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POLICE COMMENDED

In a. foreword to the 134-pa.ge printed re
port, W1lliam B. Browder, commission presi
dent, commended the police for control of
racial disturbances. Browder wrote:

"In general, the pollee department de
served credit for the restraint it displayed
and the fair and evenhanded manner with
which It met extremely difficult and emo
tion-charged situations.

"The necessity to deplOy large numbers of
officers to troubled spots in the city at times
overtaxed pollee strength and left some com
munities without sufficient pollee protec
tion."

Chicago justice continues to be hampered
by U.S. Supreme Court gUidellnes requiring
pollcemen to inform arrestedpersons of their
constitutional rights and to help provide
defendants with attorneys, Peterson said.

He quoted First Asst. State's Atty. Louis B.
Garlppo in reporting a significant drop in
the numbers of accused persons making
confessions to crimes.

THE 1962 FIGURES

In 1962, there were confessions in 65.4 per
cent of criminal cases, the Garippo figures
showed.

But, with policemen and prosecutors being
required to inform defendants of their right
to remain sHent, the percentage fell to 31.8
in 1966. Numbers of murder suspects and
others have been freed in court on grounds
that admissions of guHt were improperly
obtained, Peterson pointed out.

In summing up, the commission warned
against complacency about crime-be it of
the Individual, street mob or of Mafia syndi
cate variety. Sharply critical of Chicago law
enforcement in other years. Peterson re
marked in general:

"Although law agencies in the Chicago
community were confronted with tremen
dous problems in 1966, their performance was
commendable."

ELECTION REFORM ACT OF 1967
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 1880), to revise the Fed
eral election laws, and for other purposes.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nevada will st.a.te it.

Mr. CANNON. Is the pending business
Calendar No. 500, S. 1880, the Election
Reform Act of 1967?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nevada is correct.

Mr, CANNON. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, every Member of this

distinguished body knows that the Fed
eral Corrupt Pr.actices Act, passed in
1925, is antiquated, meaningless, and
totally ineffective.

Existing limitations on expenditures
are absurd and disclosure provisions are
ridiculous.

A new law is sorely needed to cope with
methods .and costs of present-day polit
ical campaigns.

Previous attempts to revise the law
have been unsuccessful despite the fact
that on at least three occasions the Ben
ate has approved bills to improve election
laws.

This year the President sent to the
Congress another measure designed to
close loopholes and require complete dis
closure of alI campaign finances. I. had
the privilege of introducing that bill, S.
1880, on May 25, 1967. Public hearings
were held on June 28 and 29, 1967, and
after deliberations, the Subcommittee on

Privileges and Elections reported the bill
unanimously to the Committee on Rules
and Administration, Which, after further
consideration, reported the bill with tech
nical amendments to the Senate.

Costs of political campaigns have risen
astronomically, making a shambles of
ceilings or limitations on expenditures.
Emphasis has shifted from limitations to
disclosure on the principle that an in
formed citizenry will react at the polling
places to evidence of excessive expendi
tures.

This bill, therefore, reaches into every
niche of political activity to bring forth
all possible information concerning con
tributions and expenditures for exami
nation by the public.

Complete disclosure is accomplished
by requiring all candidates for Federal
elective office and pOlitical committeees
supporting them to file detailed financial
statements with the Clerk of the House
of Representatives, the Secretary of the
Senate and with clerks of U.S. district
courts in the district where the candi
date resides or where the principal office
of the political committee is located.

Additionally, statements are required
to be filed concerning primary elections,
caucuses, special and general elections,
nominating conventions and presidential
preference primaries.

Every political committee, whether Na
tional, State, or local, would be required
to file financial statements if it received
or spent in excess of $1,000 during a cal
endaryear.

It was recognized by the Senate Rules
Committee that not every small politi
cal committee throughout the United
States could be burdened by Federal re
porting requirements-especially those
which were primarily supporting local
candidates or issues. The $1,000 cutoff
would eliminate most of those minor or
ad hoc local committees.

While limitations on expenditures by
candidates and political committees are
removed by S. 1880, there still remains a
limitation upon the amount which may
be given to a candidate or a political
committee.

Section 103 of the bill, beginning at
the bottom of page 4, sets a limit of
$5,000 on the amount which a contribU
tor couId give to any candidate or com
mittee. He may give any number of
$5,000 contributions to separate candi
dates and committees but he may not
give more than $5,000 in total to any
particular candidate and one or more
pOlitical committees suppOrting that
candidate.

There is a proviso in that, section
which would eliminate from the limita
tion or contributions a political commit
tee. Thus, political committees could
still give to a candidate or another pOlit
ical committee 8Imounts in excess of
$5,000.

However, the definition of "political
committee" includes the term "individ
uaL" There is a possibility that any in
dividual could claim that he was acting
as a pOUtical committee and thus evade
the $5,000 limit on contributions.

To preclude that possibility, I shall pro
pose an amendment which clarifies the
intent of the limitation. By striking out

the proviso which states that "the term
'person' shall not include a political
committee" and substituting a new pro
viso stating "that nothing contained in
this subsection shall prohibit the trans
fer of contributions received by a polit
ical committee," the loophole is
eliminated.

Political committees could still trans
fer to candidates and political commit
tees more than $5,000 of its receipts, but
an individual or person claiming to be a
political committee could not use his
own personal wealth to evade the law but
only those contributions received by him
from others and those receipts would
have to be reported publicly.

