latest Senate bill is
that it tries to do too much, too soon, and
goes beyond what is either feasible or work-
able.

Now, Mr. President, if this amendment
that will be voted on in about an hour
and s half is adopted, we still have a bill
covering a wide territory, but it would
be more feasible and more workable
without title I.

Continuing to read from editorial:

For one thing, the bill provides for full
public financing of congressional general-
election campaigns, and that 1s clearly in-
digestible in the House this year, since the
House leadership even chokes on the more
moderate matching-grant approach embodied
in the Anderson-Udall bill. The more serious
defects in the Senate bill involve the in-
clusiorn of primaries.

We can meet the objections, or solve
the cbjections, of the Post if we adopt
this amendment, although I am not say-
ing taey are for it, but I am sure they
are not.

Th.s is what they say about the cam-
paign. for the nomination of the two
parties: :

No aspect of the federal elections process
is more motley and capricious than the
present steeplechase of presidential primaries.
Injecting even partial public funding into
tais process, without rationalizing it in any
othen way, makes little sense.

I certainly agree with that statement:
As for congressional primaries, they are so
varied in size, cost and significance among
the States that no single system of public
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support seems justifiable without much more
careful thought.

So, Mr. President, I commend this edi-
torial to the thoughtful consideration of
my colleagues.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The Sena-
tor from Alabama mentioned the legisla-
tion which the Senate passed last year.
As I recall, that was a very strong piece
of legislation. It was, indeed, campaign
reform as I visualize it.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. It was so praised by
many people who are now pushing this
bill.

Mr. HARRY F, BYRD, JR. That is a
point I cannot understand. When many
of the same people felt that that was
such a splendid bill, such an important
contribution to reforming campaign
spending, why is it now that we do not
even permit that legislation to go into
effect before we try to branch out into
another area, in a different way, and be-
gin to take money out of the pockets of
the taxpayers to finance political cam-
paigns? '

Mr. ALLEN. That is a mystery to the
Senator from Alabama, also.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Would it
not be logical to enact the legislation
which the Senate has already passed,
which puts a tight ceiling on campaign
expenditures? It seems.to me that it is
important to put a ceiling on the amount
of money a candidate can spend and a
tight ceiling on the amount that any
individual can contribute to a campaign
and to see how that works out, before
we talk about digging into the pockets
of wage earners, taking money out of
their pockets and turning it over to pol-
iticians to spend in a political campaign.

Mr. ALLEN. I certainly agree with the
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Another
thought that occurs to me, as the able
Senator from Alabama wages his fight
against what I agree with him is a piece
of legislation that Congress should not
enact at this time, is this: The public
these days does not seem to be too en-
amored of politicians. Do the propo-
nents contend that the public is just
demanding that money be taken out of
the Federal Treasury, from any tax dol-
lars that have been paid in after working
by the sweat of their brow, and be turned
over to politicians to spend as they wish
in a political campaign? I can hardly
believe that the working people of this
Nation are very much inclined toward
that.

Mr. ALLEN. Little word of any such
demand has reached the ears of the Sen-
ator from Alabama. He has not heard
of any such demand. Far from it. As a
matter of fact, the Senator from Alabama
can safely say that, based on communi-
cations he has received—and they have
been in the modest thousands—the ratio
has been at least 9 to 1 against any
element of public financing.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. This meas-
uvre is being pushed by a certain group
and by certain potential Presidential
candidates, I suppose. As to the group
that is pushing it, I know many of the
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members of that group, and the ones I
have had acquaintance with are fine,
conscientious people who feel that some-
thing needs to be done to get campaign
spending under control; and I agree
thoroughly with that view.

Mr. ALLEN. So do 1.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I commend
them for the interest they are taking in
this matter. Where I differ with them is
the vehicle they would use.

The Senate already has passed legisla-
tion which, while not perfect, will meet
most of the objections we have had in
the past about the abuse of campaign
spending—namely, by putting a tight
ceiling on the amount a candidate can
spend and a tight ceiling on the amount
any individual ean contribute.

I commend and congratulate the able
Senator from Alabama for the work he
has done in exposing what I believe to be
the fallacy of the proposal before the
Senate. .

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
“enator from Virginia for his contribu-
tion at this time and for his many con-
tributions throughout the discussion and
the consideration of this issue. I believe
he has put his finger right on the point,
that the answer to the matter of cam-
paign reform is to have strict overall
spending limits, as he suggests, and to
limit the amount of individual contribu-
tions that can be made. S. 372, as passed
by the Senate, does impose such a lim-
itation of $3.000 per person, per cam-
paign. If we had such a rule during the
last Presidential election, during the last
general election, we would not have had
some of the abuses we did have.

So the answer is strict regulation and
full disclosure of contributions and ex-
penditures. That has not yet been tried.
I feel that the proponents of this meas-
ure are trying to use the fallout from
Watergate as an effort to push this type
of legislation to a conclusion.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I commend the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) for the argu-
ment he has presented and for the val-
iant effort he has made in trying to
bring some light to this issue of financ-
ing campaigns out of the public treasury.

Aside from the question of public fi-
nancing, most reasonable people in and
out of the Senate would agree, I believe,
that a number of genuine reforms in
campaign financing are needed: to bring
such things as milk funds under control,
for example; to require that contribu-
tions come from individual! citizens
rather than from special interest groups;
to impose a ceiling on the amount that
anyone can contribute to a candidate or
a campaign; and to impose realistic ceil-
ings on the overall expenditures in any
campnaign.

A fundamental question is: Are we go-
ing to get any reform out of this Con-
gress if we try to load down the many
needed, genuine reforms in this bill with
this very controversial public financing
proposal that could sink the whole ship?

If such a bill stands little or no chance
of becoming law, the question is, Who is
really for reform? Is it those who press
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for public financing? Or those who be-
lieve public financing should be consid-
ered separtely in another bill so that the
genuine reforms in this bill can be
pressed. It seems reasonable to appeal to
those who are for public financing to
handle it in separate legislation—to sep-
arate it out—as the Senator from Ala-
bama seeks to do with his amendment,
and to let it stand or fall on its own
merits or lack of merit. But it should not
be loaded on top of the other genuine
reform measures now in this bill that
should be passed and should become law.

As I was seeking to point out yesterday
in collogquy with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabama, I do not think a lot of
reople realize that in the general elec-
tion—if this bill were to become law as it
is now drafted and presented to the Sen-
ate—all of the money for campaigns
would come out of the public Treasury. I
was pointing out yesterday the situation
in the House of Representatives. Let us
just take the House races again. I point
to the House races because one can com-
pare apples with apples in the House.
Everyornie represents about the same
number of people, and although the ex-
penses of campaigning did vary from dis-
trict to district, there is a better com-
parison there than in the Senate, where
there is a greater variance in the popu-
lations. ’

As I understand this bill, and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts had to agree,
this would happen: In the primary there
is a matching arrangement; the candi-
date raises so much money from private
contributors, and that is matched by the
Treasury up to a limit of $90,000. Then,
in the general election, there is no pri-
vate contribution. There does not need to
be any, and the whole $90,000 going into
the general election campaign of each
candidate nominated for a House seat
would come out of the Treasury.

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct.

Mr. GRIFFIN. One of the important
things, as we try to consider whether or
not this is reform, is the level of expendi-
tures that is going to be involved under
this legislation. I put some figures in the
REcoORrD yesterday. They were somewhat
preliminary. I asked my staff to do some
more work and they have come up with
better figures and they are even more
startling than the ones I had yesterday.
These figures have come from three
sources: The Clerk of the House, who
has accumulated information about
House races based on the 1972 reports:
the Library of Congress, and their fig-
ures have come from Common Cause, as
I understand it; and also from the GAO.
It certainly should be in the ReEcorp and
it should be of some interest, I would
think, that in 1972 there were 1,010 can-
didates in the United States who ran in
primary and general elections to seek
election for the House of Representa-
tives. The total amount spent by all of
those candidates in all of those races
was $39,959,276. That is what was spent
in 1972 without public financing.

Now, what does the GAO estimate will
be the cost for House races, out of the
public treasury for the most part, if this
bill is passed? Well, that information is
on page 27 of the committee report. The
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GAO estimates that the total cost for
races in the House of Representatives, if
this bill is passed and goes Into effect,
will be $100,307,988, or almost three
times as much as the 1972 cost.

If the public understands this legis-
lation I cannot believe they are going to
think it is reform-—campaign reform
with this coming out of their tax dollars.

Mr. ALLEN, I think they understand
it a lot better than some Members think
they understand it. I think that may be
the case.

Mr. GRIFPIN. I was pointing out yes-
terday that every candidate for the House
who is nominated is then automatically
entitled to receive $90,000 out of the
public treasury to run his campaign. A
lot of people will say, “Well, he doesn’t
need to spend it.” I guess that is true,
but if one’s opponent is going to spend
$90,000 out of the public Treasury, you
do not have much choice other than to
spend $90,000. It would greatly escalate
the cost of camapigns.

To illustrate the point, I wish to put
these figures in the REcorp, and they are
based on information from the Clerk of
the House of Representatives. In 1972,
8 percent of the candidates for the House
of Representatives spent nothing—zero;
52 percent of the candidates spent less
than $15,000 on their individual cam-
paigns; and 64 percent spent less than
$30,000. I am reading this slowly because
I just want to make sure that this is
understood. Seventy-four perdent of all
candidates who ran for the House in 1972
spent less than $50,000. Now, we are going
to give all of them $90,000 out of the
Treasury.

Mr. ALLEN. And that is to reform the
election process.

Mr. GRIFFIN. That is to reform the
election process. That will be great re-
form, will it not?

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I just wish there were
some of the proponents of the legislation
here so we would not have to debate with
ourselves these important points as time
runs out and we get close to the vote.
But I certainly hope our colleagues will
realize what they are doing.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN, I am curious as to
whether or not the figures the Senator
is citing represent the filings of the in-
dividual candidates. Does that include
what the various committees spent on
behalf of the candidates? When the
Senator said a high percentage of candi-
dates running last year spent less than
$50,000 is he talking about all expendi-
tures or just those the candidates per-
sonally filed?

Mr. GRIFFIN. As the Senator knows,
even though in my opinion it was not
nearly strong enough, in 1972 we did have
in effect a new law requiring the filing
of reports in detail. For the first time
Cormmmon Cause, the Clerk of the House,
and others have been able to accumulate
and put together the actual cost of what
was involved in various campaigns.

It is my understanding that every-
thing that was required to be filed under
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that law is reflected here, and that the
GAOC estimate is approximately on the
same basis.

Mr. McGCVERN. As the Senator
knows, it has been the >dractice over thie
years for candidates to file reports Indi-
cating that they spent nothing, because
it was handled through committees un
their behalf.

Mr. GRIFFIN. That was not true iu
the 1372 campaign.

The Senator from Scouth Dakota was
in the House of Representatives. Tl
junior Senator from Michigan was in thie
House of Representatives. I do not know
what is the cost of runn:ng for the Houss
in South Dakota. Perhaps it is entirely
different than in Michigan, but I will tell
the Senator -his: I .ran for the Houus
five times, and there vias never a time
when I or my opponent spent more than
$20,000 in those House races. Usually it
was less. There may Lave been one or
two races in Michigan in which the cai:-
didates spent as muck as $80,000, but
that would be very rare.

Is that not true generally of the House
races? The Senator is familiar with they:.
Of his own knowledge, ‘vould not $25,0::0
he a lot in those House races?

Mr. McGOVERN. It was double thie
amount I spent in my first race for the
House of Representatives in 1956.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Just on that basis, does
not $80,000 for every candidate running
for the House of Representatives, comirig
out of the Federal Treasury, seem a little
absurd?

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me say I am not
an advocate of full public financing «f
campaigns. At some point, if it is rot
done by another Senator, I shall offer s
modification of this bill that would make
it impossible for anyone to get full pul:-
lic financing. What 1 would strongiy
prefer is a system where private citizei:c
are allowed to make modest contribn-
tions to campaigns, and that would e
matched by public corntributions, up to
a reasonable amount.

I am not going to debate with the
Senator whether $90,000 is the rignat
amount or not. It may be too high. I air:
not going to advocate the proposal for
full public financing. I do not believe in
it. ¥ think in 1972 we demonstrated in
the Democratic Presidential campaipr:
that it was possible to raise a great deal
of money from a large number of people,
and do it in a very who esome and hones!
way.

Mr. GRYIFFIN. That certainly is true
and I think raany people, of both parties.
respect and admire the.t aspect, particu-
larly, of the Senator’s campaign for tac
presidency.

Mr. McGOVERN. There is a certaic
value in preserving at least part of this
principle, bezause there is something ¢
be said for providing an incentive for &
candidate to take his :ase to the peoplc

at the grassroots. If he is offered fult

public financing, I do not think there i3
the incentive on the pa:t of the candid:.t:
to make his appeal, pirticularly in tak.
ing it to the people and making his cts:
there. On the other aand, I think swe
have to take steps to reduce the influer:
of special interest money in Americar
politics.
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30 what I would like to see is a sys-
tem that combines the best of both these
principles—encourage the candidate to
go ows and raise what he can in limited,
mode:t contributions, frorm as many peo-
ple a: possible, up to a certain agreed
upon limit, and then match that with
public contributions, so that we reduce
the dependence of that candidate either
on his own personal fortune or on spe-
cial interests.

The reason I am not fully defending
the .1l before us now is that I intend,
al some point, as I say, if some other
Senator does not do it, to offer a modi-
fication to this bill which will make it
more acceptable to the Senator from
Wichigan and others.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I certainly respect the
views of the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr CANNON. I think there is getting
to be a misunderstanding here as to what
the b:ll actually does. The bill as it exists
would not permit any candidate for Con-
gress to get $90,000 Federal funds in a
primary———

Mr GRIFFIN. Not in a primary.

Mr CANNON. He has to go out and
demonstrate a public appeal, and there
is a Jimit on the amount of those con-
tribusions he raises up to 50 percent and
getting 50 percent matching funds.
Cmnce he wins the primary, it would be
possible, under the bill, to get up to the
$00,000, if that is the amount that is
determined upon. The $90,000 is going to
matea the figure

Mr. GRIFFIN. Will the Senator vield?
let 1s be clear that while matching is
rrovided in the primary, once he is
r.ominated, then all of the $90,000 would
be public money out of the Treasury. I
just want to be sure everybody under-
stancls that.

Mi. CANNON. Yes; it is not manda-
tory.

Mi. GRIFFIN. He does not have to get

it.

Mi. CANNON, He can get it if he de-
sires to. The Senator was complaining
apou the amount being extraordinarily
high. Reduce the amount, then. If the
fienator likes the principle, but does not
like {he amount, simply reduce ii. I have
no brief with the $90,000 figure. I thought
it sbhould more appropriately be left up
to the House.

M:., GRIFFIN. I do not think so. We
are spending the taxpayers’ money. I
thini: the Senate should take a coequal
respoensibility in the determination of
now the taxpayers’ money should be
spens.

M. CANNON. The Senator was in-
dicating a little earlier that a participant
couldd get $90,000 when that sum really
was not needed.

Last year, in 1972, in the House, 66 of
he winners spent an average of $107,378.
20 taey really spent more than $90,000.
That was in the general election.In those
66 races, the losers spent an average of
$101.000, so obviously $90,000 was not
nver.y excessive.

It is true that 97 Members who were
slected—but I might point out that they
got from 70 to 90 percent of the vote, so
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it is obvtous that they did not have a
tough fight—spent an average of $38.-
729. In ¢ case like that, had this bill been
in effecs, they could not have spent more
than $%8,729.

Mr. [3RIFFIN. I disagree with the Sen-
ator.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator may dis-
agree——

My, GRIFFIN. This bill would permit
every candidate to get $90,000.

Mr. CANNON. Not if they spent an
average of $38,729.

Mr. GRIFFIN. But if they spent it they
could get it.

Mr. CANNON. If they spent it, they
could get it, but I am pointing out that
the average spent was $38,729. Obviously
it was not a tough race in those cases, 1%
they got from 70 to 90 percent of the vote,
which is true of them.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I certainly respect the
views of the Senator from South Dakota,
and two of his points have merit. But it
seems to me, with all due deference, he
has made some very good arguments for
voting for the amendment of the Senator
from Alabama, who seeks to strike title I
from the bill. It seems to me the Senator
from South Dakota is saying that public
financing should go back to the drawing
board for some more work and some more
study. He is not satisfied with it himself,
so I hope he will vote for the amendment.
© Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. McGOVERN. I would like to direct
a question to the Senator from Nevada, if
he would like to comment on this point,
and perhaps the Senator from Michigan
would comment on it, too.

Would it be feasible to consider modi-
fying the bill, so that the same principle
we have operating in the primary would
also operate in the general election? In
other words, could we eliminate the pos-
sibility of 100 percent public financing,
and put the whole thing, both the pri-
mary and the general election, on a
matching basis, so that 50 percent of the
funds would be public and 50 percent
would be private? It seems to me that
that is a solid compromise, one that in-
cludes the very deserving principle of
public financing and also preserves the
private sector.

Mr. CANNON. To answer the question
as to whether it would be feasible, it
certainly would be feasible, just as in
the bill we provide matching for the
primary. But the rationale of those of
us who supported this form was that we
would try to get away from private
financing, and this was a direct result
of the Watergate abuses. We saw what
had taken place, so many pcople thought
we ought to get away from private
financing and go to public financing.
That means that if we do not do it in
this bill, then it is something like being
a little bit pregnant. If the private
financing is bad, we have a lot of it in
the public. We get away from it now in
the general election. There is no reason
why we could not carry ‘'t on a matching
basis in the general election as well as
having it in the primary.

I may say in good humor to my friend
from Michigan, frankly, th.a: he suggests
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we eliminate this and go ahead with re-
form measures. We went ¢..ead with re-
form measures once before, in 8. 372. It
is still languishing in the House a year
and a half later. If S. 372 had been
passed and had become law, I do not
think we would be back here arguing the
private versus public financing features.
I think 8. 372 carried a lot of reform fea-
tures, which made it less likely that we
would have such abuses in the private
sector.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, much as
1 admire the chairman and his views,
I do not follow his logic at all. If he is say-
ing that if S. 372 had become law, we
would not need public financing, I do not
understand how the very controversial
public financing title, in essentially the
same legislation, is going to make it easier
to pass. The likelihood is that we will end
with no reform at all. But if we will keep
our focus on the fuller disclosure, the
elimination of the special interest con-
tributions, and those things that really.
need to be done, I think we could enact
legislation that would really be reform in
this Congress.

I, for one, am not ready or willing to
close the door indefinitely on the concept
of public financing. Perhaps it has some
merit, but I certainly am not for the pub-
lic financing in title I, and I must oppose
it.

If we wanted to venture into public
financing or the Government might pro-
vide a set amount of broddecdsting time
for candidates in a general election,
shortening the time of campaigns, and
provide a fixed amount of time for each
candidate to present his case, with the
Government paying for it. Television, as
we all know, costs are the biggest expense
in a campaign. :

Something like this has been done in
Great Britain, and it has worked. If we
took a modest step like this, it would ke
something that the people might accept.
But they are not going to accept this.

Mr. CANNON. There are a number of
reform features in the bill.

Mr. GRIFFIN. There are.

Mr. CANNON. The only importance I
attach to public financing is that it gets
rid of the undue influence of big contrib-
utors. A big contributor, under this bill,
canrot have any undue influence and
still come within the bill. That is where
the reform issue comes up in public fi-
nancing. It means that a candidate is not
dependent upon big contributors.

"Mr. GRIFFIN. The way to eliminate
the big contributor is to-put a definite
ceiling, such as a thousand dollars, on
any amount a person can contribute.

I call attention to the remarks made a
few minutes ago by the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota, who pointed
out that in his race for the Presidency
most of his support came from small con-
tributors. I do not think we should make
it impossible for people to run for the

"House or the Senate, or even the Presi-

dency, by putting a limit on the amount
of small contributions.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator will re-
call that when this matter was under dis-
cussion before, our committee was
charged with reporting a bill in this ses-
sion that contained a reporting feature.
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But at that time we dil check with the
Senator from South Dakota, and it de-
veloped that while he got most of his
money from small contributors, still it
was necessary to have seed money to op-
erate the campaign—-a Presidential cam-
paign—and to go out and make these
types of contact.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Where does the seed
money come from in this bill? As I un-
derstand, in the primaries it is necessary
to go out and raise the money.

Mr. CANNON. That is correct; or the
candidate would have to raise it on a
matching basis in the primary. But, as
the Senator pointed out or provided for
the REcorp, despite all the candidate’s
efforts to get a broad distribution, a
broad base, he would still have to rely
on some very large contributors to come
in and provide the necessary seed money.
But I do not know whether he is going
to get it under this type of provision. I
do not know whether this provision
would be adequate in a Presidential race.
At least, we put smaller limits in than
we put in on S. 372, which passed the
Senate overwhelmingly. The reason is
that if €. 372 had been enacted, we would
riot have the very loopholes we are taking
care of in this bill. As a result, if that bill
had been passed last fall, I do not think
we would have the pressure now for
public financing and other reform meas-
ures. That is my personal view.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the chairman
for his statement and contributions to
the debate. At the time of the earlier
debate, in making a commitment to the
Senate, it was thought that the Rules
Committee would consider reporting s
public financing bill, so that the Senate
might have an opportunity to have this
debate. I wrote the minority views
against it in the report. I felt that it was
an issue that should riot be decided only
within the Rules Committee; that it
was an issue big enough and of such
importance that the Senate itself should
have an opportunity to debate it. After
performing that funcion as a commitee
member, I now am in the position of
strongly opposing title I. I do not see it
as a reform; I see it as a shocking way
of raiding the Public Treasury.

I thirk one thing ought to be men-
tioned in this debate, and that is that
there is a provision in the tax law for a
deduction of up to one-half of small
contributions on one’s tax return. When
you are allowed that deduction, or I
think it is even a credit under some cir-
cumstarices, that is taking money out of
the Treasury. That is public financing.

There is an important difference, how-
ever: you are able, under that system,
to make your contributions and provide
support to the candidates and the party
of your choice. It seems to me that is an
important concept that is overlooked,
here when we talk about financing all
races out of the Public Treasury. That is
taxatiorn without representation. It
means that regardless of whether you
favor a candidate or a party, your tax
funds are going to go toward his cam-
paign.

I do not think most people want that,
or want this Congress to enact it.
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Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, having
made reference, as I did during my re-
marks, to the views that I included in
the committee report, I ask unanimous
consent that my statement of additional
views as it appears beginning on page
89 of the committee report be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the committee report (No. 93-689)
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF MR. GRIFFIN

The astute political observer, David S.
Broder, mixed a dash of homely wisdom with
a reporter’s cynicism when he wrote: “The
only thing more dangerous to democracy
than corrupt politicians may be politicians
hell-bent on reform.”

In many minds, the idea of “public financ-
ing” has somehow become synonymous with
“campaign reform.” I am concerned that the
reality may be very different.

Even though I have serious doubts about
the public. financing aspects of this bill, I
joined in voting to report it because I believe
the Senate as a whole should have an oppor-
tunity to debate and decidé the issues raised
by Title I. Furthermore, except for Title I,
te bill contains many campaign financing
reforms which are clearly meritorious.

For example, I strongly support such pro-
visions as those in other titles of the bill to
create an independent Federal Election Com-
mission, to place strict dollar limits on the
amount an individual can contribute to a
candidate or to campaigns in any year, to
limit the amount a candidate can contribute
to his own campaign, to restrict the size of
cash contributions; to impose ceilings on
overall campaign expenditures; and to re-
quire each candidate to use a central cam-
paign committee and depository.

Such provisions truly represent campaign
financing reforms, and they should be en-
acted on their own merit.

Unfortunately, public understanding has
not fully penetrated a facade of attractive
slogans that has surrounded the promise of
public financing for campaigns. As more and
more light is focused on the approach of
Title I in this bill, the more realization there
will be that it does not really represent ‘‘re-
form” at all. That will be particularly true as
the people learn that ‘“public financing”
means ‘“taxpayer financing”; and when they
see that Title I would actually increase, not
decrease, the levels of campaign spending,
particularly in races for the House of Repre-
sentatives.

It should be noted also that a number of
needed, real reforms have not been included
in this bill. For example, I believe everyone—
candidates and voters alike—would welcome
steps to shorten the duration of campaigns.

ROBERT P, GRIFFIN.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I am op-
posed to the pending amendment and ask
the Senate to reject it. The amendment
is very brief but its effect upon the bill
would be to destroy it, for title I provides
for the financing of Federal elections
from the public funds. Without title I
we would be left with the existing law as
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amended by the bill, S. 372, which the
Senate passed last July 30 by a vote of
82 to 8.

The Commirttee on Rules and Admin-
{stration labored long and hard to pre-
pare this bill and it reflects days of pub-
lic hearings on the subject of public fi-
nancing and the reasons for proposing
a system of public financing.

There is no need to repeat in detail or
at great lengtn the many arguments in
support of public financ:ng. Those argu-
ments and the rationale are set forth at
length in the committee’s report begin-
ning on page 4 and ccpies are on the
desks of all Members of the Senate.

Excesses in contributicns and expendi-
tures evidenced in the 1972 campaigns
demonstrated clearly that some candi-
dates have no difficulty in raising vast
amounts of money while others cannot
raise enough to carry >ut an effective
campaign.

The unfortunate ones either drop out
or must accept contributions from
wealthy individuals or special interest
groups. When limits are set for contribu-
tions it becomes even more difficult for
the little known candida‘.e to raise neces-
sary funds for even a minimal campaign.

This bill, ard especia:ly title I of the
bill, offers a fair and reasonable oppor-
tunity to any citizen to seek nomination
or election to Pederal ofice if he posses-
ses the necessary qualifications and
meets the standards set by title I for
oublic funding.

Public financing cannot be applied
only to genera! elections because the pri-
vate financing of primary elections would
leave us with a situaticn in which the
potential for a repetitior. of the scandals
of 1972 is obvious.

A candidate could raise raoney from
any source for use in a primary, if he had
access to those sources, and, if he won
he could then demand public funds to
finance his general election campaign.

As the committee report states on
page 6:

Unless primary election candidates can be
relieved of their excessiv: dependence on
large amounts cf public money, a system of
public financing in general elections will
only move the evils it seezs to remedy up-
stream to the primary phaiie of the electoral
process.

The bill 8. 3044 does not open the
vaults of the Treasury to every candidate
who enters a race. It :‘equires him to
demonstrate s genuine appeal to the
electorate by raising a meaningful
threshold amount in small private con-
tributions. If he cannot raeet the thresh-
0ld he gets no public moriey.

The bill also furnishes full funding to
major party nominees :nd only a pro-
portionate amount to minor party
candidates.

The thoroughness of the bill’'s provi-
sions, the requirements which must be
met prior to becoming eligible for public
funds, the provision for private and pub-
lic matching, and the cption to go for
either private or public funding careful
auditing and accounting, are all evidence
of the painstaking concern of the com-
mittee for the public and the use of
public money.

Public financing is the only answer to
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corruption in the field of political -
nances and to restore confidence in the
elective process. '

I wrge my colleagues to vote against
the amendment.

Mr. President, on this subject, today’s
New York Times carries an editorial en-
titled “The Time Is Now” and it em-
phasizes the need for public financing of
all Federal elections—primary and gen-
eral.

Furiher, it stresses fairness of the
pending legislation, S. 3044, in offering
public financing as an optional alterna-
tive to private financing.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed at this point in my
remarss. ‘

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

THE TIME Is Now

Now is the time for a full and fundamental
cleansing of the nation’s outmoded, corrupt
system of financing public elections with
private money. Now is the time to break the
strangizhold of wealthy individuals and of
self-secking interest groups over the nation's
politice. Now is the time to bring into the
open sunlight of public responsiRility a sys-
tem hsalf-publicly regulated and half-secret.
If Congress cannot reform the nation’s poli-
ties in this sordid year of Watergate, when
will there be a more opportune time?

The campaign reform bill awaiting action
in the i3enate is an admirable measure. It has
bipartisan backing as well as support from
ordinary citizens across the country. Senators
Mike Mansfield, the majority leader; Robert
Byrd, the majority whip, and John Pastore,
the party’s chief spokesman on this problem,
have given the bill stalwart Democratic sup-
port. Gn the Republican side Senator Hugh
Scott, the minority floor leader, has been out
in front urging action on reform.

The neart of the bill is a sharp reduction
in the size of private contributions and, as
an alternative, an optional form of public
financing. Opposition to this reform con-
cept comes from diverse quarters. President
Nixon is opposed. Senator James Allen, Ala-
bama Democrat, who serves as Gov. George
C. Wallace's agent in the Senate, is opposed.
S0 are the right-wing conservative Republi-
cans led by Senators Barry Goldwater and
Strom Thurmond. The biggest danger to the
bill is the threat of a filibuster by Senator
Allen with the backing of the Goldwater-
Thurmond group. But this bluff can be called
if Senstors Mansfield and Scott remain firm
in suprort of the bill.

As with any innovation, the advocates of
reform are vulnerable to the criticism that
they are attempting too much. But primar-
ies as well as general elections need drastic
improvzment; in many one-party states, the
primary provides voters with their only ef-
fective choice. It would make no sense to
reform the financing of political campaigns
at the Presidential level and leave House and
Senate unreformed.

Righily or wrongly, Congress as well as the
Presidency suffers from a loss of public con-
fidence in this Watergate season. The mem-
bers of Congress will be making a serious
miscalculation about their own political fu-
tures as well as the fate of the institutions
in which they serve if they revert to busi-
ness-as-usual. The people sense the need for
reform, and the people’s sense needs heeding.

The principles underlying the reform bill
are simple: Presidential and Congressional
primaries would be financed by matching
grants. Thus, Presidential aspirants would
have to raise $250,000 in private contribu-
tions of $250 or less before they qualified to
receive the matching sum of $250,000 from
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the Federal Government. Like climbing steps
in a flight of stairs, the candidate would
qualify for another quarter-million dollars
each time he raised the same amount pri-
vately. There would be an over-all limit of
approximately $16 million, half public and
half private, for each Presidential candidate
in the primaries.

The same principle would apply to House
and Senate primaries except that the 1imit
on contributions would be lower—$100 or
less—and each step in the staircase would
be lower, $25,000 in Senate races and $10,000
in the House. In general elections, the
matching principle would not apply. Candi-
dates could finance their campaigns by pub-
lic or private funds or any mix of the two
as long as they stayed within an over-all
ceiling.

The bill would not lock parties and candi-
dates into a novel or-rigid arrangement.
Rather, it curbs the abuses of private fi-
nancing and offers public financing as an
alternate route to elected office. Since the
old private route has become choked with
scandal, it cannot—unreformed and un-
aided—serve democracy’s need much longer.
Now is the time to provide a public alterna-
tive.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I wonder
whether the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, the Senator from Nevada (Mr,
canvon) would yield for a question for
purposes of clarification.

Mr. CANNON. I yield.

Mr. BEALL. As I understand the pro-
visions. of this legislation with regard to
public financing in the primaries, to be
used in my State as an example, we are
required to raise 20 percent of the pri-
mary spending limit in order to qualify
for public financing, which means, as 1
read the chart, and Maryland would be
permitted primary spending of $272,000,
that in the primaries we would be re-
quired to raise 20 percent of that amount
of money, which is $54,000 in order to
aualify for the 50-50 participation; is
that not correct?

Mr. CANNON. Yes, as I understand
what the Senator stated. In other words,
the voting age population of Maryland is
2,720,000. So, using the 10 cents per vot-
ing age population in the primary, the
amount that could be spent in the
primary election would be $272,000. The

candidate would be required to raise 20

percent of that by private contributions
in order to be eligible for the matching
formula proposition.

Mr. BEALL. To pursue this matter fur-
ther, in the State of Maryland we regis-
ter by party. Assuming there are 1,600,-
000 voters registered, unfortunately, only
300,000 are registered as Republicans.
This means that I have to raise $54,000
from 300,000 Republicans, with a limit of
$100 per contribution. Is that correct?

Mr. CANNON., The Senator could raise
it from all over the country, and he need
not raise it just from Republicans. So
he would have the opportunity to raise
it from any source, but the limit would

" be $100.

Mr. BEALL. I would hope that my
services would be so much in demand
that I could attract attention from all
over the country and that I could attract
attention from Democrats.

As a practical matter, considering a
first-time candidate, I am wondering
how successful a candidate would be in
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raising funds from other than members
of his own party if he were in a heated
primary.

My next question is this: I cannot
possibly see, quite frankly, if in the State
of Maryland, for example, we were to
have a heated primary in the Republican
Party, which has only 300,000 members,
how any candidate with a limit of $100
on a contribution could hope to raise
$54,000 in order to qualify for the Fed-
eral participation, which would then dou-
ble the amount of money he received.

I am saying that the bill as now writ-
ten puts an intolerable burden—as a
matter of fact, a penalty--on a candi-

_date of what is a major party in a minor

party status, so far as registration fig-
ures are concerned.

Mr. CANNON. In the first place, I can-
not agree with the Senator that out of
a voting-age population of 2,720,000
there are only 300,000 Republicans.

Mr. BEALL, I know that there are. I
live in Maryland, and I happen to be Re-
publican, and I know how many people
are registered as Republicans. I am not
only sorry but also a litle ashamed of
the paucity of the people who register
in that party.

Mr. CANNON. If the Senator is cor-
rect on his figures and if he feels that in
the State of Maryland he could not go
out and raise $54,000——

Mr. BEALL. In the primary.

Mr. CANNON. If he or some other can-
didate in a primary could not raise that
amount, then I would say they had bet-
ter not be in the race.

Mr. BEALL. I hope I will never have to
spend $54,000 to be successful in a pri-
mary in the State of Maryland.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator does nof
have to go to the matching formula basis.

Mr. BEALL. What I am saying is that
thé public is financing the candidates in
the Democratic Party but not the candi-
dates in the Republican Party. So the
Democratic. Party continues to grow
stronger while the Republican Party con-
tinues not able to take advantage of the
public funds that might be available for
the financing of elections.” That may
sound good to the Senator from Nevada,
as a Democrat, but it does not sound good

'to me, as a Republican.

Mr. CANNON. The requirement is that
a candidate demonstrate that he has
some public appeal if he is going to get
the Federal contribution. If he does not
have that public appeal, he is not going
to get the Federal contribution. If he
says, “Somebody else is going to get it
and I am not,” the Senator from Mary-
land is correct. He could say, “Tax money
is going to support some other candidate
but not me,” and that is true, if he can-
not demonstrate the public support.

Mr. BEALL. But for a Democrat run-
ning in our State, the figure is not the
same. He has 1,300,000 people to whom
to appeal for contributions, whereas I
have 300,000 people to whom to appeal,
as a Republican.

Mr. CANNON. I cannot think of any-
one on the Senate floor who could raise
that question less legitimately than
either of the Senators from Maryland,
because they are both Republicans, and
I think it is quite obvious that they are
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able to get private contributions ade-
quate to compete in a campaign.

Mr. BEALL. But this is a nonincum-
bent’s bill, I would hope. This bill is not
to perpetuate incumbents in office, much
as we would like it to be. I thought the
purpose of this was to give anybody an
opportunity to seek public office, in the
U.S. Senate or the House of Representa-
tives, regardless of whether he is in of-
fice at the present time.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator is not
correct. ‘This bill is not designed to give
anybody the opportunity to seek public
office. This is an election reform bill, to
try to reform the electoral process by
providing limits to reduce the influence
of large contributions, and it is not di-
rected toward either political party. So
far as we can tell, it is not weighted
toward either political party.

If the Senator does not like the for-
mula, I would-suggest that he offer an
amendment to change it.

Mr. BEALL. I think that is a good
suggestion. I accept the suggestion. But
the reason why I engaged in this col-
loquy is that I wanted to point out that
I think there are inequities. The bill as
now written, keeps people from running
for public office who might otherwise do
s0.

Mr. CANNON. May I point out, in
response, that it does not keep anybody
out, because nobody has to qualify and
receive Federal funds. Obviously, when
the Senator ran the first time, he received
no Federal funds, and he was able to
raise private contributions and to com-
pete and to win. A candidate can do that
at the present time, and he can do it
under this bill. The bill would not change
that one iota. But if one is going to com-
pete for Federal funds under this bill, he
has to demonstrate that he has some
public appeal; otherwise, everybody who
wanted to run would come in and say,
“I want in on the pie.”

Mr. BEALL. Suppose that in 1976,
when I am up for reelection, we have a
primary—perish the thought—and I,
because I am the incumbent, might be
able to go out and raise $54,000; and
because I raised $54,000, I would then
be entitled to another $54,000 from the
Federal Treasury.

Mr. CANNON. If the Senator spends
it. He is not entitled to it unless he spends
it.

Mr. BEALL. It is not very difficult to
spend money in an election campaign
if you have it or if you know you are
going to get it. Then I would be entitled
to $108,000, on that bagis. Is that correct?

Mr. CANNON. Oh, no. The Senator
would be entitled to $54,000. If he raised
$54,000, he would be entitled to a match-
ing amount.

Mr. BEALL. So I would have $108,000.

Mr. CANNON. Yes, but $54,000 the
Senator would raise from private contri-
butions.

Mr. BEALL. The $54,000 I raised and
the $54,000 that Uncle Sam would give
me. I am the incumbent, and I can hope
to raise $54,000 in the primary. How
about the fellow challenging me in the
primary? Suppose he can raise only $35,~
000? He is not going to get public funds.
I would have a campaign financed half

229




S 4552

by my supporters and half by Uncle Sam,
and any challenger would have to depend
on funds that are very difficult for him
to collect. So I would have a double ad~
vantage. Is that correct?

Mr. CANNON. Not a double advantage;
but the ultimate assumption is correct,
that a man who cannot demonstrate the
public support, cannot share in the pub-
lic financing. That part of the Senator’s
statement is correct.

Mr. BEALL. Sometimes there is a dif-
ference between demonstrating public
support and collecting money. Sometimes
one can get the votes but not the dollars
to back up the votes.

It seems to me that by using this for-
mula, a terrible burden is placed upon
those people who might want to challenge
an incumbent in a primary, and I do not
think that is in keeping with the purpose
of the legislation.

Mr. CANNON. If the Senator is op-
posed to public financing, he should vote
against it.

Mr. BEALL. I started out by saying
that I am not opposed to public financing
combined with private financing. But X
am opposed to public financing that dis-
criminates against pecple who want to
challenge the incumbents.

I yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. BROCK. I think the Senator is
saying that whether or not it was the
intent of the bill, as it is written it is an
incumbent protection act, particularly in
the sense of the primary. Further, if a
candidate is a viable candidate and all
his supporters happen to be people of low
economic standing, he just does not have
an opportunity to demonstrate his voter
appeal, because the dollars are not there.

Mr. BEALL. That is correct. -

Mr. BROCK. So he is penalized, even
though he may have enormous appeal
for the majority of his constituency.

That is the thing here: The incumbency’

is perpetuated. The process is damaged.
It is made almost impossible for chal-
lengers to bring any freshness into the
system. That is the terrible thing about
this kind of approach, and it seerhs to me
that we can do a better job on it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I wonder if the Senator
from Maryland would agree with this
observation. It seems to me if the Sena-
tor is concerned, as he well might be,
about the possibility of raising funds
under the present circumstances from
that number of Republicans in his State,
I wonder how the climate and the atti-
tude of potential givers might be because
if we pass this bill, entitled “Public Fi-
nancing,” and the word goes out that
the Government is going to finance cam-
paigns from now on, I wonder if the peo-
ple will be interested in making any con-
tributions, and I wonder if they will un-
derstand that it would be necessary for
us to raise $54,000—is it 5,400 contri-
butors?

Mr. BEALL. 540 contributors.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am just wondering if
it would not be a great deal more diffi~
cult than under circumstances today.

Mr. BEALL. I think it would be.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think so, too.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I wish to
point out that there is another flaw
in this approach, and that it is we do
try to strengthen the two-party sys-
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tem, but the Republicaa Party has not
been around for 200 yesrs. It was creat-
ed about 110 vears ago or 115 years ago.
Had this law been in effect at that time,
the grave of Abraham Linccln would be
just another kurial plot in the cemetery.
He could not have run under this bill
and could not have gotten the support.
There was no such thirg then as a Re-
publican Party. He wou.d have been the
candidate of a minor party, and since
the bill states that ther: must be estab-
lished & basis in a pr.or election and
there is no prior election for a new party,
he wotld have none.

I wonder what would haopen in the
case of the Bull Moose Party in 1912,
when the Bull Moose candidate ran
ahead of the Fepublican Parsy candidate
on a splintered ticket. What opportunity
do we have in that situation? This bill
freezes the prectice, it freezes the incum-
bent, and it has the possibility of reduc-
ing the vitality of our system.

Mr. BEALL. I am really more con-
cerned about the advartages to the in-
cumbent. I was not concerned about the
party. But as Republicans we should be
concerned about our R:publican Party.
But it seems to me as presently written
the incumbent in the case of a party
where there is an imbalance in registra-
tion in the State has a tremendous ad-
vantage and I think it is an advantage
no one can hope to overcome because I
cannot imagire a challeager in the State
of Maryland in a primary situation be-
ing able to raise the required $54,000
that would be necessary to pursue a pri-
mary campaign against an incumbent.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, today this
Congress has the opportunity and re-
sponsibility to implemeat a lasting and
comprehensive means tc prevent corrup-
tion in politics. The ‘purchasing” of
favors through private political con-
tributions to campaigne has had a de-
meaning effect on all puklic officials.
Acceptance of S. 3044 cun go a long way
toward alleviating this problem.

Last summer when the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1973 was being
considered by the Senate, I indicated
my support for an equitable form of
public financing. Last S:ptember I testi~
filed before the Subcommittee on Privi-
leges and Elections that emphasis in
politics should be on people, not on
money. I further indicated that the
public would not be ili-served to have
some of its tax money reserved for the
assistance of political candidates to
public office. Such use of our tax money
would improve the representative process
by enlarging its scope, and invigorating
the workings of democracy.

Only last month I joined in a colloguy
with several of my distinguished col-
leagues and pointed oul that the tradi-
tional practice of campaigh revenue rais-
ing is susceptisle to much abuse and that
an alternative to this ajuse was the al-
lowance for taxpayers 10 a checkoff on
their Federal income tax for campaign
purposes.

Last November, I was pleased that the
Senate accepted an amendment to the
debt ceiling bill to proside a means to
publicly finance electiornis. However, fol-
lowing a compromise by the House, a fili-
buster in the Senate, and a historic
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Sunday session, opposittion hardened and
supporters of reform could not muster
the two-thirds vote necessary to break
the filibuster.

It must be emphasized that campaign
financing is not a new issue. It is not
being rushed through Congress. Exten-
sive hearings have been held in the
Senate. My distinguished colleagues on
the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections, and the Rules and Admin-
istration Committee have devoted many
long hard hours to development of a
bill that is comprehensive, but fair. S.
3044, the Federal Election Campaign
Act Amendments of 1974 is such a bill.
I commend my colleagues for their work
in handling this delicate issue of public
financing of campaigns expeditiously but
with fairness to the exponents of all
viewpoints.

Senator ALLEN is to be respected for
his view on public financing of elections.
Although I do not agree with his reason-
ing or conclusions regarding public fi-
rancing, I certainly cannot dispute his
sincerity. .

I believe that Senator ALLEN is wrong
in contending that title T of S. 3044 is
a ‘“raid on the Treasury.” Rather, pub-
lic financing as provided by this bill
merely prevents special interests from
buying favors and placing undue pres-
sure ¢n public servants. Americans now
only end up paying more for campaigns
than they would by having tax dollars
used for campaigns. Large contributions
by representatives of large corporations
come from higher prices of commodities
that are purchased by the consumer. The
milk support price rise in early 1971 is
proof of this. The only difference is that
such increase in price is a subtle increase.

Certainly, I do not contend that pub-
lic financing is a panacea to all of the
ills of campaigns, But it is a step in the
right direction. Until individuals realize
that favors will not be purchased by po-
litical contributions, politics in the eyes
of Americans will not be restored to a
place of honor and respect. I think that
public financing, although problems will
occur in development of means to im-
plement it, is one way in which this
honor and respect can be returned to
public service.

I ask that my colleagues join in de-
feating amendment No. 1064 to S. 3044.
Only through this means can we indicate
our commitment to prevention of cor-
rupticn evident in recent campaigns.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM—A
TIME FOR CLEANSING

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
Senate has under consideration the most
comprehensive campaign finance reform
measure ever to come before the Con-
gress. No single piece of legislation be-
fore the Senate in this session has the
potential of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1974 for cleaning up Amer-
ican politics and restoring confidence in
the integrity of our political system and
the individuals who work within it.