Disclosure is the cornerstone of this
bilI. Every candidate for President or
Vice President and every candidate for
the Senate and each political committee
supporting such candidates shall file
statements with the Secretary of the
Senate.

Every candidate for the House of Rep
resentatives and each political commit
tee supporting them shall file statements
with the Clerk of the House of
Representatives.

Additionally, a copy of each statement
filed by a candidate or a political com
mittee shall be flied with the clerk of the
U.S. district court for the district where
the candidate resides or where the prin
cipal office of the political committee is
located in that district.

Every statement will disclose all names
and addresses of persons who have con
tributed $100 or more or to whom
expenditures have been made of $100
or more. Further, every financial trans
action, whether contribution, gift, loan,
transfer, sale, expenditure,and so forth,
shall be disclosed in detail.

Reports. in each instance, would be
filed on the lOth day of March, June, and
September of each year and also by the
31st day of January of each year. Be
fore each primary. special or general
election, reports would be flIed on the
15th and again on the fifth days prior to
the date of such election.

Persons who make contributions or ex
llenditures of $100 or more, other than
to a political committee or a candidate.
would also be required to file reports in
the same manner as is required by can
didates or committees. Committees or
associations responsible for or assisting
in the operation of political conventions
to nominate national candidates would
be required, for the first time. to file a
report, not later than 20 days prior to
the date of the presidential election.
showing all receipts and expenditures.

Under existing law, the Secretary of
the Senate and the Clerk of the House
have no duties except to receive and pre
serve statements filed by candidates or
Political committees.

This bill, S. 1880, Would impose a much
greater range of duties.

Those officers would be required to de
velop forms for the filing of statements;
to prepare and publish a manual for
bookkeeping and reporting; to develop
coding and cross indexing systems; to
make all documents available for public
inspection and COpying; to preserve all
documents for 10 years in the Senate and
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment. as follows:

At the appropriate place, Insert the fol
loWing:

"SEC.. (a) Section 602 of title 18 of the
United States Code Is amended-

"(I) by Inserting '(a)' before 'Whoever',
and

"(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lOWing new subsection:

"'(b) Whoever. acting on behalf of any
poUtlcal committee (Including any State or
local committee of a paUtical party), directly
or Indirectly soUclts. or Is In any manner con
cerned in solictlng, any assessment, subscrip
tion, or contribution for the use of such
poUtical committee or for any political p,:~

pose whatever from any officer or employ~e

of the United States (other than an elected
officer) shall be fined not more than $5,000
or imprisoned not more than three years,
or both·...

Mr. WILLIAMS or' Delaware. Mr.
President, under the eXistin~ law, sec
tion 602 of title 18 of the Umted Sta~es

Code prohibits anyone who is a Senator
or a Representative or a delegate, or any
one who is a candidate for Congress or
for any of these national offices, under
penalty of a $5,000 fine or imprisonme.nt
for not more than 3 years, from SOliCIt
ing civil service employees for political
contributions.

However, the loophole in t.he law is
that there is nothing to prohIbit us, as
public officials. or anyone who is a c~

didates for national office from havmg
the National or State committees or
their representatives solicit these same
employees on our behalf.

The result has been that under the
past several administrations there have
been sol1citations, and in recent years
it has developed almost into shakedowns
of QQvernment employees. They are
asked to make contributions to the $100
dinners, or $500 dinners, with the threat
hanging over their heads that their
bosses are going to be there and that
their promotion w1ll be jeopardized if
they are not seen at these dinners.

The President, in his message recom
mending these election reforms, took
notice of the need for a reform in this
area and said it was a problem which
should be dealt with. Unfortunately, the
President's recommendation did not con
tain a provision covering this loophole.
Perhaps it was an oversight. In order to
carry out his stated intentions. as well
as my own intentions, and what I think
would be the intention of all Members
of the Senate, we offer this amendment
to close the loophole by amending sec
tion 602 and stating not only that it
would be unlawful for Members of Con
gress or candidates for Congress to sol1cit
campaign funds from civil service em
ployees but also that it would be unlawful
to have anyone through a National,
State, or special committee solicit em
ployees on their behalf.

I am hopeful that the chairman of
the committee will see fit to accept the
amendment. I do not know what the ob
jections could be, but I will want a record
vote in order that the full position of the
Senate may be shown.

Mr. President, I offer this amendment

5 years in the House; and to make audits,
field investigations and report violations
of law.

It has been said that statements of
campaign contributions and expendi
tures should be filed with the office of the
Comptroller General rather than with
the officers of the Congress because the
Comptroller General's office is set up to
handle accOlUlting matters and is set
apart from the Congress.

Mr. President. I disagree with that po
sition on several grounds:

First. The Constitution states, in ar
ticle I. section 5. clause 1. that "each
House shall be the judge of the elec
tions returns and qualifications of its
Members" and in article I. section 5,
clause 2 that "each House may deter
mine th~ rules of its proceedings. punish
its Members," et cetera.

The Congress, therefore, has the power
and the duty to monitor the election of
its Members, including campaign con
tributions and expenditures.

Second. The General Accounting Of
fice is merely an arm of the Congress and
has no extraordinary power to monitor
Federal elections.

In fact. the Comptroller General has
consistently expressed reluctance to re
ceive responsibility for overseeing Fed
eral election activities.

Third. Both the Secretary and the
Clerk could supplement their offices with
staff and equipment, just as the Comp
troller General would. to process finan
cial statements in accordance with this
bill.

For those reasons, I would oppose any
change in the places for filing campaign
statements.

Clerks of the U.S. district courts would
be given duties similar to those of the
Secretary and Clerk pertaining to the
receiving. filing. preserving. and making
available for public inspection the cam
paign statements required to be filed
with them.

Mr. President, this bill was submitted
to the Congress by the President. I in
troduced it and held public hearings to
receive all views on it. It was studied by
the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections and the Committee on Rules
and Administration. It was reported
unanimously from both committees.

This bill is needed to restore public
confidence in congressional political
campaigns and the handling of cam
paign finances. It is my sincerest hope
that it will be given early approval by
the senate.

Mr. President, during its consideration
of the bill the committee adopted cer
tain perfecting amendments to the bill.
The amendments are for the purpose of
achieving conformity and clarity in the
several provisions and do not affect the
bill substantively. I ask Wlanimous con
sent that the committee amendments be
approved en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

The amendments were agreed to en
bloc.

Mr. wn.LIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President. on behalf of the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] and myself. I call
up amendment No. 284 and ask to have
it read.

on behalf of the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. CARLSON] and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the name of the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] is included as a
sponsor of the amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I Wish to
speak briefly concerning the bill. I feel
that there shOUld be some reform in our
laws concerning the recording of elec
tion spending.

During the time this bill was under
consideration by the Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections, it was not pos

.sible for me to give the time and atten-
tion to it that I would have liked, as I
had to be absent from Capitol Hill. The
members of the committee were very gra
cious in delaying action on this measure
until I could attend.

RealiZing that whatever might be en
acted in this Congress shOUld be done in
this calendar year. I did not offer any
amendments in committee. I felt that the
recommendations of the President were
entitled to be considered by the Senate.

Further, I was of the opinion that any
matter such as this, involving the cam
paign of every Senator and every candi
date for the Senate was something that
would not be ultimately decided by the
committee. but would be decided by the
Senate as a whole, because every Senator
is interested in the law pertaining to the
financing of his campaign and to reports
which should be filed.

I make that statement for the reason
that I do not want my vote cast in the
committee to report the bill for con
Sideration as being construed that I do
not favor certain amendments or that
I necessarily favor the bill. My vote in
the committee was in favor of having
the Senate consider the bill, nothing
more. I mayor may not vote for the bill.
It depends on what it is like when we get
through with it.

I believe that amendments offered by
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Wn.
LIAMS] have great validity, and I expect
to support them.

I do wish to call to the attention of the
Senate another important matter, as I
see it. upon which I expect to offer an
amendment. I refer to section 608, on
page 5 of the b1ll. This section says:

(a) It shall be unlawful for any person.
directly or indirectly, to make a contribution
or contributions in an aggregate amount In
excess of $5,000

(1) during any calendar year, or
(2) in connection with any campaign for

nomination for election, or election,
to any political committee or candidate, to
two or more poUtlcal committees SUbstan
tially supporting the same candidate. or to
a candidate and one or more political com
mittees substantially supporting the candi
date:

Lines 7 to 12. which come under sub
head (2). would indicate that a person
could not contribute more than $5.000
to a candidate. or to any committee set
up by that candidate.

But line 6 would put an absolute ceil
ing upon what an individual person could
contribute for all candidates. all com
mittees, all purposes, to $5,000.

Mr. President, I do not bel1eve that is
wise. I do not believe that it will pro-
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mote disclosure. I do not believe it is
just.

I view a political campaign as an hon
orable thing. I believe that it represents
efforts of a group and individuals to ad
vance the cause of good government as
they see it. Therefore, I think the rais
ing of funds for a campaign, in many re
spects, is like raising the funds for the
community chest, for the Animal Rescue
League, to build a library. or to do any
other worthwhile thing. You need large
contributors, you need small contribu
tors; you need a lot of small contribu
tors to spread the responsibility, and we.
should encourage that. That is why I
favor a provision which would give a tax
beneflt up to a certain amount-say for a
$100 contribution.

However, there are people in this coun
try. who are interested in good govern
ment, who give generously, and do so
without any ulterior motive. They have
no Government contracts; they expect
no Government contracts. They ask no
special favors of the people to whom
they contribute but to carry out their idea
of what is good government. They may
contribute to a long list of candidates for
the House of Representatives, or a long
list of candidates for the Senate, as well
as to their candidate for President.

As I read this section 608, on page 5,
there would be an absolute limit of what
a person could give to all candidates for
all purposes, of $5,000.

What that will do, if this 1s enacted
into law, wm be to shut off the honorable
money, the untainted money. It will drive
the tainted money under ,the table.

, 1 realize a great speech can be made
condemning contributors.' But how are
you going to explaIn how people can get
elected without money? How are you go
ing to explain how people who do not
have great wealth can be elected to of
flee, unless somebody else contributes to
them?

Mr. President, it is time to cast aside
any temptation to 'hypocrisy. I say to
the Senate that a limit such as thls will
shut off honorable, untainted moneY,and
it will not shut off tainted, dishonorable
money, but will merely drive it 'under
the table. '

Therefore; ,I propose, at the proper
time, to offer an lJ,mendment to strike
out line 6 on page 5, and to renumber
the succeeding sections. '

Then we would have a limitation on
the amount that a person could ,giv~ to
a candidate, or to the candidate's <;om
mittee; but the limitatiOn would not ap
ply from the Atlantic to the Pacific. If
someone has a great love for his country
'and believes a certain course is best for
his country,' and has thll substance' to
suppOrt 20 candidates for Congress, is
it not in the public interest that he do
it? Or does the Senate favor a system
that will either limit running for. (>ffice
to those people who come from families
that can pay the entire bill, or a system
that invites hypocrisy arid drivlls the
contributions beneath the table?