The most important feature in this
legislation, which incorporates and
builds on a number of recent campaign
reforrn measures passed by the Sen-
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ate, is the new provision for the public
financing of Federal elections that it au-
thorizes. I totally disagree with those
who claim public financing of elections
is a diversion of public funds from im-
portant public activities. If the tragic
drama called Watergate, which has been
unfolding for nearly 2 years in our
newspapers and on our televisions, has
made anything clear, it is that the public
has no greater interest or priority than
in assuring the integrity of those they
choose as their public officials.

While I do not endorse every detail of
this bill or feel it can be written on stone
tablets for all posterity, I do agree com-
pletely with its basic objectives and be-
leve its major provisions are reasonable.
Obviously, any legislation of such sig-
nificance will require very careful mon-
itoring by Congress to be sure it is having
‘the intended effects on our electoral
process. This monitoring will lead nat-
urally to the adjustments and fine tuning
that always prove necessary as major
new legislation is implemented.

Title I of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act Amendments of 1974, the pub-
lie financing title, affords all candidates
an opportunity to obtain a certain
amount of public financing of their cam-
paigns from the Treasury of the United
States. However, to receive such assist-
ance, they must be able to demonstrate a
reasonable amount of support from the
electorate  in the geographic area in
which they intend to run for Federal
office.

To qualify for public financing as-
sistance in the primaries, a candidate
must raise a specific amount of “earnest
money” from contributions of $250 or
less in the case of Presidential candidates
and $100 or less for Senate and House
candidates.

After the required threshold level of
“earnest money” has been reached, pub-
lic matching funds would be available on
a dollar-for-dollar basis for each contri-
bution of $250 or less for a Presidential
primary candidate and $100 or less for
a Senate or House primary candidate.

In the general elections, candidates
may choose to receive all private contri-
butions and no public funding, a blend
of private and public funding, or, in the
case of major party candidates, exclu-
sively public funding.

The nominee of a major party would
be able to receive full public funding of
his campaign for election, up to the speci-
fied campaign spending limits. Minor
party nominees would be eligible for pub-
lic funding up to an amount equal to the
percentage of the vote their party’s can-
didate received compared to the votes
cast for the candidates of the major
parties.

The bill would also increase the value
of the dollar check-off to $2 for individual
and $4 for joint returns and provide that
the designation be automatic, unless the
taxpayer elects not to make such a desig-
nation. If the amount of designated tax
payments to the fund do not result in a
sufficient total amount to fulfill the en-
titlement of all qualified candidates, then
the Congress may appropriate the addi-
ftional sums needed to make up the
deficit.
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The bill would limit individual con-
tributions to a candidate, or committees
operating on his behalf, to $3,000 for
each election. It would limit the total
contribution of an individual tp all can-
didates in any calendar year to $25,000.
And, it would limit to $3,000 the contri-
bution of a political committee to any
candidate, A limit of $100 is placed on all
cash campaign contribuitions.

While the legislation before us in-
cludes a number of other significant re-
forms regarding campaign finance, I
believe that the provisions relating to
public financing of campaigns are of the
utmost importance.

I have been a vocal advocate of
expanded public financing of Federal
elections for many years, As one who has
been involved in almost all types of
Federal elections, I can appreciate,
perhaps more than some others, the
importance of such a change in the fi-
nancing of the electoral process. It was
with this in mind that I supported the
dollar check-off and authored the
amendment which put it on the front of
the income tax form where people could
see it and use it. This was also my reason
for speaking in behalf of the Kennedy-
Scott public financing amendment when
it came before the Senate last July.

Mr. President, if the faith of the
American people in their Government is
to be restored, this vital campaign fi-
nance reform legislation must be passed
with its major public financing thrust
intact.

There is no doubt that this reform
measure is needed.

In politics, I have found that what is
true is, regrettably, not always as impor-
tant as what people perccive to be true.
Those of us who run for office can pro-
fess that the campaign contributions we
receive do not in any way control our
votes, but I venture to say that not many
believe it.

I have been in a number of campaigns,
and I enjoy the campaigns, I like them.
But the most demanding, disgusting, de-
pressing and disenchanting part of pol-
ities is related to campalgn financing.
Furthermore, in. national elections it is
literally impossible for the Presidential
and Vice Presidential candidate to have
control over or knowledge of campaign
finances. All too easily you can become
the victim of sloppy reporting or care-
lessness on the part of your committee
or committees. Yet, in the publie’s mind,
it is the candidate that is guilty of wrong-
doing.

In my years of public service I have
seen the cost of campaigas skyrocket to
unbelievable levels.

It is time we stopped making candi-
dates for Federal office spend so much
of their time, energy and ultimately their
credibility, on the telephone ecalling
friends or committees, meeting with peo-
ple, and often times begging for money.

Scrounging for funds to bring your
case to the electorate is a demeaning ex-
perience. The bill before us today gives
us our best chance ever of cleaning up our
politics.

Frankly, Mr. President, the election of
public officials is too important to our
Nation, and an electoral process that is
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above suspicion is too precious to our
people, to permit elections to be decided
on the auction bloc of private campaign
funding. Big money, large private con-
tributions, and the amount of money a
politician can raise should not be per-
mitted to continue as a key to election
day success.

Mr. President, it is gratifying for one
who has labored long in the vineyard of
public campaign finance, and it should
be very encouraging to all Americans, to
see such a creative step toward cleansing
our electoral process emerge with nearly
unanimous bipartisan support from the
Senate Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration. Chairman CANNON and his col-
leagues have done a laudable job and de-
serve our congratulations.

I hope that the Senate will support, in
general, the committee’s work, and pro-
vide the Nation with the leadership our
people seek in restoring confidence in
the integrity of their Government.

It is not enough to criticize corruption
in politics. That is easy to do, we can all
be against evil. But our constituents are
demanding more than rhetoric from us,
and rightly so. The American people will
no longer tolerate lip-service to cara-
paign finance reform. The time for us to
act is now and the vehicle is before us.
We must act positively on the Federal
Election Campaign Act Amendments of
1974 and authorize the extension of pub-
lic financing to all Federal elections.

Some may say, “All the politicians are
doing is taking care of themselves.”
Others, who should know better, have
called it “taxation without representa-
tion” and *“a diversion of public funds
from important purposes.”

- But, Mr. President, as one who has
been to the “political wars” at the na-
tional level for 25 years, I say unequivo-
cally that there is no more important use
of public funds-—no better insurance of
effective representation that directly
benefits our people—-than to assure the
integrity of our public officials and to
tear away the veil of suspicion that
shrouds every politician who must go to
the marketplace to finance his candi-
dacy. =

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, S. 3044
includes a number of campaign reform
proposals tied together in a package that
we are told will satisfy the public de-
mand for reform and at the same time
solve many of the problems that face our
society. Some of the proposals that have
been woven into this bill have merit and
deserve consideration, but those that
dominate S. 3044 are so deficient as to
render the bill virtually unsalvageable.

Title I of S. 3044 is, I am afraid, chief
among these. It is title I, of course, which
incorporates public financing of Federal
elections with strict expenditure limita-
tions. The concept of publicly financed
election campaigns has been the subject
of controversy in this body for some
years now, but I am still far from con-
vinced that it is an idea whose time
has come or indeed, that it is an idea
whose time should ever come.

The scheme incorporated into this
portion of 8. 3044 is quite intricate
mechanically, but one that must be
thoroughly understood beth mechani-
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cally and conceptially before we go so far
as to vote it into law.

Therefore, before I move into a dis~
cussion of what I see as thée basic objec-
tions to the entire concept of public
financing I would like to go over the pro-
visions of the specific plan incorporated
into title I of S. 3044.

Under title I tax money amounting to
approximately $360 million every 4 years
would be made available to finance or
help finance the primary and general
election campaigns of legitimate major

- and minor party candidates for all Fed-
eral offices. '

A candidate seeking the endorsement
of his or her party via the primary route
must demonstrate his ‘“‘seriousness” by
raising a specified amount through pri-
vate contributions before qualifying for
Federal money. Once this threshold
amount has been raised, however, the
candidate becomes eligible for public
matching funds up to the limit applicable
to his race.

Candidates running in the general
election for any Federal office are treated
‘differently depending on whether they
are running as major party or minor
party candidates. Of some interest is the
fact at the Presidential level a major
party is defined as one that garnered 25
percent of the vote in the previous
election.

Major party candidates may receive
full public funding up to the limit ap-
plicable to their races.

A minor party candidate, on the other
hand, may receive public funding only
up to an amount which is in the same
ratio as the average number of popular
votes cast for all the candidates of the
major party bears to the total number of
popular votes cast for the candidate of
the minor party. However, the minor
party candidate must receive at least 5
percent of the vote to qualify for any
funding.

Minor party candidates are allowed to
augment their public funds with private
contributions up to the limits set in the
act and may receive post election pay-
ments if they do better in the current
election than they did in preceeding
elections.

‘The indepedent candidate or the can-
didate of a new minor party isn’t entitled
to anything prior to the election, but
can qualify for post election payments
if he draws well at-the polls.

‘This plan is expected, as I indicated a
few moments ago, to cost about $360 mil-
lion every 4 years. The sponsors of S.
3044 would have us believe that this
money will be raised through an ex-
panded tax check off provisions such as
the one now on our tax forms that per-
mits us to designate that $1 of our tax
money shall go to a Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund.

This strikes me as one of the most
objectionable features of this entire
scheme., The check off as modified by
the authors of S. 3044 is a fraud on the
American taxpayer. It is an attempt to
give people the feeling that they can
participate in decisions that the authors
of this bill have no intention of letting
them participate in. This provision alone
would force me to vote against S. 3044
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and should be stricken along with the
rest of title 1.

As you may recall, the checkofl was
originally established to give individual
taxpayers a chance to dicect $1 of their
tax money to the political party of their
choice for use in the next Presidential
campaign,

When it was extended hy the Congress
last year, however, the groundrules were
changed so that this yea: taxpayers are
not able to select the part;y to which their
dollar is to be directed. They are simply
allowed to designate that the dollar
should go into the Presidential election
campsaign fund to be divided up at a
later date. Thus, while th2 taxpayer may
still refrain from participating he may
well be directing his dollar to the oppo-
sition party if he elects to participate.

A theoretical example will illustrate
this. Let us assume that two candidates
run in 1976 and that the money to be
divided up amounts to $:0 million. Half
of this would go to each candidate, but
let us further assume that 60 percent of
this money or $6 million is contributed
by Democrats. Under this set of circum-
stances a million Democats would un-
wittingly be contributing to the campaign
of a candidate they do not support and
for whom they probably will not vote.

If S. 3044 passes things will get even
worse. During the first year only 2.8 per-
cent of the taxpaying public elected to
contribute to the fund. This disappoint-
irig participation was generally attributed
to the fact that it was cifficult to elect
to participate. Therefore this year the
form was simplified and & great effort is
being made to 3et people to participate.

As a result about 15 percent of those
filing appear {o be partticipating and
while this increase seems to warm the
hearts of those who have plans for this
money it will not raise nearly enough
money to finance the comprehensive plan
the sponsors of S. 3044 have in mind.

Therefore thay have found a way to
increase participation. Under the terms
of S. 3044 the checkoff would be doubled
to allow $2 from each individual to go
into the fund, but the indisidual taxpayer
will no longer have to designate, Instead
his $2 will be automatically designated
for him unless he objects. This is a
scheme designed to incr:ase participa-
tion reminiscent of the way book clubs
used to sell books by telling their mem-
bers they would receive the month’s se-
lectionn unless shey chos: not to. As 1
recall, Ralph Nader and his friends did
not like this practice when book clubs
were erigaged in it and on: can only hope

-that they will be equally outraged at the

proposal that Uncle Sam join in the act.

But S, 3044 goes further still, If enough
people resist in spite of the Government’s
efforts to get them to participate, the
Congress will be authorized to make up
the difference out of general revenues.
So, after all is said, it appears that the
checkoff is little more than & fraud on
the taxpayer.

Let us move from the ruestion of the
way the money needed to finance this
plan will be raised to the question of the
propriety of the spending limits that are
an integral part of the p.an.

Under section 504 of tae title we are
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dlebating uniform limits are imposec on
incumkent and nonincumbent candi-
rlates alike. These limits will necessarily
lfavor incumbent Presidents, Senators,
and Congressmen because any incum-
bent has advantages that must be over-
rome by a challenger trying to unseat
lim. To overcome these advantages a
challenger must spend money.

I have already indicated that I will call
up an amendment designed to overcome
this problem by allowing nonincumbents
0 spend more than office holders. Some-
vhing of this sort strikes me as absolutely
rnecessary at a time when Americans are
skeptical enough about Government in
zeneral and elected officials in particular.

Congressional and Senate incumbents
have generally been fairly safe re-elec-
rion bets for a variety of reasons. Incum-
bency itself has been estimated to be
worth 5 percentage points on election
day, and I just do not think we should do
anything that might be fairly interpreted
as giving us an even greater lock on our
seats.

The $90,000.00 limit on House races
imposed by this bill would have a similar
effect. Indeed, my own analysis of a re-
cent Common Cause study of expendi-
Lares ir: 1972 convinces me that this leg-
islation is weighed heavily in favor of in-
cumber:ts and might therefore weaken
the ability of our citizens to influence
governraental decisions.

I have been discusing the specifics of
Litle I and they are, of course, both in-
teresting, and important.

They represent an attempt on the part
s the Rules Committee to answer some
af the gpecific problems that arise when
e gets into the business of publicly
subsidizing election campaigns.

We could discuss these specifics for
days and I fear that we might find our-
:elves doing just that if we do not accept
ihe Senator from Alabama's amendment
o strike the entire title. The problem is
that a discussion of specific attempts to
avercome problems that are merely
symptomatic of a faulty approach to a
much larger problem are a complete
waste of time,

The scheme before us today like others
that have been proposed in recent years
seems 1o be based on the assumption that
srivate financing is an evil to be avoided
1t all costs.

I am afraid I have to reject that basic
assumption. A candidate for public of-
vice is currently forced to compete for
maoney from thousands or—in the case of
Presidential candidates—millions of po-
sential contributors and voters.

Viable candidates rarely have trouble
caising the funds needed to run a credi-
isle campaign and, in fact, their ability
0 raise money is one very good gage of
uheir potential popular support.

As Congressman FrREnzEL said during
iearings on public financing last year:

While the ballot box is an essential means
uf measuring popular support for a candi-
date, political contributions give individuals
wnd groups an opportunity to register strong
approval and disapproval of a particular can-
didate oir party,

Unde:r our present system potential
candidates must essentially compete for
private support, and to attract that sup-
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port they have to address themselves to
issues of major importance to the peo-
ple who will be contributing to their cam-
paigns and voting for them on election
day. Public financing might allow can-
didates to ignore these issues, fuzz their
stands, and run campaigns in which in-
telligent debate on important matters is
subordinated to a “Madison Avenue”
approach to the voters. |

Consider a couple of examples. During
the course of the 1972 campaign, it is
reported that Senator McGOVERN was
forced by the need for campaign money
to place greater emphasis on his support
of a Vietnam pullout than his political
advisers thought wise. They felt that he
should have downplayed the issue and
concentrated on others that might be
better received by the electorate.

I do not doubt for a minute that the
Senator’s emphasis on his Vietnam po-
sition hurt him, but I wonder if we really
want to move toward a system that
would allow a candidate to avoid such
issues or gloss over positions of concern
to millions of Americans.

The need to court the support of other
groups creates similar problems. Those
who believe that we should maintain a
friendly stance toward Israel, for. ex-
ample, aswell as those who think a can-
didate should support union positions on
a whole spectrum of issues want to know
where a candidate stands before they
give him their vocal and financial sup-
port. The need to compete for campaign
dollars forces candidates to address many
issues and I consider this vital to the
maintenance of a sound democratic
system.

Second, to the extent that these plans
bar the participation of individual citi-
zens in financing political campaigns
they deny those citizens an important
means of political expression. Millions of
Americans now contribute voluntarily
to Fedéral, State, and local political cam-
paigns. These people see their decision to
contribute to one campaign or another
as a means of political expression. Public
financing of Federal general election
campaigns would deprive people of an
opportunity to participate and to express

- their strongly held opinions.

They would still be contributing, of
course, since the Senate proposal will
cost them hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in tax money. But their participation
would be compulsory and might well in-
volve the use of their money to support
candidates and positions they find mor-
ally and politically reprehensible.

Third, S. 3044 and similar proposals
combine public financing with strict
limits on expenditures. As I have already
indicated, these limits must, on the
whole, work to the benefit of incumbents
since they are lower than the amount
that a challenger might have to spend
presently in a hotly contested race if he
wants to overcome the advantages of
his opponent’s incumbency.

Fourth, the various schemes devised to
distribute Federal dollars among various
candidates and between the parties has
to affect power relationships that now
exist. Thus, if you give money directly to
the candidate you further weaken the
party system. If you give money to the
national party, you strengthen the na-
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tional party organization relative to the
State parties. If you are not extremely
careful you will freeze out or lock in
minor parties. These are real problems
with significant policy consequences that
those who drew up the various public
financing proposals tended to ignore.
The authors of S. 3044 merely managed
to make the consequences less clear.
They did not solve the problems.

Fifth, public financing will have two
significant effects on third parties,
neither desirable. In the first place, it
will discriminate against genuine new
national third party movements—such
as that of George Wallace in 1968-—be-
cause such parties have not had the
chance to establish a voting record of
the kind required to qualify for preelec-
tion financing. On the othier hand, once
g third party qualifies for future Federal
financing, a vested. interest arises in
keeping it alive—even if the George Wal-
lace who gave it its sole reason for ex-
istence should move on. Thus we run
the risk of financing a proliferation of
parties that could destroy the stability
we have historically enjoyed through our
two party system.

In addition, S. 3044 and all similar
plans raise first amendment questions
since they all either ban, limit, or direct
a citizen’s right of free speech.

In this light it is interesting to note
that a three-judge panel in the District
of Columbia has already found portions
of the law we passed in 1971 unconsti-
tutional. As you will recall the 1971 act
prohibited the media from charging for
political advertising unless the candidate
certified that the charge would not cause
his spending to exceed the limits im-
posed by the law. This had the effect of
restricting the freedom both of individ-
uals wishing to buy ads and of news-
papers and other media that might carry
them and, in the opinion of the District
of Columbia court, violated the first
amendment.

I would like to state parenthetically,
Mr. President, that I intend to vote
against all amendments that might
ameliorate some of the constitutional
objections, so that whatever is enacted
will be as vulnerable as pcssible to judi-
cial attack. I will do so because of my
profound convictions that the bill’s prin-
cipal features will do our political system
substantial harm.

I have already indicated in references
to the specifics of title I that I fear we
are debating a bill that would aid in-
cumbents over the candidates. This is so
because of the uniform spending limits
that are an inherent part of this and
most other public financing plans.

In addition to incumbents such plans
would aid another class of candidates
and therefore artificially tilt the politics
of this country. ’

Any candidate who is better known
when the campaign begins or is in a po-
sition to mobilize nonmonetary resources
must benefit from these kinds of plans as
compared to less known candidates and
those whose supporters are not in a posi-
tion to give them such help.

This is necessarily truc because the
spending and contributions limits even
out only one of the factors that deter-
mine the outcome of a given campaign.
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Other factors therefore become increas-
ingly important and may well determine
the winner on election day.

Consider, for example, the advantage
that a candidate whose backers can
donate time to his campaign will have
over one whose backers just do not have
the time to donate. In this context one
can easily imagine a situation in which
a liberal campus-oriented candidate
might swamp a man whose support
comes primarily from blue-collar mid-
dle-class workers who would contribute
money to their man, but do not have time
to work in his campaign.

Or consider the candidate running on
an issue that attracts the vocal and “in-
dependent” support of groups that can
provide indirect support without falling
under the limitations imposed by law.
The effectiveness of the antiwar move-
ment and the way in which issue-
orientecd antiwar activists were able to
mesh their efforts with those of friendly
candidates illustrate the problem.

David Broder of the Washington Post
noted in a very perceptive analysis of
congressional maneuvering on this issue
last year that most members seem to
sense that these reforms will, in fact,
help a certain kind of candidate. His
comments on this are worth quoting at
length:

.. . the votes by which the public fi-
nancing proposal was passed in the Senate
had a marked partisan and ideological colora-
tion. Most Democrats and most liberals in
both parties supported public financing;
most Republicans and raost conservatives in
both parties voted against it.

The presumption that liberals and Dem.
ocrats would benefit from the change is
strengthened by the realization that money
is just one of the sources of influence on a
political contest. If access to large sums is
eliminated as a potential advantage of one
candidate or party by the provision of equal
public subsidies for all, then the election
outcome will likely be determined by the
ability to mobilize other forces.

The most important of these other factors
are probably manpower and publicity. Legis-
lation that eliminates the dollar influence on
politics automatically erthances the influence
of those who can provide manpower or pub-
licity for the campaign.

That immediately conjures up, for Repub-
licans and conservatives, the union boss; the
newspaper editor and the television anchor-
man—three individuals to whom they are
rather reluctant to entrust their fate of
electing the next President.

This legislation affects the way we
select our representatives and our Pres-
idents. It affects the relationship of our
citizens to their elected representatives
and to Government itself. It affects the
party system that has developed in this
country over nearly 200 years in ways
that we cannot predict.

In other words, S. 3044 affects the very
workings of our democratic system and
could alter that system significantly.

Those in and out of Congress who ad-
vocate public financing are selling it as
a cure-all for our national and political
ills. For example, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, recently went
so far as to say that—

Most, and probably all, of the serious prob-
lems facing this country today have their
roots in the way we finance political cam-
paigns . ..
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This statement reminds one of the hy-
perbole associated with the selling of New
Frontier and Great Society programs in
the 1960’s. The American people were
asked then to accept expensive and un-
tried programs as panaceas for all our
ills.

Those programs did not work. They
were oversold, vastly more expensive
than anyone anticipated, and left us with
more problems than they sclved. Public
financing is a Great Society approaci: to
another problem of public concern and,
like other solutions based on the theory
that Federal dollars will solve everything,
should be rejected.

I intend to support the Allen amend-
ment to strike title I and I urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the Allen amendment
which, if adopted, would strin public fi-
nancing from the bill. As a member of
the Rules Committee- which held long
hearings and markup sessions before
favorably reporting the bill to the Sen-
ate floor, I support the entirely flexible
and realistic approach it takes.

Supporters of the amendment claim
that public financing, as proposed in title
I, would place full Federal control over
the election process. This is inaccurate.
As a New York Times editorial said this
morning:

The bill would not lock parties and candi-
dates into a novel or rigid arrangement,
Rather, it curbs the abuses of private financ-
ing and offers public financing as an alternate
route to elected office.