I think that this section, as written,
defeats the very purpose of the bill. The
purpOse of the bill is disclosure., This
section, if enacted, will add to the amount
of contributions that are not disclosed.

In connection with this section, I call

attention to lines 20 to 23. on page 6,
subsection (f) :

(t) Nothing contained in this section shall
be deemed to prohibit any contribution to
a candidate by the spouse or a child. grand
child, parent, grandparent, brother. or sister
of the candidate.

So in one part of this section, we put
a ceiling on what a public spirited in
dividual can do, across the entire land,
but here we say that nothing shall pro
hibit any contribution from within the
family. If that is not a contradiction, I
do not know what you would call it.

That section might be improved by
changing the word "committee" on line
21, to the Words "a contribution," and
adding, on line 23. "provided the con
tlibution is not otherwise prohibited."

But as it stands, a member of the fam
ily can make any contribution. Mr. Pres
ident, that can be pretty high. It can be
a pretty good sized contribution.

I hope what I am about to say will not
be regarded as a discouragement to those
who are sponsoring the bill. I would like
to see this bill enacted soon; ,but I think
we should be realistic about it.

We are back in session on the first day
after a 10-day recess. It is true that this
bill has been made the pending business.
But every Senator knows that on the
day after a recess, a mountain ofthmgs
pile up in all avenues of his work,
whether it is returning telephone calls,
his staff needing to see him about various
things, Ii backlog of mail,or what not.

Since this is a piece, of legislation
which should have the attention of every
Senator, and since it is a piece of legis
lation where a committee cannot make
the decision for the entire Senate---.-be
cause it deals with amatter of immediate
concern to every Senator-I hope that we
can have ample discussion of this meas
ure today, and that the major votes upon
it will be made later.

I do not mean to suggest that no
amendment should be voted on today.
However, certainly if an opportunity.is
afforded to all Senators to participate
in this debate, it will result.in a better
vote. It will result in a bill that will have
the backing of the Senate When we go to
conference.

I hope that this can be done. For the
time being, I yield the floor.,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I would like tOllave the yeas and
nays on, the pending amendment, I do
not ,think there are enough Senators
present on the floor, to obtain the, yeas
and nays.' ,

., 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. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.

President. I ask unanimous consent that
the order for' thequoFlim call be
rescinded. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is s()ordered:

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President,I ask for the yeas and nays
on the pending amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr.' CANNON. Mr. President" the

amendment offered by the senior Sena
tor from Delaware would' prohibit po-

litical committees' or persons acting· in
behalf 'of political committees from
soliciting, directly or indirectly, con
tributions or assessments for the use of
the committee or other political purpose
from any officer or employee of the
United States.

Section 602 of title 18 already pro
hibits Congressmen and officers and em
ployees of the United States from solicit
ing or receiving, directly or indirectly,
any contributions or assessments for
such use from any other such officer or
employee.

The purpose of this section was to pro
hibit a coercion or a coercive attempt by
people such as the Senator from Dela
ware described a few moments ago.

Section 603 of title 18 prohibits the
solicitation of contributions in Federal
buildings.

There is, therefore, broad coverage
pertaining to incumbent Congressmen,
candidates, officers, and employees to
prohibit them from soliciting or receiv
ing contributions from other such per
sons. However, to apply the same pro
hibition to committees would be unfair,
and I submit that it would be most dif
ficult to enforce.

Committees, like other business enter
prises, solicit contributions or other sup
port from citizens on the basis of avail
able public listings. A canvass of citizens
in certain areas, Ukesouthern Maryland
or northern Virginia, would be certain to
reach large numbers of Federal em
ployees and officers.

The committee .would have no means
of ascertaining in advance which of the
citizens solicited were employed by the
United States. To ban all committees
from soliciting in this manner U.S. em
ployees' would be to prohibit such solici
tationsfromanyone under pain ofvio
lating unintentionallYJhe Federal law
andtherehy ,subjecting themselves to a
:fine of $5,000: ' , ' " '

I submit, ,Mr. President. that the
amendment is quite unreasonable, and
I hope it will be defeated.

Mr., WiLLIAMS of . DelaWare. Mr.
President, I believe' that the Senator
from' Nevada is. doing .a littleshadQw
boxing. I point out thatsection 602 has
been a part of the Corrupt Practices Act
for anumberof years, and the proposed
amendment would not change one iota
the, method .by which ,,' contributions
would or_would not be solicited. except
that the existing law says that whoever
is a Senator; a Represeritative, aDele
gate, a Resident ComIllissioner. or a can
didate, fo~' pongress, prany o!these na
tional .offic~s. shall not. soli~i~,Federal
civilian employees for political contribu-
tions. .' , ',' C' ;: : ' " ','" ' ..

Nothing in thellxisting law. however,
prohibits thehee.d' of an agimcyfrom
'taking alist of .his employees and tui-ri.
ing it over to Joe Doilkesorone of the
national or StatecolUIllittees ,and .hav
ing the' ,committees solici~ them on his
behalf. The proposed amendment ;would
merely add to the existing law to prevent
solicitations on our behalf. It,nowsays
that a Member .of Congress or a candi
date for Congress ,cannot make these
solicitations; under the amendment no
one could solicit on behalf of the candi
date or party.
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This would not mean that he could
not send out newsletters to his mailing
list for fear one of the individuals re
ceiving the letter happened to be work
ing for the Government.

I point out that for years this law has
been on the books. We, as Members of
Congress or as candidates for public of
fice, have been acting under this law.
None of us has ever had any difficulty as
far as that is concerned. I am speaking
of normal letters, not solicitations. We
cannot solicit campaign contributions
from any civil service employee.

Let us face it: We all know what we
are trying to correct and what this abuse
has been.

I should like to read an editorial that
appeared in the Washington star of May
24, 1964, which outlined this matter very
well. I read the editorial:
[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star,

May 24, 1964]
THE BIG BITE

Administrations may come and adminis
trations may go, but the big bite goes on
forever. The big bite, by pollte definition. is
an invitation to attend a dinner party In
honor of a Washington dignitary,' such as
tor the President ot the United States. For
the high priVilege, the guest is expected to
chip In at least $100 for the good ot the
party-Democratic Party, that is.

Well, that's all right. Anyone who wishes
to ante up that kind of money to break
bread with President Johnson at the Armory
next Tuesday Is entitled to do so. It is those
people who would just as soon Dot, but who
are going to anyway, or at least are going to
pay for It, whom we are concerned about.

These are the grade 11 and; upward Fed
eral career employes who receive Invitations,
pillS subtle a.nd not~so-su~tle hints that it
would .be good personnel strategy to cough
up the cash.

It is an evil practice Which has been going
on so long now It" almost has won the badge
of respectabll1ty through repetition and the
broad wink. Administration after adminis
tratIon has shut Its eyes to the implIcations
of coercion, blackmall and veIled threats
which are part of these "InvItations" to Fed
eral career employes. Each time It happens
someone says: What about the Hatch Act
and the Corrupt Practices Act?

The plain truth is that these laws, de
signed to protect the Federal worker against
polItical film-fiammery, are all but worth
less in such cases. In the first place, they
require a formal complaint by the offended
employe, who Is not about to risk his future
so rashly. Second, they require prosecution
by political appointees loath to bite the
feeding hand. .

Consequently., there is only one practical
solution for muzzl1ng the big bite. That is
for the President of· the United states and
the national committees of the polltlcal
parties to put a stop to the biting practice,
once and fOr all.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. I should like to ask the

Senator a few questions, to ascertain the
intent of his amendment.

Is it the intent of the Senator to cre
ate a situation where a pOlitical com
mittee, for instance, would be in viola
tion of law if they sent out a general
mailing asking for contributions or the
sale of dinner tickets, and some of those
letters were' received by Government
employees? . .'

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If that
list of names is general-we might say
the boxholder list or a general broad list,
with no thought as to what the position
of the person is-it would not be affected
any more than the Senator's letters or
my letters today are affected if we write
to an individual. We do not have to
search his pedigree or determine his fi
nancial status from Dun & Bradstreet.
But we would not be able to solicit direct
contributions, as it Is being done now,
where the boss of an agency may hold
a cocktail party and put a notice on the
bulletin board: "All who are going to
this dinner stop by." They claim there is
no coercion. But that is one way they
can see whether the persons puts his
$100 on the line.

We all know the abuse. We are not
that naive. And the employee knows the
difference from a voluntary contribution
and a shakedown.

A general boxholder letter may come
from the two national committees and
may come to a Republican or a Demo
crat. I received an invitation today to
attend one of the Democratic fundrais
ing dinners. I do not believe I shall be
able to make it. I am sure I received the
letter as a boxholder from a general list
of names in my hometown.

But such a' situation is not involved
with respect to the proposed amendment.
This refers to the solicitation from Joe
Doakes as an employee of the Govern
ment. The law already states that a
Member of Congress cannot solicit civil
service employees or Government em
ployees, for contributions. The proposed
amendment would add the words that
you could not have somebody do it on
your behalf. In other words, I would not
be permitted to turn the list of names
over to Sam Jones and say, "You make
the solicitation for me." Nor could the
head of an agency mention the contribu
tions to his employees and follow
through with a check on who attends.

There is no question but that there is
an abuse. Let us correct it.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator. I
should like to ask him one or two more
questions, so that the legislative intent
can be shown. Certainly, his objective is
worthy, and I support it.

Suppose a county pOlitical committee
mails a letter of solicitation to all those
In that particular county who are reg
istered or affiliated with that party, and
some of them happen to be Government
employees. If the letter goes to every
body, is it the Senator's intention to
make the mailing of such a letter an
offense?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I checked
into that question with the legislative
counsel, and I was advised that the exist-

'ing law does not make that an offense
and the prOpOsed amendment ",111 not
change it. But if in the solicitation it
can be established that someone gave
that county chairman or the man mak
ing that solicitation a list of Government
employees to be solicited, then they
would be involved. It is an offense when
it is the intent to solicit Joe Doakes be
cause he is an employee of the Govern
ment with the inference-"You got your

job from the administration; therefore,
there is a responsibility to contribute."

The proposed amendment is supposed
to stop that practice. Other than that,
the employee has the right of every
American citizen to contribute to the
party of his choice. He has a right to
contribute to the candidate of his choice
as long as it Is done freely and he is not
solicited or pressured on the basis of his
official capacity.