I hope that the Allen amendment will
be soundly defeated.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, public
campaign financing as envisoned in title I
of S. 3044, the Federal Election Campaign
Act Amendments of 1974 represents a
major effort to restructure our political
and electoral process, all in the name of
“campaign reform.”

Most certainly none of us are opposed
to reforms of existing abuses since our
political system needs constant monitor-
ing and readjustment, and the Congress
has acted to correct some of those abises.
But what is proposed in title I is not a
single adjustment or correction. Instead
we have a whole new approach to financ-
ing Federal elections.

Mr. President, I am aware, of course,
that this issue has been considered for
years in Congress. In fact, I would point
out that in June 1967, Russell D. Hemen-
way, national director of the National
Committee for an Effective Congress,
made these remarks at a hearing before
the Senate Finance Committee and they
bear repeating here today:

The NCEC wishes to be on record as op-
posed to any proposal which provides direct
Treasury financing of elections. We feel this
would substitute the Treasury for the volun-
tary political contributor. To appropriate
Federal funds to pay for campaigns is anti-
democratic since it excludes the individual
from a vital portion of the political process.
It also tends to establish a political monop-
oly which would ultimately erode the process
of free elections,

Even with limitations and safeguards—the
practical effectiveness of which are open to
serious question—the direct subsidy vests in
the national party committees an unde-
sirable concentration of power, control, and

234

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

influence which would ultiinately have seri-
ous impact on the entire party system and
political process. The long-range results are
predictable: A lessening of public influence
over party platforms and policies, and cen-
tral control over the decisions and actions
of candidates and over State and local party
organizations. By reducing the financial de-
pendence of parties on the rank and file
constituents, the party hierurchy is insulated
against the public will. The inherent dangers
of stifiing conformity, rigii discipline, and
a self-perpetuat:ng power structure within
the major parties are cbvious.

It is in order here, to tuke a quick look
at how direct Treasury financing of cam-
paigns would operate. Suppose the two na-
tional parties were each allccated $1¢ million
from tane Treasury. Nominalty, they could use
tais money only for certain specified costs
of the presidential campaign. But would not
tae two mnational chairmen discover that
tneir slightest whims were respected as or-
ders by party officials, by everyone in the
party f{rom supervisors to coroner to candi-
dates for the House and Senite?

Above all, the basic principle of volun-
tarism is destroyed, since the individual
may nct determine where nis money is go-
ing. Nor would he particibate in many of
the meaningful campaign activities for
which fundraising is merel; a stimulus. Po-
litically, for the candidat: and public, it
is far more important to riceive a hundred
81 bLills than ons2 conftribution for $100.

In the effort to cleanse the present system
cf abuses, we d> not wan: to sterilize the
political process. It will do no good to hand-
craft an unresponsive, bureucratic mechan-
ism which renders the public will speech-
less and impotent. The American people
are now reacting against tr e overbureaucra-
tic agencies of Crovernment. At a tirne when

every effort is being maile to humanize
and personalize the Goverr meni, we do not
~»ant to build the same difficulties into
woliti We see in some of the election

f£nancing proposals this satae pattern which
ras characterized much re:ent Federal leg-
ation; full of good intentions, financed
vy Federal largess, but fuaetionally incap-
able ©f proper administretion because of
rigid and uniform directives are imposed in
situations requiring adijustment and
fiexibility.

Mr. President, we have had hearings
cver the years and eact. time we have
found that the financing of election cam-
paigns out of tax mones creates many
raore problems than it cculd solve.

Mr. President, the place for campaign
reform to begin is throuzh the enforce-
ment of the laws which we do have. As
Arlen J. Large wrote in £n article, “How
Should We Finance Elections?” in the
May 10, 1973, Wall Street Journal:

There’'s not yet an obvious need to go to
the extreme of taxing peorle to pay for the
antics of barnstorming politicians, or adding
their expenses to the national debt. At least
that step shouldn’t be taken hkefore trying
sterner enforcement of ex sting law.

Mr. President, I believ: that this goes
right to the heart of the American polit-
ical process. Ir would bz a serious in-
fringement on the rights of the individ-
val. For some people.it would mean tak-
ing their tax money for political purposes
and processes which they oppose; for
others it would mean den.al of their right
to fully participate in th: political proc-
ess in the manner of their choosing.

Direct subsidies wolld also raise
serious problems of freeiom of expres-
sion. They would be a forra of compulsory
political activity which limited the free-
dom of those who would refrain as well
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as of those who chose to participate.
When an individual is forced, in effect,
t0 make a contribution to a political
movemeant to which he is indifferent or
which he finds distasteful, it may be
fairly zaid that a basic freedom is being
infringed. When this forced payment is
combined with limits on contributions to
.E‘avorp(:i. candidates, political freedom is

(r. President, we also have a number
3f unanswered questions as to how this
biil would be implemented. In the Amer-
ican Bar Association Journal of last
Dctober, Carleton W, Sterling wrote an
article, “Control of Campaign Spending:
The Feformer’s Paradox,” which ob-
served: .

Subsidization schemes raise a number of
dilemmas. Every person desiring office cannot
we subsidized, so subsidies must be awarded
to shose who already have demonstrated
oolitica! power sufficient to warrant sub-
sidization. Parties may gain subsidies for
their cendidates according to some formula
inked to their support in the electorate,
which must favor the established parties.
Congress has considered subsidies geared to
e¢qualizing the campaign financing of the two
major parties, but funds for minor parties
1t best would only approximate their strength
among “he voters. ’

Mr. President, this is a very Feal prob-
em. It is somewhat frightening to en-
vision a government of politicians
allocating funds for the campaigns of
peliticians. Everyone must share the
concerir of A. James Reichley in the
December 1973 issue of Fortune maga-
zine, wiio in his article, “Financing—But
Let’s o It Right,” commented:

Total Government financing would also
ralse thie danger that at some future time a
dominant political faction or party might
deny the opposition the rescurces needed to
reach tle public.

Finaily, Mr. President, it has been
argued that only through public cam-
naign financing can we cure the disease
we cal. Watergate. Yet nothing in S.
3044 w:ll change the conditions for such
acts to occur if it is the desire of some
individuals to subvert the political and
clectoral process. Regardless of where the
money comes from it .can still happen.
In this context, then, S. 3044 will accom-
ilish very little. To avoid the “Water-
pates” of the future will require strict
enforcement of existing laws and the
srosecution and conviction of those found
guilty of such criminal acts as is hap-
pening at this very moment.

Whai the supporters of S. 3044 really
cpe to achieve is not entirely clear, but
what the provisions imply is the begin-
ning of a Federal structure to manage
political campaigns and perhaps even the
political process itself. It does not take
much imagination to conceive of future
iegislation being proposed to further re-
strict political operations. In essence, this
is a dangerous bill contrary to our tradi-
tion ©of political freedoms. Those wha
have condemned Watergate because it
represented an effort to control political
power nave only to read this bill to see
he potential for achieving the same end
only then it would have the cover of law
as giving support to restricting political
freedox.

If the Congress can choose a formula
which ‘avors the major parties over the
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minor parties then it has effectively cho-
sen to perpetuate existing political
arrangements.

If Congress can manipulate funding
it can do so in a way to make it impos-
sible for groups to participate in the
political process.

If the Congress can limit expenditures
it can limit them to the point whére the
opportunity to express a view is severely
restrained.

If the Congress can do all this in the
name of “campaign reform” then surely
we have taken a major step in eroding
our political freedoms..

It is for these reasons that I oppose
title T of S. 3044 and will support the
amendment of the distinguished Senator
from Alabama, Senator ALLEN.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
defer to no one in acknowledging the
need for election campaign reform in
many areas. As a Member who has served
on the Select Committee on Presidential
Campaign Activities, the so-called Wa-
tergate committee, I can vouch for that
firsthand.

I have supported legislation designed
to achieve campaign reform, including
limiting amounts of money that may be
contributed and spent in political cam-
paigns, reporting and disclosure of cam-
paign contributions and expenditures,
and provisions for enforcement of the
law to insure that the election process
in our free society is not subverted.

In fact, even before Watergate and
campaign reform became highly charged
household words, I sponsored legislation
to allow tax credits or tax deductions for
modest contributions to political cam-
paigns in an effort to broaden the base
of public political support.

However, I draw the line on public
financing of Federal election campaigns.
This is not campaign reform. It is another
blatant attempt to poke the long arm of
the Federal Government into an area
where it has no business.

It is an effort to destroy the freedom
of the American people to choose in the
election process.

It is an effort to deny the American
people freedom of expression in the sup-
port or nonsupport of candidates for
public office.

It would constitute a raid on the Fed-
eral treasury, at a time when our country
and hard-working taxpayers are caught
in the grip of rampant inflation, when
we are unable to even come anywhere
near balancing the budget, and when we
can not make both ends meet on pro-
grams that are needed in our society.

What we have before us today is a
program that is neither needed, desira-
ble, or in the best national interest.

The right to vote is as sacred a right
that the American people have in our
free society. Voting is an expression of
support of a particular candidate for
public office and an endorsement of his
views at the ballot box.

A citizen’s contribution to the election
of a particular candidate is likewise an
expression of support. To make such a
choice and to give such a contribution is
in my estimation also a sacred right.

How a free citizen casts his vote and
how he supports a candidate of his own
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choosing is & decislon only that citizen
can make. No one has a right to make
that decision for him.

A citizen can support this candidate
or that candidate. Or, he can choose to
support no candidate. That is his right
in our system of free elections.

I know of no American taxpayer who
fully understood the situation who would
agree to having his tax money spent on
the political candidacy of a person whose
views were totally repugnant to him. I
certainly do not want my tax money
spent that way.

Yet, that is precisely what would result
from public financing of Federal election
campaigns.

Tt is unthinkable that the Federal Gov-
ernment would presume to tell voters and
taxpayers how they ought to contribute
to political campaigns. Yet, that would
be the effect of this legislation.

It would cut both ways. If I were an
arch conservative, I would not want my
tax dollars going to the candidacy of an
arch liberal. If I were an arch liberal, I
would not want my taxes supporting the
candidacy of an arch conservative. Such
an idea as this flies in the face of every-
thing I understand about freedom to
choose in the electoral process.

Under this proposal, the Federal Gov-
ernment first forces the American tax-
payer to fork over his money. Then, the
Federal Government takes that money
and turns it over to the election cam-
paign of a candidate who perhaps could
not get even his wife to vote for him.
The only way this could be avoided, would
be for the citizen to evade the tax collec-
tor.

Virtually anyone can jile for public
office these days. I do not think hard-
working people want their taxes spent
to finance the campaigns of every crank
or crackpot that comes along.

I join efforts to improve the election
campaign process and to bring about
needed reform. But, the last thing we
want is for politicians to put their hands
jn the public treasury to finance their
election campaigns.

1 hope the Senate will kill this legisla-
tion.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, with re-
gret, I find it necessary to oppose the
McGovern amendment. I believe would
be an unfortunate backward step in our
progress toward reform.

Contrary to some reports, the public
financing provisions of £. 3044 are in
no sense manlatory. The bill does not
prohibit. private financing, and it cer-
tainly does not prohibit small private
contributions.

In fact, it provides strong incentives
for small contributions in primaries,
since it offers matching public funds only
for the first $250 in private contributions
for Presidential primaries and the first
$100 in primaries for the Senate and
House.

Private contributions also have a role
to play in general elections, since major
party candidates will have the option of
relying entirely on private funds, en-
tirely on public funds, or on any combi-~
nation in between.

And in both primaries and  general
elections, the bill provides new incen-
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tives for small private contributions by
doubling the existing tax credit and tax
deduction available for such contribu-
tions.

In these respects, the bill recognizes
the vigorous differences of opinion on
the proper role of small private contri-
butions. Some feel that such contribu-
tions are an essential method for bring-
ing citizens into the system and encour-
aging popular participation in politics.

Others, like myself, feel that there
are better ways to bring a person into
the system than by reaching for his
pocketbook, and that the best way to a
voter's heart is through his opinions on
the issues, not through the dollars in
his wallet.

As it should be, the bill accommodates
both views, letting each candidate “do
his own thing,” without forcing any can-
didate into a rigid formula for financing
his campaign.

In this respect, S. 3044, is an improve-
ment over the 1971 dollar checkoff law,
which prohibits a person who accepts
public funds from accepting private con-
tributions Under S. 3044, there is
egreater flexibility—a candidate can se-
lect the mix of private and public funds
he wants for his campaign, such as 50-50
or 80-20, and is not obliged to accept
public funds on an all-or-nothing basis.

For that reason, I am opposed to alter-
native proposals such as the McGovern
amendment, that would turn public fi-
nancing for general elections into a com-
pulsory “mixed” system of partial pub-
lic funds and partial private contribu-
tions, with or without matching grants.

Last November, in the floor debate on
the public financing amendment to the
Debt Ceiling Act, the Senate voted 52
to 40 against a proposal to cut the
amount of public funds in half and to
require the remainder to be raised in
private contributions. As Senator Joun
PasTorE succinetly put it in the floor de-
bate, in opposing such a mandatory mix-
ture of public and private financing:

“Either we are going to have or not going
to0 have public financing. If we are going for
public financing, let us go for public financ-
ing. If we are not going to have it, let us
not have it. What we have here [in the pro-
posal for a mixed system] is a hermaphro-
dite.”

If participation in politics through
small private contributions is the goal,
then the dollar checkoff is already
achieving it. More than 4 million tax-
payers have used the checkoff so far in
1974. At the current rate, 12 milljon tax-
payers will have used it by the time all
returns are filed on April 15. That's a
world record for public participation in
campaign financing, a tribute to the
workability of the ‘“one voter-one dollar”
approach tc public financing enacted in
1971.

Further, it is by no means clear that
it is feasible for a large number of gen-
eral election campaigns across the coun-
try to be run on small private contribu-
tions.

The Goldwater campaign in 1964, the
McGovern campaign in 1972, and the
Democratic National Committee’s tele-
thon in 1973 are good examples of suc-
cessful fund-raising through small pri-
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vate contributions, but they prove only
that such fund-raising may work in the
unique circumstances involved in those
campaigns.

They do not prove that the method
will work when every Senate, House and
Presidential candidate is tapping the
pool of small contributors.

The net result of such a system ap-
plied to all elections may simply be to
put a premium on the best-known can-
didate, or the candidate who starts the
earliest or who hires the best direct-mail
expert as his fund-raiser.

Nor would it be desirable, in my view,
to adopt a program of matching grants
for small private contributions as the
form of public financing for general elec-
tions.

In the case of primaries, a system of
matching grants is appropriate and is
the method adopted by S. 3044. In fact,
matching is the only realistic method of
public flnancing in primaries, since it
is the only realistic way to identify those
who are serious candidates. The can-
didates who deserve public funds are
those who have demonstrated broad ap-
peal by raising a substantial amount of

private funds from small contributions..

Thus, if we are to have any public fi-
nancing of primary elections, it must be
accomplished through matching grants,

In the general election, however, the
nomination process has already identi-
fled the major party candidates who de-
serve public funds. It is appropriate,
therefore, as S. 3044 provides, to give
them the full amount of public funds
necessary to finance their campaigns,
with the option for every candidate to
forego all or part of the public funds if he
prefers to run on private contributions.

Thus, full public funding in the general
election gives a candidate maximum dis-
cretion in running his campaign. If an
extra layer of private spending is allowed,
all candidates would be obliged to raise
the extra amount as a guarantee that
they would not be outspent by their
opponents.

As a result, all candidates would be
forced into the mandatory straight-
jacket of spending time and money to
raise small private contributions, even
though many candidates would prefer
to spend that time and money in more
productive ways in their campaigns.

A system of matching grants in general
elections would be especially dangerous
to the existing two-party system, since it
might encourage splinter candidates—
for exa'mple, a candidate narrowly de-
feated in a primary would be encouraged
to take his case to the people in the gen-
eral election as an independent candi-
date or as a third party candidate. Under
S. 3044, by contrast, a third party can-
didate with no track record from a past
election would still be able to obtain
public funds, but only retroactively, on
the basis of his showing in the current
election.

Thus, in its provisions offering full
public funds on an optional basis for gen-
eral elections, S. 3044 avoids the waste,
pitfalls, and obvious dangers to the elec-
tion process of a mixed system of public-
private financing or a system of match-
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ing grants, and I urge the Senate to reject
the McGovern amendmert.

Mr. President, in closing, let me add
one further note.

Mr. President, today’s INew 'York Times
contains an excellent editorial support-
ing the public financing legislation now
before the Senate.

The editorial gives particularly strong
support to two of the most important
aspects of the bill—the provisions ex-
tending public financing to Senate and
House election, and the provisions mak-
ing public financing availible for primary
elections as well.

In addition, the bill praises the
leaders of the Senate who have done so
much to make this reform legislation pos-
sible. Senator MANSFIELD, Senator ROBERT
EYrp, Senator PasTorr, and Senator
Huex Scorr, mentioned in the editorial,
have played a vital role in bringing this
issue to the front burner of national
debate, and I am pleased that the edi-
torial recognizes their important con-
tribution.

In particular, I am leased at the
editorial’s clear recognition of the cen-
tral role played by Senator HuGe ScorT,
the distinguished minority leader of the
Senate, who has done so inuch to lay the
genuine bipartisan grouniwork that will
make this reform possible.

Over the years, Senator ScorT has beent
an outstanding advocate of all aspects
of election reform, and ¢ll of us in the
Senate can join in takirg pride in the
effective contributions he nas rnade to the
cause of integrity in Government and to
fair, honest, and clean e¢lections.

I ask unanimous conser.t that this edi-
torial be printed in the F!Ecorp.

There being no objecticn, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Mar. 27, 1974}

THE TIME Is Now

Now is the time for a full end fundamental
cleansing of the nation’s outmoded, corrupt
system of financing public elections with
private money. Now is the time to break the
stranglehold of wealthy incivideials and of
self-seeking interest groups over the nation's
politics. Now is the time tc bring into the
open sunlight of public responsibility a sys-
tem half-publicly regulated and half-secret,
If Congress cannot reform tlie nation's poli-
tles in this sordid year of Watergate, when
will there be a more opportune time?

The campaign reform bill awaiting action
in the Senate is an admirable measure. It has
bipartisan backing as well us support from
ordinary citizens across the country. Sena-
tors Mike Mansfield, the majority leader,
Robert Byrd, the majority ‘whip, and John
Pastore, the party’s chief spokesman on this
problem, have given the bill stalwart Demo-
cratic support. On the Repubslican side Sen-
ator Hugh Scott, the minority ficor leader,
has been out in front urzing action on
reform.

The heart of the bill is a sharp reduction
in the size of private contributicns and, as
an alternative, an optional form of public
financing. Opposition to this reform concept
comes from diverse quarters. President Nixon
is opposed, Senator James Allen, Alabama
Democrat, who serves as Gov. George C. Wal-
lace’s agent in the Senate, is opposed. So are
right-wing conservative Repablicans led by
Senator Barry Goldwater and Strom Thur-
mond. The biggest danger t¢ the bill is the
threat of a filibuster by Senator Allen with
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the backing of the Goldwater-Thurmond
Froup. But this bluff can be called if Sena-
tors Muansfield and Scott remain firm in
support of the bill.

As - with any innovation, the advocates of
reform are vulnerable to the criticism that
they are attempting too much. But primaries
as well as general elections need drastic im-
provement; in many one-party states, the
primary provides voters with their only ef-
Tective choice. It would make no sense to re-
form the financing of political campaigns at
the Presidential level and leave House and
Senate anreformed.

Rightly or wrongly, Congress as, well as
the Presidency suffers from a loss of public
confider.ce in this Watergate season. The
members of Congress will be making a seri-
ous miscalculation about their own politi-
cal futvres as well as the fate of the insti-
tutions in which they serve if they revert
©0 business-as-usual. The people sense the
need for reform, and the people’s sense needs
needing

The principles underlying the reform bill
are simple: Presidential and Congressional
primaries would be financed by matching
grants. Thus, Presidential aspirants would
have to ralse $250,000 in private contribu-
[lons of $260 or less before they qualified
[0 recelve the matching sum of 250,000 from
the Federal Government, Like climbing steps
In a flight of stairs, the candidate would
fualify for another gquarter-million dollars
#ach time he ralsed the same amount pri-
vately. "Chere would be an over-all limit of
npproxiraately $16 million, half public and
half private, for each Presidential candidate
in the primaries.

The sume principle would apply to House
and Senate primaries except that the limit
»n contributions would be lower—$100 or
less-—and each step in the staircase would be
lower, $25,000 in Senate races and $10,000
in the House. In general elections, the
tatching principle would not apply. Candi-
lates could finance their campaigns by pub-
iic or private funds or any mix of the two
38 long as they stayed within an over-all
seiling.,

The bill would not lock parties and candi-
ates irto a novel or rigid arrangement.
frather, it curbs the abuses of private financ~
ing and offers public financing as an alter-
niate rouve to elected office. Since the old
nrivate route has become choked with scan-
dal, it cannot—unreformed and unaided—
serve dernocracy’s need much longer. Now
{3 the time to provide a public alternative.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
have a perfecting amendment at the
tesk on the section the Senator from
Alabama proposes to strike. I ask that
i be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The araendment was read, as follows:

On page 10, line 19, following the word
‘to”, ingert the word “one half”.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
tiirust of this amendment was designed
Ly the Senator from Illinois (Mr. Stev-
ENSON) . 1t embraces a principle which I
very strongly endorse, which is to com-
Line the concept of public financing with
limited orivate financing. I think some-
thing will be lost in our political process
if we go entirely to the public financing
of campaigns. What this amendment
¢pes, in effect, is to say that the same
concept that operatés in the bill before
us in the primaries showid operate in the
general election. In other words, under
tiie terms of the perfecting amendment
I am offering, once a candidate is estab-
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lished as a nominee of his party, he Is
at that point authorized to receive one-
half of the amount of expenditures that
the bill permits, rather than the full
amount. The remaining half he would
have to go out and raise in private con-
tributions under the restrictions that
this bill implies. It would have the ad-
vantage of giving the candidate the in-
centive to take his case out to the people,
and it would have the advantage of per-
mitting an average citizen to make an
investment in the candidate of - his
choice.