Mr. CURTIS. To bring the matter
rather close to Washington, because
there are more Government employees
here: In other words, the Senator is say
ing that either political party could
solicit all people living in Montgomery
County, Md., for political contributions.
and that committee would not be in vio
lation because a number of the people
happened to be Government employees.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. If they were solicited as part of
a broad county or city solicitation. for
example, if they solicited every box
holder in Washington in a general so
licitation it would not be a violation
under this amendment.

However,if it could be established
that in that solicitation the head of the
agency was later seeking, to get the
names of the man making the solicita
tion then they would be involved.

I shall read the present law again:
Whoever. being. a Senator or Representa

tive in. or Delegate or Resident Commissioner
to, or a candidate for Congress, or Individual
elected as, Senator, RepresentatIVe, Delegate,
or Resident Commissioner, or. an olflcer or
employee of the United States or any depart
ment or agency thereof, or a person receiving
any salary or compensation for services from
money, derived from the Treasury of the
United States, directly or indirectly sollcits,
receives, or Is In any manner concerned' in
soliciting or receiving, any assessment, sub
scription, or contribution for any poUtical
purpose whatever.

Mr. President, that is the law now as
it relates to every candidate for national
office. ,

All the amendment would do would be
to say that we cannot turn this list over
to some individual for solicitation on our
behalf.

Mr. CURTIS. Or any general party.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Or to a

general party.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield for one additional ques
tion to make the matter abundantly
clear?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. If the amendment of the

Senator is agreed to, is it the intention
of the Senator to make it unlawful for
one of. the political parties in Montgom
ery County, Md.• to solicit either orally,
in writing, or in any other way cam
paign contributions from all those peo
ple who affiliate with that party?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Not as
members of the party in general. But if
the head of the agency passes the word
down that thez:e is going to be a solicita
tion and that they are to come by so
that they can be checked on. that would
be unlaWful. They can contribute of their
own accord on a purely voluntary basis
as American citizens. They can support
the candidate or. the party of their
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choice, but their jobs should not be in
volved.

I shall read some of the letters I have
received.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question? .

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS. In other words, is it the

intent of the Senator that the govern
ment employee shall not be subject to
any solicitation to which his neighbors
are not subject even though they are not
government employees?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. ~e
Senator is correct; or in a manner In
which someone is going to check up to
see whether or not, he as an employee did
or did not contribute.

Mr. CURTIS. But if he is approached
in the same way as his neighbors who are
not government employees, the people
doing that solicitation would not be in
violation?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Not if
they were solicited as voting citizens of
the country and not solicited as Govern
ment employees.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Presi

dent, I shall read an excerpt from two
letters I have received:
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS,
Senator from Delaware, Senate Office Build

ing, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: On May 27 The

New York Times reported your resolution
call1ng on the Attorney General to investigate
charges that federal employees were being
soUcited for poUtical funds in violation of
the Hatch Act. The article implied but did
not state that the resolution was carried.

I am a federal employee, whose recent ap
pointment to a non-supervisory Grade 11 was
entirely non-pOUtical. Every employee (above
clerical) oi my oftice was soUcited to con
tribute for the impending Johnson affairs in
New York City. Amounts of the expected
"gift" were recommended. When I decUned
to give, my pay and my advancement were, it
was suggested, in danger.

I do not intend to make any charges under
the Hatch Act, and am not seeking any reUef
for myself or punishment of others. How
ever, I completely support your resolution,
and urge you to do everything within your
power to see that a meaningful inquiry is
made. The kind of sophisticated extortion
that can be involved in these violations is
hurnlUating to those who yield and to those
who don't, to say nothing of the ofticials who
condone it.

Sincerely,

Senator JOHN J. WILLIAMS:
I am a career employee with many years

of service. I have never been high-pressured
for the $100 fund raising like I have been this
year. This is the first time I know of that
employees were soUcited at work, right at
their desks. A Ust was maintained of givers
and nonglvers In the Commerce Department.
Lack of faith and integrity in the Civil Serv
ice System prohibits me from reveaUng my
name. Fellow employees know that promo
tions are denied to the nongivers.

Yours truly,

Mr. President, these are but two of
many letters which I have received.

In addition, the newspapers in Wash
ington have had numerous Federal em
ployees call to their attention the man
ner in which they are solicited.

I shall now read from an article

which appeared in the Washington Star
of June 25, 1965:

WORKEIl PRODDED ON $100 TICKET,
WIFE COMPLAINS

The wife of a top Civil Service grade em
ploye at the Office of Emergency Planning
called The Star this morning to complain
that her husband had been asked by his boss
to bUy a $100 ticket to tomorrow's Democra
tic dinner.

"He was told," the irate wife said, "that
the White House is displeased with the
number of tickets purchased so far" by OEP
employes.

The wife said she would not give her
name in order to protect her husband. "I
know they WOUldn't fire him," she stated,
"but they could easily abolish his job."

Early this afternoon, Emet F. Riordan,
OEP director of information, released a state
ment which said: "There Is no sollcltation
of any kind within the agency for ticket
buying."