It would reward candidates with broad
grass root support. It would strike a fav-
orable balance between those who say,
“No public financing at all,” and those
who want to go the whole distance with
public financing. I hope very much the
Senate will adopt the amendment. I
hope the Senator from Alabama will see
it as an improvement over the section
of the bill he is proposing to strike and
that he might abandon his idea on this
portion of the bill.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator understands,
1 am sure, that under the checkoff pro-
vision there is already available 100 per-
cent financing up to the amount set in
this bill in Presidential races. Would the
Senator’s amendment cut that figure in
half? There already is a $21 million sub-
sidy available to each party in 1976.

Mr. McGOVERN. It would have no
bearing on that. It would relate only to
the language of the present bill.

Mr. ALLEN. If all he could get is one-
half under this provision, how could he
then get all under the other since it is
all coming out of the public Treasury?
Is it not?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, but this bill pro-
vides for a different method to finance
campaigns. It applies not only to the
Presidency but all Pederal offices.

I think the language would not have
any impact other than to require the
candidate to get one-half from private
sources.

Mr. ALLEN. No, it does not say that. It
says one-half from the public Treasury
of his overall limit. It does not require
a single dime to be paid in private con-
tributions.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct; but
if you wanted to spend the total amount
under the bill he would have to raise
one-half from private sources.

Mr, ALLEN. It looks like the candidate
would have the option to proceed under
the checkoff, which would give him $21
million without matching, or to proceed
under this provision, which would give
him $10.5 million with public funds.

Mr. McGOVERN. May I ask the Sena-
tor what would be the impact of his
own amendment in terms of the check-
off system?

Mr. ALLEN. It would leave the check-
off system exactly where it is now. It
would have no effect on it.

Mr. McGOVERN. I cannot see where
this affects it, because it does not relate
to that language.

Mr. ALLEN. The reason is that there
would be no wording there at all for
such provision.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from South Dakota have the floor after
disposal of the amendment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, what was the
request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That the
Senator from South Dakota have the
floor following the vote.

Is there objection to the request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. On the Allen
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFPFICER. The
Chair assumed that the unanimous con-
sent first was on the McGovern amend-
ment.

Would the Senator from Montana re-
state his unanimous consent request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays on the Allen amendment.

The PRESIDING OFPICER. The yeas
and nays are requested.

The yeas and nays were ordered,

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan will state it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. What are we going to
vote on first?

Mr. MANSFIELD. On
amendment No. 1064,

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, will the
Chair state what the vote will first be on?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
amendment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. GRIFFIN. So the vote first will be
not on the Allen amendment, but on the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota to the Allen amencdment. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is correct. The vote
on the amendment of the Senator from
South Dakota takes precedence.

The hour of 3:30 having arrived, the
Senate will proceed to vote on the Mc-
Govern amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President——

Mr, GRIFFIN. Mr, President, I ask for
the yeas and nays

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays are requested.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to lay the McGovern amendment on the
table,

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, in
view of the fact that we are speeding
things up a little, I would hope, in the
interest of expediency, that we could
agree on & 10-minute vote limitation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. The vote now is on the
motion to table the McGovern amend-
ment. Is that correct?

the Allen
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT) , the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MonpaLE), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. SymiNcgToN), and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) are
necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) is absent be-
cause of illness in the family.

1 further announce that the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. TruorMmonD) and the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. Harriern) would each vote
‘“‘yea.”

The result was announced-—yeas 74,
nays 19, as follows:

[No. 89 Leg.]

YEAS--T74
Allen Ervin Montoya
Baker Fannin Moss
Bartlett Goldwater Muskie
‘Bayh Gravel Nelson
Bennett Griffin Nunn
Bentsen Gurney Pastore
Bible Hansen Pell
Brock Hart Proxmire
Brooke Hartke ° Randolph
Buckley Haskell Ribicoff
Burdick Hathaway Roth
Byrd, Helms Schweiker

Harry ¥'., Jr. Hollings Scott, Hugh

Byrd, Robert C. Hruska Scott,
Cannon Huddleston William L.,
Chiles Humphrey Sparkman
Church Inouye Stafford
Clark Jackson Stennis
Cook Johnston Stevens
Cotton Kennedy Talmadge
Cranston Long Tower
Curtis Magnuson Tunney
Dole McClure Weicker
Dominick McGee Young
Eagleton McIntyre
Eastland Metzenbaum

NAYS-—19
Abourezk Hughes Packwood
Beall Javits Pearson
Bellmon Mansfleld Percy
Biden Mathias Stevenson
Case MecClellan Taft
Domenici McGovern
Fong Metcalf

NOT VOTING—T7

Alken Mondale “Williams
¥Fulbright Symington
Hatfield Thurmond

So Mr. PAasToRE’s motionh to lay on the
table Mr. McGoveERN’s amendment to
Mr. ALLEN’s amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion recurs on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN), No. 1064. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MonpaLE), and the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGION) are necessar-
ily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Missourl (Mr.
SYMINGTON) would vote ‘“‘nay.”
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‘Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon (Mr., HATFIELD) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr., AIKEN) is absent because
of illness in the family.

I further announce that the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) is
necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Ver-
mont (Mr. AIKEN) is paired with the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) .

If present and voting, the Senator
from Vermont would vote “aye” and the
Senator from Minnesota would vote
“nay.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HaTFIELD) and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) would
each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 33,
nays 61, as follows:

[No. 90 Leg.]
YEAS-—33

Allen Dominick MecClellan
Baker Eastland MecClure
Bartlett Ervin Nunn
Bellmon Fannin Roth
Bennett Fong Scott,
Brock Goldwater William L.
Buckley Griffin Sparkman
Byrd, Gurney Stennis

Harry ¥., Jr. Hansen Talmadge
Cotton Helms Tower
Curtis Hollings Weicker
Dole Hruska

NAYS—61
Abourezk Haskell Muskie
Bayh Hathaway Nelson
Beall Huddleston Packwood
Bentsen Hughes Pastore
Bible Humphrey Pearson
Biden Inouye Pell
Brooke Jackson Percy
Burdick Javits Proxmire
Byrd, Robert C. Johnston Randolph
Cannon Kennedy Ribicoff
Case Long Schweiker
Chiles Magnuson Scott, Hugh
Church Mansfield Stafford
Clark Mathias - Stevens
Cook McGee Stevenson
Cranston McGovern Taft
Domenici McIntyre Tunney
Eagleton Metcalf Williams
Gravel Metzenbaum  Young
Hart Montoya
Hartke Moss
NOT VOTING—6

Aiken Hatfleld Symington
Fulbright Mondale Thurmond

So Mr. ALLEN’s amendment (No. 1064)
was rejected.

EXTENSION O, E CHECK FOR-
GERY INSYRANCE FUND

Mr. HRUSKA. [Mr. President, I ask
unanimous conseng that the pending bill
be temporarily laifl aside and that the
Senate proceed tof the consideration of
Calendar No. 717,JH.R. 6274.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BarTLETT). The bl will be stated by
title.

The assistant ledislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.E. 6274) grant relief to payees
and special indorseesfof fraudulently negoti-
ated checks drawn onfdesignated depositaries
of the United States py extending the avail-
ability of the check forgery insurance fund,
and for other purpodes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Nebraska? ThHe Chair hears none
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and the Senate Rill proceed to its con-
sideration. The Sgnate will be in order.

Mr. HRUSKA. IMr. Fresident, this is
a bill to grant reli¢f to payees and specisl
indorsees of frdudulently negotiated
checks drawn on qesignated depositaries
of the Unitec Stites by extending the
availability of thg check forgery insur-
ance fund.

This measure wuld add new language
to the Check Fojgery Insurance Fund
statue (55 Stat. P77, 31 U.S.C. §§ 561~
64), which is a rev@lving fund established
in the Treasury Idepartment, out of ap-
propriated funds fand which serves to
reimburse payees fand special indorsees
whose names are forgec on U.S. checks
which were negotiited ind paid on the
forged instrume Specifically, H.RR.
6274 would add a pew tection 4 to per-
mit similar paymept to payees and spe-
cial indorsees on Forgei checks drawn
in U.S. dollars or foreign currencies on
depositaries designhted by the Secretary
of the Treasury infthe JTnited States or
abroad.

A deficiency exist in present law which
does not allow forffull elief for payees
or indorsees of Govgrnment checks where
forged checks are §rawn on U.S. Treas-
ury depositaries inforeign countries and
paid on occasion foreign currencies.
The increased use pf U.3. chiecks drawn
on foreign depositaties aad the increassd

incidence of forged instiuments on such.

accounts necessitaf
cal resource from

s th2 need for a fis-
ich orompt and cer..
tain relief can be nfade 1o innocent pay-
eces and special ifdorsces. The Check
Forgery Insurance JFunc. currently pro-
vides relief for chedks drawn in U.S. dol-
lars, but does not how cover situations
where the checks fare jaid in foreign
currencies. The putpose of the proposed
bill is to provide reccurse for claims
arising under these fatte: circumstances.

Moreover, under reser.t law, claimants
in foreign countrigs must rely on the
banking laws and rpgulations where the
U.S. Treasury deposftary is located. Since
there are now no mfeans for timely and
efficient settlement fof f.unds, delays as
long as 2 years are frpquently experienced
by payees and spec#l er dorsees seeking
settlement. HR. 6414 would provide a
logical and proven fremedy for prompt
settlement through funds retained in the
check forgery fund.

Finally, it should

be noted that use of
the fund by tke Trfasurer does not re-
lieve a forger, or tihnsferee subsequent
to the forgery, fromfany liability on the
check, and all amougts racovered by the
Treasurer as a resulf] of sich liability are
credited to the fund] as necessary to re-
imburse it.

Mr. President, thif measure makes a
simple revision of present law which
broadens the authoriked use of the check
forgery insurance fynd, and in certain
instances by authorifing the use of for-
eigh currencies 50 make proper settlement
in a logical ard tinjely fashion. I rec-
ommend its passage.

Mr. MANSFIELD.
we have order?

The PRESIDING (
ate will be in order.

Mr. HRUSKA. M1} Prisident, I yield
to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN.] M1, President, I

r. President, may

FFICER. The Sen-
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send to the desklan amendment and ask
for its immediatg consideration.

NG OFFICER. The
amendment will|jbe stated.

The second aspistant legislative clerk
procecded to read the amendment.

Mr. McCLELL4N. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous conseft that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is sojordered.

Mr. McCLeELLAf’s amendment is as
follows:

At the end of th

“SeEC. 2. (a) Sect
Properiy Administr

bill, add the following:
bn 203(j) of the Federal
tive Services Act of 1949,
a3 amended (40 U.C. 484(j)), is amended—

“(1) by striking Jout ‘or civil defense’ in
the firit sentence dof paragraph (1) and in-
serting in lieu therpof ‘civil defense, or law
enforcement and ciminal justice’;

“(2) by striking put ‘or (4)’ in the first
sentence of paragraph (1) and inserting in
lizu thereof ‘(4), or [5);

“(3) by striking dut ‘or paragraph (4)’ in
the last sentence of paragraph (2) and in-
serting in lieu therfof a comma and “(4),
or (5)°;

“(4) by inserting
new pacagraph as fol

“‘(5) Determinat
plus property (exce
located in conformit,
this sussection) is 4

after paragraph (4) a
OWS :
pn whether such sur-
t surplus property al-
with paragraph (2) of
able and necessary for
osurposes of law enfprcement and criminal
Justice, including resfarch, in any State shall
He mads by the Admbhistrator, Law Enforce-
ment tssistance Adrhinistration, who shall
allocate such properfy on the basis of need
and utilization for trhnsfer by the Adminis-
trator cf General Sprvices to such State
agency for distributign to such State or to
any unit of general logal government or com-
bination, as defined inf section 601 (d) or (e)
of the Crime Control] Act of 1973 (87 Stat.
197), designated purshant to regulations is-
sued by the Law Enfofcement Assistance Ad-
ministration. No sugh property shall be
iransferred to any Stafe agency until the Ad-
ministrator, Law Enfojcement Assistance Ad-
ministration, has recdived, from such State
agency, a certificatiop that such property
is usahlz and needed fdr law enforcement and
criminal justice purpgses in the State, and
such Administrator ha} determined that such
State agency has cofformed to minimum
standards of operatioh prescribed by such
Administrator for thq disposal of surplus
oroperty.’;
Y“(6) by redesignatin
and {7} as paragraphs
spectively;
-“(6) by striking out
Defense Administrator
redesignated, and insen
comma snd ‘the Fede
ministretor, and the Adgministrator, Law En-
forcement Assistance Rdministration’; and
“(7) by striking out Jor paragraph (4)' in
paragrapl (6), as redesgnated, and inserting
in leu thereof a commp and *(4), or (5)".
“(b) SZection 203(k)}4) of such Act, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 484 {k) (4)),is amended—
“(1) by striking outf‘or’ after the semi-
colon in clause (D)}
“(2) by striking out the comma after ‘law’
i clause (E) and inserting in lieu thereof a
:emicolon and ‘or’; and
“(3) by adding immddiately after clause
(E} the Jollowing new clguse:
“‘(F) the Administrptor, Law Enforce-
mnent Assistance Adminiftration, in the case
I personal property trafgsferred pursuant to

r paragraphs (5), (6),
(6), (7), and (8), re-

and the Federal Civil
in paragraph (6), as
ing in lieu thereof a
1 Civil Defense Ad-

subsection (j) for law enforcement and crim-

‘nal justice purposes,’.

“(c) Section 203(n)] of such Act, as
:mendeti (40 U.S.C. 484|n)), is amended—
“(1) hy striking out i} the first sentence
‘and the head of any Fefleral agency desig-
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the defense and maifftenance of our economic
strengtn by bringing to us the essential ele-
ments to the survivll and prosperity of our
country and our owWn daily lives.

The American Legjon salutes the U.S. Mer-
chant Marine in its flual role as an essential
element of our natidnal security and a vital
arm of transport infproviding the needs for
our economic survivjl. The American Legion
is in your corner, arfl we believe the Ameri-
can people generally are going to become
more and more favdrably inclined toward a
t Marine as your im-
portance in the daify lives of all of us be-
comes more widely Khown and better under-

Thank you very mych.

Now, before I reljnquish this podium, I
would ask Mr. Jaspey Baker, President of the
Propeller Club of the United States to join
me here for a momeng.

Mr. Baker, The Arjerican Legion has long
shared the concern §f the Propeller Club of
the United States in promoting and support-
ing an American mejchant marine adequate
to meet the requirdgments of the national
security and the edpnomic welfare of the
United States. .

We appreciate thq forthright manner in
which you have pursged your total objectives
and we are proud f the cooperative rela-
tionship we have enjpyed with the Propeller
Club as we have sofght mutual objectives
for the good of thesd great United States of
America.

In recognition of fhis shared effort it is
my personal privilegp and pleasure to pre-
sent to you on beha) of The American Le-
gion this plagque Which
follows:

The American Legpn commends the Pro-
peller Club of the Urjited States for its out-
standing and contirffuing contribution to-
ward a strong, modekn American Merchant
Marine capable of mdeting our nation’s eco-
nomic and defense negds.

Presented this 19tk day of March, 1974,
Mayfiower Hotel, Waghington, D.C., and at-
tested by our Nation§l Adjutant Bill Hauck
and signed by me as ¥ational Commander.

Mr. Baker, please adcept this with our best
wishes for the contjnuing success of the
Propeller Club of thd United States as you
strive to fill a vital fational need.

is inscribed as

ORDER FOR ADJQURNMENT TO 9:30
AM. TOMORROW AND FOR VOTE

journment until
morning.

Mr. MANSFIELD] Mr. President, that
will allow us approkimately 1 hour for
the three special ¢rders and morning
business.

Mr. President, I sk unanimous con-
sent that the time, gt the conclusion of
morning business, §ntil 11:30 a.m., be
equally divided be}ween the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. Wrirriams) and
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. GrirF-
FIN) or whomever e may designate.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Thg minority leader, it
should be.

Mr. MANSFIELD JYes.

Or whomever he nay designate; and
that the vote on thE conference report
on the minimum wagg occur at 11:30 a.m.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Hresident, if the Sen-
ator will yield, there§will be no objection,
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but I wondered fhether, at that time, as
I am for the refort as I am the ranking
member, it woulll be understood that the
minority leader] or I, or anyone desig-

D. Oh, yes.
I am sure that I can
speak for the jdistinguished minority

leader in givihg the Senator that
assurance.

Mr. JAVITS. Jthank the Senator very
much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objgcign, it is so ordered.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 3044) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to provide for public financing of
primary and general election campaigns
for Federal elective office, and to amend
certain other provisions of law relating
to the financing and conduct of such
campaigns. :

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unahimous consent that on the cam-
paign financing bill, Charles Warren of
my office may have the privilege of the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so orderedl.

CAMPAIGN REFORM NOW

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the
Senate has an historic opportunity be-
fore it to restore confidence in our pub-
lib institutions and public leaders, to
reform our political process, and to re-
invigorate political life in America on
the eve of our Nation’s bicentennial
commemorations. I earnestly hope that
we seize this opportunity courageously
and imaginatively by passing the type of
comprehensive, broad-based, balanced
reform of Federal eleclions campaigns
that is embodied in the pending legisla-
tion, S. 3044, the Federzl Election Cam-
paign Act Amendments of 1974.

In some ways, it is a sad commentary
that we must even confront the necessity
of this legislation today. By this I refer
not only to the sordid realities of the
Watergate experience which has so
shaken the confidence of Americans in
their political institutions and leaders.
I also refer to the fact that most of the
provisions in this bill before us have al-
ready been passed by the Senate, only
to languish and wither from callous
neglect. Campaign legislation has been
bottled up, corked and cast out to sea to
drift until it sinks forever to an un-
marked grave.

Yet these are the circumstances we
face, and we must make the most of
them. The bill before ws attempts to do
just that. It combines the basic features
of S. 372, which passed the Senate last
stummer, and a public financing amend-
ment which passed the Senate in De-
cember. S. 372 includes restrictions on
hoth contributions to campaigns and ex-
penditures by campaigns. S. 372 also es-
tablishes an independent Elections Com-
mission to oversee and enforee there Fed-
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eral election laws. This independent
Commission is urgently needed to insure
full, fair, and expert supervision of the
provisions of this legislation.

The amendment on public financing
which received majority approval by the
Senate in December was later filibustered
to death on this floor. I opposed that fili-
buster because of the urgent need for the
reforms embodied in this bill. T am aware,
however, of the sincerity of some of my
colleagues who wanted more time to
study and perfect this public financing
legislation. I am hopeful that these col-
leagues will now come forth with con-
structive suggestions on how to improve
the bill before us.

Proposals to finance at least some of
the costs of Federal elections campaigns
from public funds are not a recent devel-
opment. Almost 70 years ago, President
Theodore Roosevelt suggested such meas-
ures in his state of the Union address to
the Congress. President Roosevelt stated:

It is well to provide that corporations shall
not contribute to presidential or national
campaigns and furthermore to provide for
the publication of both contributions and
expenditures. There is, however, always dan-
ger in laws of this kind, which from their
very nature are difficult to enforce of en-
forcement: The danger being lest they be
obeyed only by the honest, and disobeyed
by the unscrupulous, so as to act only as
a penalty upon honest men. There is a very
radical measure which. would, I believe, wark
a substantial improvement in our system of
conducting a campaign. . ..

This proposed “radical measure” which
President Roosevelt endorsed, was pub-
lic financing of major campaigns.

More recently, former Ambassador and
Senator Henry Cahot Lodge, who was
President Nixon’s running mate in 1950,
sponsored specific legislation to begin
partial public financing. In his recent
book, “The Storm Has Many Eyes,” Am-
bassador Lodge explains his support for
this legislation:

The talk of an ‘office market’ and of put-
ting high executive aand diplomatic missions
on the auction block—all this breeding of
suspicion and cynicism—would disappear
overnight if the primary cause of the evil
were obliterated at its roots. If there are no
bidders, there can be no auction.

Many other distinguished Americans
and recent Presidents have echoed the
sentirments expressed by President
Roosevelt and ambassador Lodege.

Of course, today, we already have par-
tial public financing. Americans who
make political contributions are entitled
to a tax credit of up to $25 for their
contributions, or a tax deduction of up
to $100. This reimbursement is a form
of public financing which passed the
Congress overwhelmingly and which has
been helpful in encouraging and reward-
ing small contributions.

In addition, there is in operation the
“$1 tax checkoff.” Under this provision
of the 1971 Revenue Act, each taxpayer
can earmark $1 of his tax money to go
to a special fund within the Treasury
which can be used to finance the general
claction campaigns of candidates for the
Presidency. I am pleased that the re-
snonse to this measure by the American
taxpayer this year has Leen such that it
appresrs that there will be a sufficient
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amount in this special fund to cover the
costs of the general election campaign of
Presidential candidates in our bicenten-
nial year. I believe that this response in-
dicates that the American people are
dedicated to ending the dominance of
big money and secret contributions in
political campaigns.

I do not maintain, of course, that the
bill before us is perfect in every way. It
provides, for example, for virtually 100-
pearcent, public financing in general elec-
tion campaigns for Congress. I believe
that this degree of public support is un-
necessary. The goals we seek could be
reached by supplying a moderate amount
of public funds, and permitting candi-
date to supplement this public contribu-
tion by small private contributions. I be-
lieve our goal should be to insure that all
serious candidates have an adequate
amount of funds, but this does not mean
that all such candidates must receive all
their funds from public sources.

Despite this weakness, and others more
minor in nature, I believe that this hill
would inaugerate such vast improvement
over the current way in which political
campaigns are financed and conducted
that it deserves our support. This is not
to say that changes cannot be made. In
fact, I hope that some amendments will
be adopted on the Senate floor, I am sure
that further changes will be made by the
House, if it ever acts, and by the House-
Senate conference. I hope that these will
be wise changes.

In any case, however, I believe the time
has come for the Senate and the Con-
gress to work its will. Every one of us
knows the realities of American politics.
Every one of us knows the fine line—a
line so fine it is almost appears imagi-~
nary—which all candidates are forced
to tread. And every one of us knows that
we can enact legislation to reform cam-
paigns.

Let us not, therefore, slash away at
what little confidence and trust the pub-
lic still has for public officials and the
political system by playing games with
this issue. Two great American tradi-
tions are at stake. Our traditional dedi-
cation to an honest, open political proc-
ess responsive to the true values and be-
liefs of our citizens. And our traditional
efforts to enlarge the political arena, and
to make access to this arena more equal.
The first of these traditions can be fur-~
thered by the type of provisions con-
tained in S. 372 and this bill. But some
modest, partial public financing is re-
quired to further both of these noble
heritages.

For these reasons, Mr., President, I
have long urged legislation of this sort.
I supported the Campaign Reform Act
of 1971 which made great progress in
insuring full disclosure of political con-
tributions and political contributors. I
supported the Revenue Act of 1971 which
included the tax checkoff and provisions
for tax credits and deductions for small
political contributions. I chaired, in De-
cember 1972, ad hoc congressional hear-
ings on how we could improve our politi-
cal campaign process. Partly as a result
of information obtained at those public
hearings, I sponsored, along with Sena-
tor ApLar STEVENSON 111, legislation last
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year which included many of the pro-
visions in the bill before us. I testified in
support of that legislatior before the ap-
propriate Senate committees. I have
spoken on this subject {hroughout my
State of Maryland and before many
groups outside Maryland. I have become
more and more convincec. that the pub-
lic wants this type of l:gislation, and
that America needs it.

I shall, accordingly, support this bill,
and I urge my colleagues to do likewise.

TO STRIKE TITLE V OI* S. 3044, THE
PENDING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, first,
I do not want to offer an amendment
but I may be forced to do so.

I ask unanimous conseat that title V
of the pending bill be stricken. The
chairman of the Finance (Committee, the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. Long), whose comm: ttee has juris-
diction of the subject matter of title V,
intends to give the highsast priority to
this proposal on the first available vehi-
cle that originstes in th: House Ways
and Means Committee.

Senator LoNg is the or ginator of the
proposal on the tax checkoff for public
financing. The action I am proposing
now will assure proper treatment of this
measure in the House,

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I do not
helieve T will object-—but could we have
a short guorum call?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Sure.y.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Prasident, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescincled.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
ohjection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President under
my reservation, I want tc indicate that
when the unanimous-consent request
was made the other day by the distin-
guished majority leader, ;. objected not
particularly because I personally opposed
the request, because I certainly think
that title V does appropriately belong
in the jurisdiction of the Finance Com-
mittee, but because there had not been
opportunity for those on this side of the
aisle to know that that inportant step
with respect to the legislaiion was going
to be taken and that it would be taken
by unanimous consent.

Now there has been notice, and those
on our side who have or raight have an
interest have had the opportunity to
register that interest. There has been no
indication of opprosition and, under those
circumstances, I withdrav' my reserva-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFILZER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Montana?
The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thaak the distin-
guished acting Fepublican leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD subscquently said:
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#r. President, just to make sure, in con-
nection with the unanimous-consent re-
quest I made relative to striking title V,
1 ask unianimous consent that it be re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance, and
ull amendments thereto.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
ubjection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. GGRIFFIN. Mr. President, in con-
fiection therewith, I was going to ask
that the amendments at the desk to title
%W also be referred.

Mr. MANSFIELD. All amendments
thereto.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair observes that part of a bill can-
1ot be referred, but it could be reduced
tn a separate bill and- then referred.
Mr. MANSFIELD., I will undertake
that responsibility, on behalf of the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr, LowNe), and
introduce a bill, which will, therefore,
negate a request that it be referred to
the Committee on Finance at this time.

OR JUDICIARY
COMMITTEE T( FILE ITS REPORT
ON S. 3564 BY NIGHT TONIGHT

Mr. MANSFIELD| Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent] that the Judiciary
Committee be authprized to have until
file its report on

The PRESIDIN OFFICER (Mr,
BarTLETT) . The Chiir, on behalf of the
Vice President, in agcordance with Pub-
lic Law 93-179, apjpoints the Senator
{rom New Mexico §Mr. MoNTOYA) and
the Sensator from assachusetts (Mr.
roOKE) to the Apmerican Revolution
Iticenternial Board.

SENATOR HARHY F. BYRD, JR.
ON DEFENTE

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, my good
friend and colleagug, Senator Harry F.
Evyrp, Jr., recently {made an excellent
speech on the floorjof the Senate con-
cerning the policy of détente.

I invite the attentjon of my colleagues
to four excellent editprials in newspapers
regarding this speeqh. Senator Byrp is
one of the outstanding Members of this
body and his positipn as a Member of
t1e Senate Armed Pervices Committee
znd the Finance C@mmitiee has given
him an excellent pegpective of both the
national security ang the financial dan-
gers of détente.

Senator Byrp’s wakning to our Nation
sould be read by eadh of us in this body,
and the well writtenjeditorials bring due
attention to his well4nade points.

Mr. President, I agk unanimous con-
sent thet the follgwing editorials be
printed i the RECORp:

Richmond TimestDispatch, Friday,
March 15, 1974; T News, Thursday,
March 14, 1974; Stgunton, Va., News-
Leader, Sunday, Mdrch 17, 1974; and
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New York Daily
18, 1974.

There being no pbiection, the editorials
were ordered to bg prixgted in the REcorp,
as follows:

AGAINSE GIVE

The policy of dptente relaxation of
tensions—with the Boviet Un\gn is generally
regarded as a sig accompNshment of a
Nixon administratign whose folke is foreign
affairs. Yet, as U.S] Sen. Harry . Byrd Jr.
noted in a major Sgnate speech Wednesday,
detente is lookingfmore and moig like a
give-and-take propfsition: we give apd the
Soviets take.

In an astute and]comprehensive anafysis,
Senator Byrd said phat ‘“while the Rusan
leaders have signefl agreements with tRe
United States, we nfust remember they havy
received far more tijn they have given. This
is true both in tradf and in arms.”

As evidence thatf§the Soviets operate on
the principle thatlit is more blessed to
receive than to gige, the Virginia senator
discussed three Amdrican-Soviet agreements
signed in 1972 in Which the United States
now appears to havdlgotten the short end of
the stick:

(1) The grain defl. Not only did Wash-
ington sell Moscow@wheat at cheap prices
to bail the Sovietsjout of a serious crop
failure, but it provifled a $300 million sub-
sidy to sweeten the dpal for the Communists.
So the Russians bought our wheat with our
money and now thiy have a comfortable
surplus while Ameficans confront rising
prices and a possible }hortage of bakery prod-
ucts. American aid pn the food front also
made it easier for phe Russians to spend
more on the weaponsfront.

(2) The Lend-Leage settlement. The Nixon
administration agreqd to let Russia settle
its remaining $2.6 bifiion world War II debt
to this nation for $@2 million—or 28 cents
on the dollar. But tRe Soviets slyly secured
a proviso that $674]million would not be
repaid unless theyg were granted most-
favored-nation tradifjg status with this na-
tion—in other words§ if American taxpayers
give the Soviets specfal trade privileges, the
Soviets will pay theif debt—or a small part
of their debt-—to Anferican taxpayers. Since
a majority of Congrjss now appears to be
opposed to giving oscow most-favored-
nation treatment, th§ Soviets may be obli-
gated to repay only§$48 million of a $2.6
billion debt.

(3) The Strategic rms Limitation Talks.
SALT-I permitted t Russians numerical
superiority in land-pased intercontinental
missiles, submarine-lgunched missiles, and
missile-carrying subifarines. The U.S. ace
in the hole was suppdped to be technological
superiority. But the Poviets are now fever-
ishly developing new Fophisticated weapons,
including long-rangdl missiles capable of
carrying multiple dependently-targeted
warheads, With its technological edge rapidly
being whittled away} the U.S, could find
itself in a clearly inf@rior strategic position
vis-a-vis the Soviet Uglion, and such a result
could greatly aid thefunending Communist
objective of gaining wgrldwide dominion.

The much-publicizefl plight of exiled Rus-
sian novelist Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn should
have reminded Americgns of the basic nature
of the regime with Wjhich our government
is dealing. But shameful though it was, the
Solzhenitsyn affair is jpot in itself a logical
point of departure foj an up-or-down deci-
sion on detente. Agregments and commerce
with Russia must be Judged as to whether
this nation’s welfare i promoted at least as
much as the Kremlig’s. As Senator Byrd
points out, there is f§ood reason to doubt
that at present there} is such a two-sided
flow of benefits from dgfente.

All of which is not §o suggest that Presi-
fdent Nixon and Secrdgary Kissinger ought
here and now to decldfe an end to detente.
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But it is high tigne that some advantages
for this country fvere obtained from deals
with the Soviets. & good place for our nego-
tiators to start and} for the Soviets to demon-
strate their sincerfy would be for SALT-II,
now underway, to @liminate Soviet numerical
superiority in miggiles in favor of equality
between the two SUperpowers.

THE Heary or Hariy BYRD

Senator Harry B Byrd Jr. is one of the
ablest and hardestfworking members of the
United States Senafle. He does his homework.
He studies the iss@es, accumulates the in-
formation, weighs $e evidence pro and con.
As a result, whenfhe addresses himself to
an issue, he does ot speak lightly and his
colleagues know itJThey have come to rec-
ognize him as onefof the leading woices of
moderation in the Yenate.

On Wednesday, S¢nator Byrd took the floor
o speak on the sfbject of “detente” and
Dpited States defefse. He subtitled it “an
ar\lysis.” It was efactly that, a thorough,
docymented study Ppf this most vital sub-
ject. \n solemn, me§sured words directed at
the cdgscience andjthe reason of the Sen-
ate Mr.\Byrd placedfthe subject in historical
perspectiye and wdgfned o! the disastrous
consequen\es to thdl American people if the
nation, and\the Coifgress do not face up to
the grim tru abolf “detente’” and the as-
pirations of thi Comnunist rulers.

It was one oiN\Sendgtor Byrd's greatest con-
tributions as a p¥blig servant and one of the
great speeches 4 the ESenate—reasoned,
analytical, ringing \gith coaviction but de-
void of extremismsfa sober call to sense
and duty in the defefNe of the United States
and the spiritual dnhad\ physical liberation
which it alone can defend

If the Senate doed] notgay heed to what
this man said, the people are go-
ing to pay a hell of 4 blood and de-~

to the Communists.
We could not pri

have printed those efgcerpts which
convey its sense. We Qave cone this
what Mr. Byrd had t® say should be
by all Americans. Hdt was discussing
must be done to keegfl us alive and free,
more, no less. 1

Read what he had § say. It is worth your
time. There is nothirg you need to under-
stand half so well fof it is the foundation
of your freedom. :

A PowrerrUL WARKING ON DETENTE

There have been prnirgs from .various
sources to beware of Fhe supposed détente
with Russia. Another pne was sounded last
Wednesday on the flogr of the U.S. Senate.
It was by Virginia’s fenior Sen. Harry F.
Byrd, Jr. It was what if§ termied a ‘‘full dress”
speech, and was a defnilect analysis of the
economic, technological, focd, monetary, and
indirect military assisgance this country is
providing the Commuist nation, and the
paucity of its reciprocity.

Sen. Byrd also covefed the deterioration
of our military strengti§ under the influences
of détente, isolationist Rttitudes in Congress,
and U.S. efforts to pypmcte peace in the
world through interflational conferences
and agreements.

These short paragraphs from Sen. Byrd's
astute review constitut§ bases for his warn-
ing which cannot be pyshed under the rug:

“Today the free worlq is beset by troubles
with weakness and disprder apparent both
between nations and within nations.

“Inflation is widespgead and increasing
with no end in sight.

“Militant forces witlfin nations demand
and get prerogatives atjthe expense of the
nation and other groupl within the nation.

“By contrast in the gSoviet Union there

peace.
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are now powerfuf militant organizations;
there is little inflajion although productivity
is low; there are o strikes or work short-
ages only inefficiejcies; their shortages are
not severe and a ible food shortage was
averted, thanks td the willing co-operation
of the United Stat
“Russia, as I se
gnome.
“The Soviets hade come to realize that in
order to reach thef) goals they must utilize
all the fundamenyal elements of national
power: political pojver, economic power, and
military power.”
Sen. Byrd quoted§ Russian Chairman Brez-
hnev to show the |Soviet's hypocrisy as to
détente. The goal fof the Communist dic-
tatorship is worldWide domination, he told
the Senate. "If we fforget that fact, we irn-
peril ourselves . . JIt is the fixed star in
the Soviet firmamer
“Chairman Brez
June, 1972, when
way implies the p
ideological struggl
must be prepared f
tensified and beco
of the confrontafjon
systems.’
“The United Statks cannot afford to ac-
cept a ‘détente’ whiph leaves open the way
for global dominatiqn by the Soviet Union.
“The danger of défente is that it tends to
1ull the United Statps into a false sense of
security.”
Because the Unitdl States has been suf-
fering so many ifternal troubles, went
through the trauma pf the war in Southeast
Asia and then the plifting encouragement
3 opening of doors to
both of the two grdat Communist powers,
there has been alngpst national blindness
to the fact that th§ perils of Communist
deceit and aggressi designs continue to
exist. Wide open eyesJunderstanding of those
perils, and rebuilding of our military
strength are vital cofcomitants of our par-
ticipation in détente.
Sen. Byrd summed §
“Let there be détente.
“But let it be baseq on reality—on a rec-
ognition of Russian pmbitions and might,
and the need for Aferican stréngth—and
not on wishes and unifteral concessions.
“Weakness never Has been a basis for

it, is playing a shrewd

ev made this clear in
e said, 'Détente in no
sibility of relaxing the
On the contrary, we
r this struggle to be in-
an ever sharper form
between the two

up this way:

“We must never l@se sight of the fact
at dellars spent forfjAmerican defense are
investment in worjd peace and stability,
n, to our own freedom
osperity.”
The\Senator’s addrgss was a timely and

brillian It shquld not be blindly
ignored the House, the
Executive people.

States for a sulker, Sqn. Harry F, Byrd Jr.
(Ind-Va.) told t Sedate last week. Soviet
party boss Brezhndy. s§id Byrd, is using de-
tente to get long- credits, technology
and sweet trade deal
At the same time, h
the Arab oil boycott, ja
grams behind the Iron
a massive arms buildu
Byrd was joined by |Sen\James Buckley
(C-R-N.Y.) in noting tRat it\s okay to bar-
gain with the Soviets asflong aj\we don’t lose
our shirts. Already we’
cleaners in the costly
World War II debt settl
limitation talks.
* Brezhnev's 1974 tactic
olal Lenin's in the '20’s.
vation, Lenin set the c
temporarily, to produce
stave off rebellion. Brezlfs U.S. wheat ploy
cut from the same cloth

as been encouraging
ing our radio pro-
tain and speeding
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Lenin invented th4§ book-burning censor-
ship that 1s used ay to send political
dissidents to prison,}asylum and exile. He
used force (agalnst PQand) just as ruthlessly
as Brezhnev did in @zechoslovakia. Neither
of them ever aband
world Communist do:

Lenin once said th
the Communist the ro
would hang them. at’s just the kind of
deal the Soviets are §ying to pull off now.
We would be fools o1l for it again,

capitalists would sell
¢ with which the Reds

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1974

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S, 3044) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to provide for public financing of
primary and general election campaigns
for Federal elective office, and to amend
certain other provisions of law relating
to the financing and conduct of such
campaigns. '

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, for the
information of the Senate, I understand
that the Senator from Alabama has an
amendment that he is ready to offer and
on which he is willing to agree a very
short time limit. If that is so, as soon as
he returns to the Chamber, we will try
to have the amendment laid before the
Senate and try to get a 20-minute time
limitation and have another vote this
afternoon.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, the able Senator from New York
(Mr. BUCKLEY) gave an exclusive inter-
view to the magazine Human Events
in connection with the pending measure,
5. 3044. Senator BuckLEY has made an
in-depth study of this measure, and the
questions and answers in this article are
very illuminating.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the interview be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SENATOR JAMES BUCKLEY ON CAMPAIGN
REFORM

(The Senate is scheduled to take up
campaign reform legislation this week. The
bill under consideraton—S 3044—includes,
among many changes, a proposal for public
financing of campaigns. Sen. Buckley (C.—
R.-N.Y.) has made an in-depth study of the
entire measure and in the following exclusive
Interview discusses the numerocus practical
and constitutional objections to the bill.)

Q. President Nixon recently made a rather
lengthy statement on campaign reform. What
wag your reaction to his proposals?

A. There were too many proposals included
in this package to allow me to give you any-
thing even approaching a definitive answer
here, but I will say that I find myself in gen-
eral agreement with the thrust of his pro-
posals—especially as compared with those
included in S 3044, the bill recently reported
out of the Senate Committee on Rules and
Administration.

The President’s proposals seem designed to
deal with the problems in our present system,
while the Senate bill we will have before
us shortly would scrap that system. I would
be among the first to admit that our present
system of selecting candidates and financing
campaigns needs reform, but I am not at all
convinced that we should abandon it for a
scheme that would diminish citizen partici-
pation in politics and, in all probability,
would create more problems than it would
solve,
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Q. 8. 3044 is the bill that includes public
financing of presidential, Senate and House
campaigns, lsn’t it?

A. That’s right. The bill taat we will soon
debate includes provisions that would allow
cendidates for ary federal cffice to draw on
tax funds to finance their camgpaigns. This
system would replace the essentially private
system now in effect and would cost the
American taxpayer some $338 million every
fcur years.

More importantly, however, this scheme
presents us with grave constitutional and
practical questions that I hope will be fully
debated on the floor of the Senate before
we vote,

Q. Why do you object so s rongly to public
financing?

A. I object because I am convinced that
such drastic measures are needad to clear
up the problems we confront, because I sus-
pect that the proposals as diawn are uncon-
stitutional and bacause if iriplemented they
would alter the political lsndscape of this
country in a way that many don't even sus-
pect and very few would suprort.

Those in and out of Congress who advocate
public financing are selling it as a cure-all
fer our national and politicel ills. For exam-
ple, Sen. Kennedy recently went so far as
tc say that “most, and probably all, of the
serious problems facing this country today
have their roots in the way we finance polit-
ical campaigns. .. .”

This statement reminds one of the hyper-
bole assoclated with the selling of New
Frontier and Great Society srograms in the
'60s. The American people ‘were asked then
to accept expensive and unt:ied programs as
panaceas for all our ills,

Those programs didn’t work. They were
oversold, vastly more expensive than anyone
anticipated, and left us witl. more problems
than they solved. Public financing is a Great
Society approach to another problem of pub-
e concern and like other solutions based
otl the theory that federal c¢ollars will solve
everything should be rejectec.

Q. In what ways should public financing
“alter the political landscape’?

A. In several very important if not totally
predictable ways.

First, under our present systera potential
candldates must essentially compete for pri-
vate support, and to attract that support
vhey have to address themse.ves 1.0 issues of
major importance to the pecple who will be
contributing to their campaigns and voting
for them on election day. Public financing
might allow candidates to igrore these issues,
fuzz their stands and run campaigns in
which intelligent debate on important mat-
ters is subordinated to a “Madiscn Avenue”
approach to the voters.

Let me give you a couple of exaraples. Dur-
ing the course of the 1972 campaign, it is
reported that Sen. McGovern was forced by
the need for cempaign money to place
preater emphasis on his support of a Viet-
nam pullout than his pclitical advisers
thought wise. They felt that he should have
downnlayed the i~sme and concentrated on
others that might be better received by the
electorate.

I don’t doubt for a minute that the sena-
tor’s emphasis on his Vietnain position hurt
him, but I wonder if we really want to move
toward a system that would allow a candi-
date to avoid such issues or gloss over posi-
ticns of concern to millions >f Arnericans.

‘The need to ccurt the stpport of other
groups creates similar problems. 'Those who
helieve that we should mairtain a friendly
stance toward Israel, for exainple, as well as
those who think a candidate should support
mion positions on a whole spuctrum of issues
want to know where a candiiate stands be-
fore they give him their voenl and financial
support. The need to compete for campaign
dollars forces candidates to address many
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-ssues ard I consider this vital to the main-
-enance ©of a sound democratic system.

Second, millions of Americans now con-
ribute voluntarily to federal, state and local
iwolitical campalgns. These people see their
tiecision to contribute to one campaign or
unother s a means of political expression.
sfublic financing of federal general election
campalgns would deprive people of an oppor-
runity to participate and to express their
strongly held opinions.

They viould still be contributing, of course,
sce the Senate proposal will cost them
Sundreds of millions of dollars in tax money.
-#u% their participation would be compulsory
and wotld involve the use of their money
0 suppart candidates and positions they find
1norally and political reprehensible.

Third, the proposal reported out of the
Henate Fules Committee, like similar pro-
Irosals at!vanced in the past, combines public
financing with strict limits on expenditures.
‘fnese limits must, on the whole, work to the
irerefits of incumbents, since they are lower
{han the amount that a challenger might
Lave to spend presently in a hotly contested
race if he wants to overcome the advantages
ol his opponent’s Incumbency.

Fourtk, the various schemes devised to
distribute federal dollars among various can-
didates and between the parties has to affect
power relationshins that now exist. Thus, if
vou give rmoney directly to the candidate you
further weaken the party system. If you give
ihe money to the national party, you
ttrengthen the national party organization
telative o the state narties. If you aren’t
cxtremely careful you will freeze out or lock
w0 miner parties. These are real problems
with sigrificant noliry comsequences that
tnhote whio drew up the varlous public fi-
uancing proposals tended to ignore.

Public financing will have two significant
¢ fects ore third narties, neither desirable. In
e first place, it will disrriminate against
uine national -third-party movements
ch as that of Georce Wallace in 1968)
acause such parties haven’t had the chance
“ establish a voting record of the kind re-
¢ uired to qualify for firaneing,

On the other hand. once a third party
cualifies for future federal financing, a vested
iterest arises in keening it alive—even if
the Georyge Wallace whn oave 1t its sole rea-
son for existence should move on. Thus we
run the risk of financine a nroliferation of
rarties that could destroy the stability we
kave hissorieally enfaved throueh our two-
rartv system.

Q. You say public financing raises grave
constitutional questions. Are you saying that
trese plens might be struck down in the
courts?

A. It it obviously rather difiicult to say in
tdvance just how the courts might decide
wiuen we don’t know how the case will be
brought iefore them, but I do think there
ic a real possibility that subsidies, expendi-
ture Hm:tations and contribution ceilings
cyuld all be found unconstitutional,

All of these proposals raice 1st Amendment
cuestions since they all either ban, limit or
cirect a citizen’s right of free speech.

Ir. this light it is interesting to note that
a three-judge panel in the District of Colum-
t:a has slready found portions of the 1971
a6 unconstitutional.

‘The 1¢71 Act prohibits the media from
charging for political advertising unless the
cundidate certifies that the charge will not
cuuse his spending to exceed the limits im-
¢ :sed by the law. This had the effect of re-
stricting the freedom both of individuals
wishing t5 buy ads and of newspapers and
o-her media that might carry them and, in
thie opinisn of the D.C. court, violated the
156 Amendment.