This type of solicitation would surely
be covered under the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. CANNON. Is it not a fact that

solicitation is covered under section 602
at the present time and that it is specifi
cally written out in clear and unambig
uous language?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Perhaps
the Senator should join me in getting a
new Attorney General of the United
States because he claims that under
present law he can do nothing about it.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator did not
answer my question. Is it covered or not?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If they
would prosecute, but the Attorney Gen
eral says that he cannot prosecute under
the existing law. President Johnson, in
his message to Congress, said there was
a loophole in this law. He told the Sen
ator's committee there was a loophole.
I do not know why the committee did
not act on the suggestion.

The loophole is that while the Senator
and I cannot solicit any employee we can
have somebody solicit on our behalf.

This lady's boss, about whom she com
plained, was not a candidate for public
office and would not be covered under the
present interpretation of the law, but it
would be prohibited under this amend
ment.

Mr. CANNON. The statement concern
ing loopholes in no way related to section
602. It related to the fact that primaries
and conventions were not covered under
the law, nor were local political com
mittees. The Senator knows that it had
nothing to do with section 602.

The Senator has said that it would
depend on intent. Is the Senator now
saying if a committee unintentionally
solicits a Federal employee there would
be no violation of the law?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. For ex
ample, if a committee were to advertise
for campaign funds and take a full-page
ad in the Washington Post or the Wash
ington Star it cannot be determined who
is going to read the advertisement. How
ever, if they are solicited directly as em
ployees it would be in Violation. I think
the Senator knows what we are talking
about.

If the Senator does not think that this
proposal covers the matter. what Ian-

guage does the Senator have to stop the
practice? The Senator knows that the
abuse goes on. How would he stop it?

Mr. CANNON. I was going to ask the
Senator the following question: If the
Senator is referring to intentional solici
tation, why is he not willing to write that
into law leaving it quite clear in the law
that any type of solicitation would be a
violation?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Does the
Senator know of any instance where any
Senator, Representative, or candidate
for Congress ever had difficulty under
the existing law as now written? Does
the Senator know of one instance any
where where any man in any party had
difficulty under the law as it is now
written? I am making no change in that
part of the law. However, intention is a
factor.

Mr. CANNON. If the Senator means
violating the law, I have not been look
ing for instances where a man might
violate the law. Perhaps the Senator has
been working on it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Perhaps
we both should work on it.

Mr. CANNON. Would the Senator have
any objection to making intent a part of
his amendment?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Is the
Senator suggesting that as a part of the
general law?

Mr. CANNON. I am suggesting in con
nection with the amendment here. Would
the Senator have any objection to make
it clear it is an intentional and willful
violation?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I would
have no objectjon if it were made ap
plicable to intentional solicitation. That
is what we are talking about: knowingly
or intentional. I was told by those who
assisted in drafting the proposal that
this language would cover it, but I have
no objection to making it clear.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD three
articles from the Washington Evening
Star.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
[From the Washington Evening Star. May 26.

1964)
DEMOCRATS EXPECT To GROSS OVER $3 MILLION

THIS WEEK
(By Walter Pincus)

"It can be a real help to your company."
That was the closing line of a sales pitch

made last week bya solicitor for tonight's
$1,000 a-plate Democra.tlc Party President's
Club dinner to the Washington representa
tive of a national corporation.

The dinner at the International Inn and
the SUbsequent Salute-to-President Johnson
Gala· at D.C. Armory, combined with two
dinners and another gala at New York City'S
Madison Square Garden Thursday night,
should gross over $3 mUlion for party coffers.

Solicitors have been active in the past two
months se1l1ng everything from $1,000 mem
berships in the President's Ciub to the $5
balcony New YOrk gala tickets.

HOW TICKETS ARE SOLD
A party spokesman estimated that more

than 500 tickets, at $1,000 each, have already
been sold for tonight's dinner, while a crowd
of between 7,000 and 8,000 at $100 a ticket
is expected at the Armory.

The President's Club dinner in New York
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Thursday is expected to draw 1,000 persons at
$1,000 each-making it the first publlcly-re
ported $1 milllon dinner in campaign fund
raising history.

How are the $1,000 tickets sold in Wash
ington? Many of them go to old party con
tributors whose names regularly grace such
lists.

To get the hesitant new big money men,
one sales pitch last week included:

Assurance that the $1,000 membership in
the President's Club would put the donor's
name on a llst of those to be considered for
invitations to White House social functions.

An understanding that the donor's name
would be on a llst seen by the President.

A statement that a personal letter would
be sent the donor from Democratic Party
Finance Chairman Richard Maguire stat
ing that the gift was appreciated and the
Democratic National Committee was avall
able for assistance if such help was needed.

CONTROVERSIAL SOLICITATION

And finally, that the funds can originate
from any sources-so long as someone's name
Is attached to the $1,000 when it arrives at
the national committee.

The most controversial sollcltation at
tached to tonight's gala-that of Govern
ment employees. Both parties, when in power
have soUcited top civll servants by mall.
Democrats recall that at each Salute-to
Eisenhower dinner there was an announce
ment Ustlng the number of tickets sold in
each executive department.

Since 1962, the Democrats have made a
strong effort to get those Federal employes
who were appointed to their positions--so
called Schedule C jobs-to buy $100 tickets
each year to one major party function.

ABOUT 1,440 C POSITIONS

Currently, there are about 1,440 Schedule
C positions of which, according to a Civll
Service spokesman, about 80 per cent are
filled. Some 400 of the persons holding down
these jobs, however, are regular Civll Service
and not poUtical appointees.

However, the pressure on employes to buy
the $100 ducats is not limited to those under
Schedule C. Regular clvll service employes
in grades 11 and above in many agencies have
received malled "invitations" and follow-up
telephone calls and direct appeals from their
bosses to attend the affair.