Q. But i3enator, according to the report
prepared by the Senate Rules Committee on
S 3044, it is claimed that these questions
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were examined and that the committee was
satisfied that objections involving the effect
of the legislation on existing political ar-
rangements were without real functions.

A. I can only say that I must respectfully
disagree with my colleagues on the Rules
Committee. The committee report discusses
a number of compromises worked out in the
process of drawing up S. 3044, but I don’t
think these compromises do very much to
answer the objections I have raised.

The ethical, constitutional and practical
questions remain.

The fact is that the ultimate impact of a
proposal of this kind on our present party
structure cannot be accurately predicted.
S. 3044 may elther strengthen parties because
of the crucial control the party receives over
what the committee calls the “marginal in-
crement” of campaign contributions, or it
may further weaken the parties because the
government subsidy is almost assured to the
candidate, thereby relieving him of substan-
tial reliance on the “insurance” the party
treasury provides. One can’t be sure and that
alone should lead one to doubt the wisdom
of supporting the bill as drawn.

As for third parties, the effect of the bill
is equally unclear. It does avoid basing sup-
port for third parties simply on performance
in the last election and thus “perpetuating”
parties that are no longer viable. But the
proposal does not deal, for instance, with
the possibility of a split in one of the two
major parties—where two or more groups
claim the mantle of the old party.

Q. Senator Buckley, advocates of public fi-
nancing of federal election campaigns claim
that political campaigning in America is
such an expensive proposition that only the
very wealthy and those beholden to special
interests can really afford to run for office.
Do you agree with this claim?

A. No, I do not.

First, it is erroneous to charge that we
spend an exorbitant amount on political cam-
paigns in this country. In relative terms we
spend far less on our campaigns than is spent
by other democracies and, frankly, I think we
get more for our money.

Thus, while we spent approximately $1.12
per vote in all our 1968 campaigns, the last
year for which we have comparative figures,
Israel was spending more than $21 per vote.
An index of comparative cost of 1968 reveals
that political expenditures in democratic
countries vary widely from 27 cents in Aus-
tralia to the far greater amount spent in
Israel. This index shows the U.S. near the
bottom in per vote expenditures along with
such countries as India and Japan.

Second, I think we should make it clear
that the evidence suggests that most con-
tributors——large as well as small—give money
to candidates because they support the can-
didate’s beliefs, not because they are out to
buy themselves a congressman, a governor or
a President. Many of those advocating federal
financing forget this in their desire to con-
demn private campaign funding as an evil
that must be abolished.

Anyone who has run for public office real-
izes that most of those who give to a cam-
paign are honest public-spirited people who
simply want to see a candidate they support
elected because they believe the country will
benefit from his point of view. To suggest
otherwise impresses me as insulting to those
who seek elective office and to the millions
of Americans who contribute to their cam-
paigns.

I don't mean to imply that there aren’t
exceptions to this rule. There are dishonest
people in politics as there are in other pro-
fessions, but they certainly don’t dominate
the profession.

Q. But doesn’t the wealthy candidate have
a real advantage under our current system?

A. 'Oh, he has an advantage all right, but
I'm not sure it’'s as great as some people
would have us believe.
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I say this because I am convinced that
given adequate time a viable candidate will
be able to attract the financial support
he needs to get his campaign off the ground
and thereby overcome the initial advantage
of a personally wealthy opponent. And I am
also convinced that a candidate who doesn’t
appeal to the average voter won’t get very
far regardless of how much money he throws
itito his own campaign.

My own campaign for the Senate back in
1970 illustrates this point rather clearly. I
was running that year as the candidate of
a minor party against a man who was willing
and able to invest more than $2 million of
his family’s money in a campaign in which he
began as the favorite.

I couldn't possibly match him personally,
but I was able to attract the support of more
than 40,000 citizens who agreed with my posi-
tions on the issues. We still weren’t able to
match my opponent dollar for dollar—he
spent (wice as much as we did-—but we raised
enough to run a creditable campaign, and
we did manage to beat him &t the polls.

At the national level it is just as difficult
to say that money is the determining factor
and the evidence certainly s.aggests that per-
sonal wealth won't get a man to the White
House. If it were the case that the richest
man always comes out on top, Rockefeller
would have triumphed- over Goldwater in
1954, Taft over Eisenhower in 1952 and
neither Nixon nor Stevenson would ever have
received their parties’ nominations.

What I'm saying, of course, is that while
money is important it isn’t sverything.

Q. Wouldn't public financing assist chal-
lengers trying to unseat entrenched congress-
men and senators who have lost touch with
their constituents?

A. I don’t like to think of myself as overly
cynical, but neither am I naive enough to
believe that majorities in the House and Sen-
ate are ‘about to support legislation that
won’t at least give them a fair shake.

The fact is that most of the “reforms” we
have been discussing work to the advantage
of the incumbent—not the challenger. The
incumbent has built-in advantages that are
difficult to overcome under the best of cir-
cumstances and might well be impossible to
offset if the challenger is forced, for example,
to observe an unrealistically low spending
limit.

Incumbents are constantly in the public
eye. They legitimately command TV and radio
news coverage that is exemps from the “equal
time” provisions of current law. They can
regularly communicate witt. constituents on
legislative issues, using franking privileges.
Over the years they will have helped tens of
thousands of constituents with specific prob-
lems involving the federal government. These
all add up to a massive advantage for the
incumbent which may well require greater
spending by a challenger to overcome.

Q. What kind of candidates will benefit
from public financing?

A. Any candidate who is better known
when the campalign begins or is in a position
to mobilize non-monetary resources must
benefit as compared to less-known candi-
dates and those whose supporters aren't in
a position to give them such help.

This is necessarily true because the spend-
ing and contributions limits that are an
inegral part of all the public funding pro-
posals I have seen even ouu only one of the
factors that will determine the outcome of
a given campaign. Other factors therefore
become increasingly important and may well
determine the winner on clection day.

Thus, incumbents who are unusually better
known that their challengers benefit because
experience has shown that s challenger often
has to spend significantly more than his
incumbent opponent simply to achieve a
minimum degree of recognition.

In addition, consider the advantage that a
candidate whose backers can donate time to
his campaign will have over one whose back-
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ers just don't have the time to donate. In
this context one can easily imagine a situa-
tion in which a liberal campus-oriented can-
didate might swamp & man whose support
comes primarily from blue collar, middle-
class workers who would contribute money to
their man, but don’t have time to work in his
campaign.

Or consider the candidate running on an
issue that attracts the vocal and “independl-
ent” support of groups that can provide in-
direct support without falling under the
limitations imposed by law. The + flectiveness
of the anti-war movement and the way in
which issue-oriented anti-war activists were
able to mesh their efforts with those of
friendly candidates illustrates the problem.

David Broder of the Washington Post noted
in a very perceptive analysis of congressional
maneuvering on this issue that most mer-
bers seem to sense that these reforms will,
in fact, help a certain kind of candidate. His
comments on this are worth quoting at
length.

“. . . |Tlhe votes by which the public
financing proposal was passed in the Sen-
ate had a marked partisan and ideological
coloration. Most Democrats and most liberals
in both parties supported public financing;
most Republicans and most conservatives in
both parties voted against it.

‘The presumption that liberals and Demo-
crats would benefit from the change is
strengthened by the realization that money
is just one of the sources of influence on &
political contest. If access to large sums is
eliminated as a potential advantage of one
candidate or party by the provision of equal
public subsidies for all, then the election
outcoms will likely bg determined by the
ability to mobilize other forces.

“The most important of these other fac-
tors are probably manpower and publicity.
Legislation that eliminates the dollar in-
fluence on politics automatically enhances
the influence of those who can provide man-
power or publicity for the campaign.

“That immediately conjures up, for Re-
publicans and conservatives, the union boss,
the newspaper editor and the television
anchorman—three individuals to whom they
are rather reluctant to entrust their fate of
electing the next President.”

Q. You indicated a few minutes ago that
public financing will cost the American tax-
payer hundreds of millions of dollars and
that many Americans might be forced to give
to candidates and campaigns they find re-
pugnant.

A, That’s right; it is estimated that the
plan envisioned by the sponsors of S. 3044
would cost nearly $360 million every four
years and other plans that have been dis-
cussed might cost even more.

Necessarily, this will involve spending tax
dollars, extracted frorm individuals for the
supporti of candidates and causes with which
many of them will profoundly disagree. The
fundamental objection to this sort of thing
was perhaps best summed up nearly 200 years
ago by Thomas Jefferson who wrote: “To
compel a man to furnish contributions of
money for the propagation of opinions which
he disbelieves and abhors, is sinful and
tyrannical.”

Q. But won’t this tmoney be voluntarily
designated by taxpayers participating in the
check-off plan that has been in effect now for
more than two years?

A. Not exactly. As you may recall, the
check-off was originally established to give
individual taxpayers a chance to direct one
dollar of their tax money to the political
party of their choice for use in the next pres-
idential campaign.

When it was extended by the Congress
last year, however, the ground rules were
changed so that this year taxpayers are
not able to select the party to which their
dollar is to be directed. They are simply
allowed to designate that the dollar shouid
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go into the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund to be divided up at a later date. Thus,
while the taxpayer may still refrain from
participating he may well be directing his
dollar 10 the opposition party if he elects
to participate.

A theoretical example will illustrate this.
Let us assume that two candidates run in
1976 and that the money to be divided up
amounts to $10 million dollars. Half of this
would go to each candidate, but let us fur-
ther assume that 60 percent of this money or
$6 million is contributed by Democrats. Un-
der this set of circumstances a million Demo-
crats would unwittingly be contributing to
the campaign of a candidate they don't sup-
port and for whom they probably won’t vote.

If S. 3044 passes things will get even
worse. During the first year only 2.8 per cent
of the tax-paylng public elected to contribute
to the fund. This disappointing participation
was generally attributed to the fact that
it was difficult to elect to participate. There-
fore his year the form was simplified and a
great effort is being made to get people to
participate.

As a result about 15 percent of those
filing appear to be participating and while
this increase seems to warm the hearts of
those who have plans for this money it
will not raise nearly enough money to fnance
the comprehensive plan the sponsors of
5. 3044 have in mind.

Therefore they have found a way to in-
crease participation. Under the terms of
S 3044 the check-off would be doubled to
allow $2 from each individual to go into the
fund, but the individual taxpayer will no
longer have to designate. Instead, his $2 will
be automatically designated for him unless
he objects. This is a scheme designed to in-
crease participation reminiscent of the way
book clubs used to sell books by telling their
members they would receive the month’s
selection unless they chose not to. As I re-
call, Ralph Nader and his friends didn’t like
this practice when book clubs were engaged
in it and one can only hope that they will
be equally outraged now that Uncle Sam
is in the act.

But S 3044 goes further still. If enough
people resist in spite of the government’s
efforts to get them to participate, the Con-
gress will be authorized to make up the dif-
ference out of general revenues. So, after all
is said, it appears that the check-off is little
more than a fraud on the taxpayer.

This to me is one of the most objectionahble
features of the whole scheme. It is an attempt
to make people think they are participating
and exercising free choice when in fact their
cholces are being made for them by the
government. ’

Q. If there are problems and you can’t
support public financing, just what sort of
reform do you favor?

A. I said earlier that I prefer the general
thrust of the President’s message on cam-
paign reform1 as compared to the direction
represented by S 3044. The President, unlike
the sponsors of the Senate legislation we will
soon' be debating, seems to grasp the prob-
lems inherent in any overly rigid regulation
of individual and group political activity in
a free society.

‘We have to recognize that any regulation
of political activity raises serious constitu-
tional gquestions and involves limitations on
the freedom of our citizens. This has to be
kept in mind as we analyze and judge the
various “reform” proposals now before us.
Our job involves a balancing of competing
and often contradictory interests that just
isn’t as easy as it might appear to the casual
observer.

Thus, while we are called upon to do what
we can to eliminate abuses, we must do so
with an eye toward slde effects that could
render the cure worse than the disease.
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I happen to believe ratker strongly that
this is the case with publ.c financing and
with proposals that would impose arbitrary
limits on campaign spendiag and, thereby,
on political activity.

The same problem must be faced if we
decide to 1imit the size of individual political
contributions. In this area, however, I would
not oppose reasonable liriits that would
neither unduly discriminae against those
who wish to support candidates they admire
or give too great an advantage to other
groups able to make substantial non-mone-
tary contributiors.

The least dangerous form of regulation and
the one I suspec’ might prove most effective
in the long run s the one ‘whick simply im-
poses disclosure requiremer ts on candidates
and political ccmmittees. The 1971 Act—
which has never really teen tested—was
passed on the theory that major abuses could
bhest be handled by full anc open disclosure.

The theory was that if candidates want to
accept sizable contribution: froran people as-
sociated with one interest or cause as op-
posed to another, they should be allowed to
do so as long as they are willing to disclose
receipt of the money. The soter might then
decide if he wants to support the candidate
in spite of—or because of—the financial sup-
rort he has received.

The far-reach:ing disclosure requirements
written into the 1971 Act went in effect in
April 1972 after much of tl.e money used to
finance the 1972 campaigns had already been
raised. This money—raised prior to April 7,
1972—did not have to be reported in detail
and it was this unreported money that fi-
ranced many of the activiti:s that have been
imncluded in what has come to be known as
the Watergate affair.

I feel that the 1971 Act, as amended last
year, deserves a real test bufore we scrap it.
It didn’t get that test in 1972, but it will this
fall. I would hope, therefore, that we will
wait until 1975 efore considering the truly
radical changes under cons:deration.

On the other hand, there are a few loop-
holes that we can close riglit away. It seems
to me, for example, that we might move im-
mediately to bar. cash cont-ibutions and ex-
penditures of mcre than, sa's, $100.

Q. So you believe that “full disclosure” is
the answer?

A. Essentially. But I don": want you to get
the idea that disclosure lsws will solve all
our problems or that they themselves don’t
create new problems. I simply feel that they
create fewer problems and are more likely
to eliminate gross abuses than the other
raeasures we have discussed

Q. You say that “full disclosure” laws also
create new proodlems. What kind of new
Eroblems?

A, Well, you may recall tiat Sen. Muskie’s
1972 primary campaign reportedly ran into
trouble after April 1972 because a number
of his larger contributors ‘vere Republicans
who didn’t want it publicly known that they
were supporting a Democrzt. The disclosure
requirements included in the 1971 Act clearly
inhibited their willingness to give and, there-
fore, at least arguably ha«d what constitu-
tional lawyers call a “chillir g effect” on their
right of self-expression.

These were large contribitors with prom-
lnent names. Perhaps their decision to give
should not be viewed as lumentable in the
context of the purpose of th2 act.

But consider the smaller contributor who
raight want to give to a —:andidate viewed
with hostility by his employer, his friends
and others in a position ‘o retaliate. How
about the bank teller who ‘wants to give $19
to a candidate who wants to nationalize
banks? Or the City Hall enr ploye who might
want to give $5 to the man runaing against
the incumbent mayor? What effect might the
knowledge that one's emjyloyer could un-
cover the fact of the contrib 1tion have on the
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cecizion to give? The problem is obvious
when we remember that the White House
“enemies list” was drawn up in part from
campalign disclosure reports.

3till, it is a problem that we may have to
Jlve witl: if we are to accomplish the minimal
reform necessary to “‘clean up” our existing
system.

Q. Senator, are there any other “reforms”
that you think worthy of consideration?

A, Well, there are a good many proposals
being circulated that we haven’t had a real
chance to discuss, but I'm afraid most of
“nem rajse more questions than they an-
BWer.

5. 3044 does contain one proposal that
might Le worth consideration and has, in
Jact, been raised separately by a number of
senators. Under our current tax laws a tax-
|>ayer can claim either a tax credit or a deduc-
tion for political contributions to candi-
ates, political committees or parties of his
choice. The allowable tax credit that can
now be claimed amounts to $12.50 per indi-
vidual or $25 on a joint return and the de-
duction if limited to $50 or $100 on a joint
return.

‘The authors of S 3044 would double the al-
‘owable credits and deductions. Sen. William
V. Roth (R.-Del.) has proposed that we go
even further by increasing the allowable
credit to $150 per individual or $300 for those
dling joint returns,

‘These proposals would presumably increase
the incentive for private giving without lim-
iting the freedom of choice of the indi-
vidual contributor. If any proposal designed
zo broaden the base of campaign funding is
worth consideration I would think this is it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

Mr., HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I
suggesl the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will cali the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
guorun: call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
nbjection, it is so ordered.

The bill is open to further amend-
ment.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I call up
the ameadment I have at the desk having
to do with Members of the House and
Zenate and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
zecded to read the amendment.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 3, line 6, strike out “FEDERAL”
and insert in lieu thereof “PRESIDENTIAL”.

On page 4, line 6, strike out the comma
and insert in lieu thereof a semicolon.

On page 4, beginning with line 7, strike
sut through line 12,

On page 4, line 13, strike out ‘“(5)” and
insert ia lieu thereof ‘“(4)”,

On puge 4, line 17, strike out “(6)* and
insert ia lieu thereof “(5)”.

On p:ge 5, line 6, strike out “any”.

On page 5, line 21, immediately before
"Federa'”, strike out “a”.

On page 7, line 3, strike out (1),

On page 7, beginning with “that—" on
itne §, strike out through line 7 on page 8
and insert in Heu thereof “that he is seeking
nomina-ion for election to the office of Pres-
ident ard he and his authorized committees
ave received contributions for his campaign
throughout the United States in a total
amount in excess of $250,000.”,
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On page 9, line 6, after the semicolen, in-
sert “and”.

On page 9, strike out lines 7 and 8 and
insert in lieu thereof the following: * “(2)
no contribution from™.” e

On page 9, beginning with “and” on line
13, strike out through line 19,

On page 10 beginning with “(1)—" on
line 3, strike out through line 16 and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “(1), no con-
tribution from any person shall be taken
into account to the extent that ‘it exceeds
$250 when added to the amount of all other
contributions made by that person to or
for the benefit of that candidate for his
primary election.”.

On page 13, beginning with line 186, strike
out through line 18 on page 14 and insert
‘in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec, 504. (a) (1) Except to the extent that
such amounts are changed under subsec-
tion (f) (2), no candidate may make expend-
itures in any State in which he is a can-
didate in a primary election in excess of the
greater of—

“(A) 20 cents multiplied by the voting age
population (as certified under subsection
(g)) of the State in which such election is
held, or

“(B) $250,000.”.

On page 14, line 19, strike out “(B)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(1)" and strike out
“subparagraph’” and insert in lieu thereof
“paragraph”.

One page 14, line 20, strike out “(A)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(1)”.

On page 15, line 8, beginning with “the
greater of—,” strike out through line 17
and insert in lieu thereof “15 cents multi-
plied by the voting age population (as certi-
fied under subsection (g)) of the United
States.”.

On page 18, beginning with line 10, strike
out through line 20.

On page 26, lines 2 and 3, strike out’

“under section 504 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, or”.

On page 71, beginning with line 20, strike
out through line 2 on page 73 and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“(a) (1) Except to the extent that such
amounts are changed under subsection (f)
{2), no candidate (other than a candidate
for nomination for election to the office of
President) may make expenditures in con-
nection with his primary election campaign
in excess of the greater of—

“(A) 10 cents multiplied by the voting age
population (as certified under subsection
(g)) of the geographical area in which the
election for such nomination is held, or

“(B) (i) $125,000, if the Federal office
sought is that of Senator, or Representative
from a State which is entitled to only one
Representative, or

“(ii) $90,000, if the Federal office sought
is that of Representative from a State which
is entitled to more than one Representative.

*#(2) (A) No candidate for nomination for
election to the office of President may make
expenditures in.any State in which he is
a candidate in a primary election in excess
of two times the amount which a candidate
for nomination for election to the office of
Senator from that State (or for nomination
for election to the office of Delegate in the
case of the District of Columbia, the Virgin
Islands, or Guam, or to the Office of Resident
Commissioner in the case of Puerto Rico)
may expend in that State in connection with
his primary election campaign.

‘(B) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subparagraph (A), no such candidate may
make expenditures throughout the United
States in connection with his campaign for
that nomination in excess of an amount
equal to ten cents multiplied by the voting
age population of the United States. For pur-
poses of this subparagraph, the term ‘United
States’ means the several States of the
United States, the District of Columbia, and
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the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam,
and the Virgin Islands and any area from
which a delegate to the national nominating
conventlon of a political party is selected.

“(b) Except to the extent that such
amounts are changed under subsection (f)
(2), no candidate may make expenditures in
connection with his general election cam-
paign in excess of the greater of—

“(1) 15 cents multiplied by the voting age
population (as certified under subsection
(g)) of the geographical area in which the
election is held, or

“(2) (A) $175,000, if the Federal office
sought is that of Senator, cr Representative
from a State which is entitled to only ohe
Representative, or

“(B) $90,000, if the Federal office sought
is that of Representative from a State which
is entitled to more than on: Representative.

“{c) No candidate who is unopposed in a
primary or general electionn may make ex-
penditures in connection with his primary
or general election campaign in excess of 10
percent of the limitation in subsection (a) or

b).

¢ ‘z(d) The Federal Election Commission
shall prescribe regulations under which any
expenditure by a candidate for nomination
for election to the office of President for use
in two or more States shall be attributed to
such candidate’s expenditure limitation in
each such State, based on the voting age
population in such State which can reason-
ably be expected to be influenced by such
expenditure.

“(e) (1) Expenditures made on behalf of
any candidate are, for the purposes of this
section, considered to be made by such can-
didate.

“(2) Expenditures made by or on behalf
of any candidate for the oflice of Vice Pres-
ident of the United States are, for the pur-
poses of this section, considered to be made
by the candidate for the oifice of President
of the United States with whom he is run-
ning.

*“(3) For purposes of this subsection, an
expenditure is made on behalf of a candidate,
including a Vice Presidential candidate, if
it is made by—

“(A) an authorized committee or any other
agent of the candidate for the purposes of
making any expenditure, or

“(B) any person authorized or requested
by the candidate, an authorized committee
of the candidate or an agent of the candidate
to make the expenditure.

“(4) For purposes of this section an ex-
penditure made by the national committee
of a political party, or by tle State commis«
sion of a political party, in connection with
the general election campaign of a candidate
affiliated with that party which is not in
excess of the limitations econtained in sub-
section (i), is not considered to be an
expenditure made on behalf of that candi-
date.

“(f) (1) For purposes of paragraph (2)—

“(A) ‘price index’ means the average over
& calendar year of the Consumer Price Index
(all items—United States city average) pub-
lished monthly by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, and

“(B) ‘base period’ means the calendar year
1973.

“(2) At the, beginning cf each calendar
year (commencing in 1975), as necessary
data becomes available frora the Bureau of
Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor,
the Secretary of Labor shall certify to the
Federal Election Commission and publish
in the Federal Register the percentage differ-
ence between the price index for the twelve
months preceding the beginning of such
calendar year and the price index for the
base period. BEach amount determined under
subsections (a) and (b) saall be changed
by such percentage difference. Each amount
so changed shall be the amcunt in effect for
such calendar year.
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“(g) During the first week of January 1975,
and every subsequent year, the Secretary of
Commerce shall certify to the Federal Elec-
tion Commission and publish in the Federal
Register an estimmate of the voting age popu-
lation of the United States, of each State,
and of each congressional district as of the
first day of July nex% preceding the date of
certification. The term ‘voting age popula-
tion’ means resident population, eighteen
years of age or older.

“(h) Upon receiving the certification of
the Secretary of Commerce and of the Sec-
retary of Labor, the Federal Election Com-
mission shall publish in the Federal Register
the applicable expenditure limitations in ef-
fect for the calendar year for the United
States, and for each State and congressional
district under this section.

On page 73, line 3, strike out “(b)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(i)’.

On page 73, line 24, strike out *“section
504" and insert in lieu thereof “subsection
(g); and”.

On page 74, strike out lines 1 and 2.

On page 74, line 6, strike out “that Act”
and insert in lieu thereof “the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971,

On page 74, line 8, strike out “(c)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(j)”.

Mr. ATLLEN. Mr. President, the vote
that was had on the amendment to strike
title I from the bill was a most encour-
aging vote from the standpoint of those
who are opposed to public financing of
Federal elections because it indicated
that more than one-third of the mem-
bers of the Senate oppose public financ-
ing in any form because they were willing
to vote to strike from the bill any refer-
ence whatsoever to public subsidies in
Federal elections, indicating that it
might be difficult to pass the bill in the
final analysis, and indicating the possi-
bility that some mermnbers of the Senate
would be willing to strike certain races
from the public subsidy provision while
leaving others. ’

Mr. President, the bill, in effect, while
the provisions are intermingled and in-
termixed, really provides for a subsidy on
a matching basis for House and Senate
members in primaries, and then full
financing of campaigns for House and
Senate members in general elections.
That is one major division of the sub-
sidy provision.

Then, the next major provision of the
subsidy portion of the bill relates to sub-
sidies with respect to the Presidential
general election and the contests for the
nominations for President of major
parties.

So taking those subsidized races piece-
meal, the amendment that has been re-
ported, and which is the pending busi-
ness of the Senate, would strike from the
bill any subsidy of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives primary races, any subsidy
of U.S. Senate primary races, any sub-
sidy of U.S. House of Representatives
general campaign races, or any subsidies
of U.S. Senate general campaign races.
So it would leave the subsidies in the
quest for the Presidential nomination, by
any number of candidates, and then the
Presidential election itself.

We already have the subsidy of the
general Presidential election. That is al-
ready provided for in the checkoff, As
I pointed out on the floor that is avail-
able to the parties in the sum of around
$21 million or $22 million only if they
forego private contributions.
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I do not believe either party is going to
come under that by certifying they will
accept that in lieu of all private con-
tributions.

Let us see, Mr. President, if the Mem-
bers of the House and the Senate want
to subsidize their own primary races and
subsidize their own general election
races. If they do, they will vote against
this amendment when it comes up for a
vote. If it is felt that the incumbents
have advantage enough by reason of
being incumbents, I do not know that
that is altogether an advantage based
on the polled results showing that 21
percent of the public approves of Con-
gress. So I do not know that being an
incumbent is such an advantage.

But I believe that this bill is an in-
cumbent’s bill. I believe that it is
weighted heavily in favor of the incum-
bent in many particulars. Why is that?
Well, in the first place, in the primary
the Federal Treasury matches equally
the contributions of up to $100 of the
various candidates. It stands to reason
that the incumbent, with the prestige of
his office, the prestige of the many fa-
vors and accommodations he has given
his constituents through the years, the
fact he is so much better known than
the challenger, would certainly give him
the advantage in soliciting contributions
of any size, contributions up to $100, or
above the $100. So certainly, he is going
to get contributions of more than the
$100 to a greater extent than the chal-
lenger.

Now let us examine the maximum con-
tributions; that is, those up to $100. In
the first place, before the challenger in
a congressional race or a senatorial race
is able to get anything from the public
Treasury, he has got to collect, in small
contributions, 20 percent of the amount
that he is able to spend in the primary.
The amount he is able to spend in the
primary is 10 cents per person of voting
age in the political subdivision in which
he is running. So, many of the chal-
lengers never would get up to that 20
percent.

Take the first State on this list, my
own State of Alabama. Before a candi-
date could participate in public fi-
nancing, he would have to collect, in
small contributions of $100 or less, $46,~
760. It would be a very big job for a
challenger, or an incumbent—either
one—to collect $46,000 in contributions
of $1 up to $100. Yet that is what he
would have to do in order even to qual-
ify for public funds. I think that is
unfair. .

But let us just assume, in round fig-
ures, that a Senator or a Congressman
collected the following: Take the State
of California. In the State of California
it is permissible for a senatorial candi-
date to spend $1.417 million, half of
which could be contributed.

Let us just assume that the Senator
from California is opposed by a lesser
known candidate, and this lesser known
candidate is able to raise $100,000 in
small contributions of $100 or less. Well,
he can get $100,000 from the public
Treasury. The incumbent, though, Mr.
President, could raise the whole $700,000
in small contributions, and then the
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Government would give him another
$700,000.

So the lesser known candidate, with-
out the public financing, would have
$100,000 to go up against the incumbent
with $700,000. Ele would tave a $600,000
spread there. But with ptblic financing,
he would get $100,000 to match the $100,-
000 that he hac collected. However, the
incumbent would get $70),000 matched.

An incumbent, then, would have $1,-
400,000, and the poor challenger, the
lesser known challenger, vroulcl just have
$200,000.

So the spread betwee the amount
available to the challeager and the
amount available to tie incumbent
renges from a $600,000 diflerential under
private financing to a diff zrential of $1.2
million. It doubles the advantage that
the incumbent already has.

Mr. CANNON. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

Mr. CANNON. I think rather than for
the Senator to say it doubles the ad-
vantage, it wo1ld be fairer to say it
greatly reduces the advantage an in-
cumbent would already have because of
the fact that the nonincumbent is the
person who would have the difficulty rais-
ing private financing.

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct.

Mr., CANNON. In this fashion, he
would at least be able to get scme assist-
ance if he raises the threshold amount,
but, on the other hand, if we do nat put
a limit on private financiag, and let the
person who is the incumbent raise money
through whatever source or method he
wished to do so, we are going to find
that he will have not too great difficulty
raising the campaign financing from pri-
vate sources. Yet the nonincumbent
challenger is going to have an extremely
difficult problem of raisir g money from
private sources to compete against an
incumbent.

Mr. ALLEN. I agree with the Senator,
but I believe he has the matter confused,
in that where the challenger is permitted
tc do so on the overall lirnitation, we do
not have to have the use >f public funds
to put a ceiling on the total araount, and
I submit that the incumktent, being able
to raise more funds, could receive the
entire $700,000 for mat:hing, and he
would end up with $1.4 rrillion; whereas
the challenger, raising only $100,000,
would have a differentia., by reason of
public financing, between 1im and the in-
cumbent, from 600,000 up to $1,200,000.

Mr. CANNON. It is not quite that
differential, thcugh, because if there is
no public financing, one simply places
his limit, The incumbent is not going to
have difficulty raising that amount, be-
cause the facts are that :n the State of
California, which the Senator uses as an
example, the campaigns cost more than
that and they have traditionally used
more than that amount. 8> an incumbent
is going to spend whatever that limit is,
whether it be private or a combination
of private and public; but the challenger,
on the other hand, if he can only raise
$100,000, if he has no public financing,
will have only that $100,)00 to put into
the campaign.

Actually, it would be a little higher
than that, because $125,00) is the trigger-
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ing figure. So if he could raise $125,000,
he wouli get matching funds of $125,000
tn give him $250,000 to put into the cam-
paign. Cn the other hand, if he is limited
to what he can raise, and there is no
public financing, he would get no money.
0 he would be competing with $125,000
of funds available in a campaign against
an incuinbent who eould spend, and cer-
lainly could raise, as the facts show,
&1.4 mil'ion.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I submit to
{he Sensator that the amount by which
1ne incumbent can outdraw, so to speak,
t1e chalenger is compounded and inten-
sified and exactly doubled by reason of
the campaign financing. So the more the
incumbent receives in contributions, the
more the Treasury is going to give him,
up to the limit.

Mr. CANNON. Up to the matching
amount

Mr. ALLEN. So the challenger would
liave been better off with "$100,000 as
against $700,000, rather than $200,000
against $1.4 million.

Mr. CANNON. I do not know whether
lhe would or not, because that is in
exactly the same proportion, but I shall
simply say that is not the proportion he
would he up against if there were no
public financing.

If $130,000 is all a challenger could
raise, it would be a proportion of $400,000,
ecause the incumbent in any of the big
itates consistently - spends more than
shat.

Let-me refer to the State of Texas, for
which 1 happen to have figures. In the
sast carapaign in Texas, in the general
zlection, for example, $23 million was
zpent. The lirhit we have now, that is cov-
zred in vhe bill, would permit an expendi-
vure of 5778,500 in a primary election. So
it is obvious that this would be quite re-
strictive;, and thereby, by the restrictive
factor nlone, would limit the cost of a
campaiirn and make it less disproportion-
ate between the challenger and an in-
“umbent who has more access to private
funds.

Mr. ALLEN. I do not think it would be
inaccurate to say—and I believe the Sen-~
1tor would agree with me—that the ex-
tent to which an incumbent can obtain
rnore contributions is going to be dupli-
rated in the Federal matching. So the
incumbsznt receiving much in contribu-
rions would have that amount doubled,
whereas the challenger would have his
lesser arnount doubled. That would ad-
iust downward the difference between
the twc, according to the arithmetic of
the Serator from Alabama, from which
e sees no escape.

I feel that it is somewhat presumptu-
sus on ~“he part of Members of Congress
to say to the American people, “We want
you to :inance our campaign for us. We
want you to pay half the expenses of our
onrimaries and all of the expenses of our
veneral election. This is necessary to
‘weep out improper influences.”

¥ do not like the suggestion to the
oeople which would say that Members of
Zlongress would be susceptible to im-
oroper influences by reason of having
receivec. a $3,000 contribution from an
individual. The Senator from Alabama
nas no. received any contributions of
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that size. He has an amendment which
seeks to cut the amount of contributions
in Presidential races to $250, and in
House and Senate races to $100, because
that is all that the Government will
match, and there must be something evil,
something sinister, about that portion
above that that the Government will
niatch.

I do not believe, though, that Mem-
bers of Congress and people who are of
sufficient stature to run for the House
and the Senate are going to allow them-
selves to be influenced by the receipt of
a contribution of $3,000. I simply believe
it is impunging the honor and integrity
of Members of Congress to suggest that
they would be so influenced.

Is there any law that makes a person
accept a contribution that he does not
want to accept? I do not know of any.
Is there not some reason to believe that
Members of Congress could be restrained
in the amount and type of contributions
they receive? It would seem to the Sen-
ator from Alabama that that might be
the case.

Then, too, Mr. President, I think that
there has developed among Members of
the House and Senate a highly commend-
able restraint in the matter of the ac-
ceptance of campaign contributions.

I noticed, some weeks ago, that Repre-
sentative Vanik of Ohio said that he
would not accept a single contribution in
his race for Congress. Not only was he
not going to accept any contributions; he
was not going to make any expenditures.

The distinguished senior Senator from
Maryland (Mr. MatHIias) has announced
that his policy is going to be that subse-
quent to a certain time, which he will
set, he will not accept any contribution
for more than $100. So why do we have
1o escalate the cost of campaighing?
That, I submit, is what we are doing by
adding a public subsidy that is matched
in primary races, and is paying 100 per-

cent of the cost of general elections by

the public treasury. It comes out of the
pockets of the taxpayer, with the tax-
payer not having any right to designate
to whom the contribution will go.

The matter of tax credits and deduc-
tions is allowed under the present in-
come tax laws. The reason I do not ob-
ject to tax credits is that they can be
spread by the taxpayer wherever he
wants to spread them, and the amounts
can be given to the candidates of his
choice.

Having wiped out, in the matter of the
checkoff, where the taxpayers can desig-
nate the party of their choice, the money
all goes into a common pot and is then
divided between the parties, if they
come within the law.

I am glad we are going to have a test
vote. I want to see how many Members
want to see Uncle Sam pay the cost of
their campaigns at a terrific amount, at
15 cents a person per vote in his State,
in the case of a Senator, or in his con-
gressional district, in the case of a Mem-
ber of the House. How much would that
be? In California, this is what would
be paid to each of the Senate candidates.

I suppose the checks would be written
out for them as soon as they became
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nominees. I hope I will be corrected if
my statement is not correct. And the
amounts are paid in advance; I do not
believe it is on certification of expenses.
If I am wrong, I should like to be cor-
rected. I believe that the check is written
first. For how much? For $221,450. Possi-
bly there is some formula by which the
candidates come by it. I am not advised
as to that at the present time. I assume
that as soon as the candidates are
nominated, they will start to spend the
money, and Uncle Sam wil have to get
there quickly with the money; or per-
haps the senatorial candidate can be
counted on to drop by the Treasury to
pick up his $2 miilion. I expect that he
will find a way to get thera.

I expect he would find a way to get
there. But the candidate of the Demo-
cratic Party would get a check for
$2,121,000 and the candidate of the Re-
publican Party would get a check for
$2,121,6060; we have already taken care
of half of their primary costs, so they are
getting along pretty gooc. The candi-
date for the Senate, sitting on $2 million
in campaign funds—what incentive is
there for him, as the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGoverN) said earlier this
evening, to go to the grassroots for help,
for a small contribution? There would be
no incentive at all.

Mr. President, we have enough apathy
and disinterest in our elections now, and
in my judgment this public financing of
our elections would only add to and in-
crease manifold the apathy and disin-
terest on the part of the American veo-
ple in their elections.

Mr. President, the Senate of the
United States, just a few short weeks
ago, took action here in the face of strong
public opinion and refused to raise the
salaries of the Members of the Senate
and the House of Representatives—and I
was one who voted against the raise—by
around $2,500. I believe that every Mem-
ber of the Senate feels that the strong
force of public opinion influenced his vote
on that issue.

We were talking about $2,500 to each
Senator at that time. But what about
giving one $2 million for his election
campaign? What is the public going to
think about that? That is what we would
provide here.

Ido not believe that a public opinion
that is opposed to a raise of $2,500 for
Members of the House of Representatives
and the Senate is going to look with a
great deal of satisfaction and approval
on subsidizing the election campaigns of
of the Members of the House and
Senate.

Let us look at some of the States, and
see what the Senators would get. For the
State of New York, the Senator would get
a subsidy in the general election of $1,-
809,750 whenever he would run, and one
of them will be up for reelection this
November. I do not see anything to pre-
vent this measure going into eJect before
the November election.

The Senator from Alabama would re-
ceive $350,000, and the Senator from Ala-
bama does not even have opposition in
the November election.

The Senator from Pennsylvania would
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get a subsidy of $1,236,000. The Senator
from Missouri, who was here a fewimo-
ments ago——-

Mr. MANSFIELD. He is still here.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EacLETOoN) would pick up 2
check for $487,650 at the start of his re-
election campaign.

Mr. President, we are going to give the
Senator from Missouri an opportunity
tomorrow to vote against that subsidy
for his race out there in Missouri. The
Senator from Missouri does not believe
he needs it. He thinks he will win with-
out it overwhelmingly. I do not believe he
needs that kind of a subsidy.

Mr. President, that is what the amend-
ment would eliminate. It would leave the
Members of the House of Representatives
and the Senate subject to the wishes of
their constituents, subject to letting the
constituents have some little influence
and input into their thinking, their cam-
paigns, and their philosophy. They would
be approachable by their constituents,
and not just look to the public Treasury
for payment of their campaign expenses.

Mr. President, put any limit you wish
on overall expenditures and the Senator
from Alabama can live with it. Wipe out
contributions, for all the Senator from
Alabama would care. Put any limit what-
soever on it. Limit contributions to $10
or $5, but leave it in the private sector.
Do not turn it over to Uncle Sam. Do not
have Members of Congress dipping into
the public till to pay the costs of elections
of Members of Congress.

Tomorrow the Members of the Senate
and the House of Representatives will
have the opportunity to take themselves
out from under the provisions of this
campaign subsidy bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

7

TUNANTI
AG

-CONSENT
EMENT

Mr. MANSFIRLD. Mr. President,
would the Senato} cousider the possibil-
ity of a time limgation on the pending
amendment, afted the vote on the con-
ference report on ghe minimum wage bill
tomorrow?

Mr., ALLEN. Bdfore or after, it does
not matter to tlje Senator from Ala-
bhama. I shall be ‘fglad to agree to any
time the distingugshed majority leader
would say. I amn feacy to vote. Say 30
minutes?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous conserft that at the conclu-
sion of the vote qn the conierence re-
port on the minigum wage bill tomor-
row, there be a Fime limitation of 1
hour on the pendfig Allen amendment,
with the time to Je equally divided be-
tween the distinghished Senator from
Alabama, the spongor of the amendment
(Mr. ALLEN), and]the chairman of the
committee, the stinguished Senator
irom Nevada (Mr. FAKNON) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The CHair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr, MANSFIELIp, Mr. President, with
the approval of thefSenator, I ask unani-

247




S 4574

mous conse

ut thaf following the dispo-

from Maine (Mr.
ognized for the pur-
pose of offering INJamendment.

Mr. HATHAWAY. No. 1082,

The PRESIDIN@\ OFFICER. Is there
objection? The C hears none, and
it is so ordered..

Mr. MANSFIELD. Tin, with the ap-
proval of the distinguishéd Senator from
Alabama, I ask unpnimou\ consent that
on the dispositiop of thy Hathaway
amendment, the ge
ment be brought ug.

a.

. Would the S)
on that also?

af, as in the case of
the first Allen amejdment now pending,
there be a time limifation of 1 hour, with
the time to be equally divided under
the same circumsta

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Premdent reserving
the right to object} as I understood on
the first one it wodld be 30 minutes to
be equally divided.

Mr. MANSFIELD]
Senator had sugge
side. I will change t
utes to be equally di

Mr. ALLEN. An
other one also.

Mr. MANSFIELD] And 30 minutes on
the secondl one as wdll.

The PRESIDING}OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLEN. Let mje state that the sec-
ond amendment tha} the majority leader
refers to would takejfrom under the bill
the presidential noshination contests.

Mr. MANSFIELD.[That is in the record
now. I would like to gsk the distinguished
Senator from Maine fif he would consider
a time limitation pn his amendment
tomorrow, and if so,jof how long.

Mr. HATHAWAY] Mr. President, let
me say to the disfinguished majority
leader that the Sengtor from Michigan
(Mr. GrirFFIN) and } debated this mat-
ter yesterday, and I}think we said just
about all that we wgnted to say. There
are some other Senatprs, as I understand,
who would like to s i
amendment. There
who want to speak jn opposition to it.
I hesitate to precludq them from talking
if they wish to do so

Mr. MANSFIELD] That is a good
“hesitation waltz.” I gree with the Sen-
ator completely that ye should have Sen-
ator GRIFFIN and otRers here tomorrow
so that we can, mgybe, arrive at an
agreement then.

I thank the distinguished Senator.

Mr. HATHAWAY. [ thank the distin-
guished majority leadpr.

AMENDMENTENO. 1066

Mr. HATHAWAY.] Mr. President, I
have an amendment Here which I undet-
stand is acceptable poth to the floor
manager and the raniging minority mem-
ber of the committeq] I do not think it
will take much time fand it can be ac-

Oh, I thought the
d 30 minutes to a
e request to 30 min-
ided.

30 minutes on the
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cepted, I hope. It § amendment No. 1066
I ask that my anmendment be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BARTLETT). The air would advise the
Senator from Maihe that that would take
unanimous consegt.

Mr. HATHAWAY. I ask unanimous
consent that myjamendment No. 1066
may be considereq at this time.

The PRESIDI OFFICER. Is there
objection to the Jequest of the Senator
from Maine?

Mr ALLEN., . President, reserving
, provided it does not
replace the unarfimous consent agree-
ment given on tHe action on the other
bill, X have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
would advise the $enator from Alabama
that it will not do §o.

Without objectfon i: is 50 ordered,
and the clerk willlstate the amendment.
The legislative klerk reacd as follows:
On page 73, begifgning with line 3, strike
1t through line 22Jand iisert in lieu there-
ofxhe following:

anding any other provi-

expendjtures or limgations on contributions,
Jttee cf a political party
tee o a political party,
dinat: cornmittees of a
by mage expenditures in
genzral election cam-

including
State co:
connection
paign of can

“(2) The nation:
party may not maki
nection with tae gd
of any candidate fol
ated with that p
amount equal to 2
voting age populatid

.*(8) The national
party, or a State (
party, including an

committee of a political
ny expenditure in con-

office in a State w
party which exceeds

sentative from a StRte wliere a Represen)
tive is required to ryn sta’ewide, the great
of—

“(i) 2 cents muldplied by the voting age
population of that Sjate, or

“(i1) $20,000; and

“(B) in the case pf a candidate for elec-
tion to the office Rep:resentative in any
other State, $10,000.

“(4) Por purposesjof th.s subsection—".

On page 73, line 33, strike out “(1)” and
insert in lieu thereoq “(A) °,

On page 74, line B, strike out “(2)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(B)”.

. Mz.‘. President, this

lace it with separate
limitations with rpspec; to what a na-
tional committee gnd a State committee
may contribute to gandidates running for
Federal office. Under the bill as it now
stands, there is a gertain amount which
may be used by bagth national and State
committees for carjdidates in general, but
it does not specifyjamounts with respect
to individual candidates. Under the bill
as presented, thg nat.onal committee
could funnel all tife money it is entitled
to under its limitlinto the race of one
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candidate. The] State committee could
do likewise.

dnt would prevent that
. It would be a more
equitable provigd for a distribution of
funds to be speht by both the national
comn:ittee and fhe State committee.

I vnderstand]that the distinguished
Senator from Ndvada (Mr. CANNON), the
chairman of thq committee, has no ob-
jection to this agnendment. I also under-
stand that it ha