Winking at the Federal laws that prohibit
solicitation of Federal employes in Federal
bulldlngs, the Democratic National Commit
tee has designated sales co-ordinators In each
executive agency. Quotas have been estab
lished normally based on the number of
Schedule C positions in a given department
combined with a 10 per cent Increase over
the past year's ticket purchases.

SOLICITATION EVIDENT

In 1962, the Democratic National Commit
tee filed its report with the Cierk of the
House listing contributions received chron
ologically. By cross-checking names it was
possible to see blocks of ticket-purchases as
they came in from various departments--a
clear indication that sollcltation was made
and contributions received within the de
partment.

For example, on January 18, 1962, seven
teen $100 contributions in a row were re
corded for top officials of the Defense De
partment. On January 12, of that year,
twenty-five $100 contributions in a row were
recorded for upper-level AgriCUlture Depart
ment oflicials.

One Agriculture Department employe who
contributed said he was sollclted by his di
vision chief who indicated a 10-tlcket quota
had been given him.

Since 1962, the Democrats have shumed
their contributors in reporting to the House
Clerk and It is no longer feasible to deter
mine how contributions are received at the
National Committee.

This year, the dinner promoters have taken
to marking the sollcitation cards distributed
to the executive departments with a number
so that when the contributions come in di
rectly to the committee they can easlly be
traced to the department of origin and
credited to that department's quota.

In justifying their approach to Schedule C
employes, one Democratic contributor said,
"They had no hesitancy in seeking polltical
support when they went to their jobs; they
shouldn't complain now when they have
to pay for that support."

In New York City, three events Thursday
night, all run by the city's President·s Club
are expected to raise almost $2 mIllion.
Headed by United Artists President Arthur
Krlm, the New York fund-raising group has
become highly active in national party af
fairs.

Complementing the $1,000 President's
Club dinner is a $100-a-plate affair for a new
group known as the senior club's Associates
Division. Promoted among younger New
York Democrats, this group has already held
a pep rally v.1th White House aid, Bill Moyers
as speaker.

Sollcitors have fanned out, making their
appeal particularly among young lawyers
who might some day want jobs in Washing
ton. In more than one case, a ticket pur
chaser was told his name would go on a list
that would be consulted when applicants
were being cleared for political jobs next
January.

Spiced with this type of sales appeal the
Associates dinner has steadily grown to
where some 1,300 are now expected to crowd
the ballroom of the Americana Hotel.

The Madison Square Garden re-run of to
night's gala is expected to draw 17,500 with
the bulk of the tickets purchased and dis
tributed to regUlar party organization
workers.

Not all the money raised in New York
goes to the national campaign effort. The
New York State Democratic organization Is
seeking some of the funds to help defray its
coming State campaign expenses and to
meet some of the debts that have been run
up over the past years. Though the National
Committee under President Kennedy re
portedly demanded and received $300,000 of
the first $400,000 cleared in 1962. plus half
the remainder. no such agreement on fund
division has yet been reached.

[From the Washington Evening Star,
June 25, 1965]

DEMOCRATIC DINNER ApPEARS A SELLOUT

(By Walter Pincus)
Tomorrow night's $100-a-plate Democratic

Congressional fund-raising dinner appears to
be a solid success-the promoters have
booked an overflow dinner crowd of 2,875 into
the Washington Hilton Hotel on top of
about 5,500 that are now expected at the
D.C. Armory.

The apparent sale of 3,000 or more tickets
came despite a reported falloff of purchases
by federal workers. A survey of government
workers indicates the sales effort toward
them was less intense this year and was
llmited primarily to home malllngs to llsts
of last year's donors.

"It was a llght touch. nothing like last
year," one aide to a Cabinet member said
yesterday. Another added that plans for an
in-house solicitation had been dropped three
weeks ago.

Though both President Johnson and Vice
President Hubert H. Humphrey are expected
to appear at both affairs. the real money
draw has been a nation-v.1de sollcitation of
small business, labor and corporate contribu
tors both directly from Washington and in
directly through individual representatives
and senators.

The fact that this is being bllled as Wash
ington's only Democratic party fund-raising

dinner this year has been impressed on the
representatives of the various lobbying orga
nizations and other interest groups in
Washington.

The bulk of the money raised, after ex
penses, wlll go to support Democratic candi
dates in the 1966 House and Senate races.

Success of this year's ticket sales assured
promoters of the dinner that net receipts will
surpass last year's dinner which yielded $400
000 to be divided by the Senate and House
Democratic Campaign ComInittees.

It also guaranteed that the Democrata
would be well on their way toward amassing
a record campaign-fund kitty to be disbursed
among House and Senate candidates next
year.

Though the soIlcitation effort Is being run
from Democratic National Committee head
quarters under the over-all direction guise,
~t's all being handled in the name of a special
ly formed group-the Democratic Congres
sional Dinner ComInittee.

Use of this organization wlll permit the
Democrats to take advantage of a campaign
fund law loophole and not report the names
of those who actually paid $100 or more for
tickets-contributlons that are normally re
quired to he disclosed under federal law.
PoUtical committees, such as the dinner unit,
that receive and spend their money within
the District are exempt from reporting.

Chairman of the Congressional Dinner
Committee is Neil Curry, California trucking
executive and long-time party fund-raiser.
Curry last year acted as treasurer of the
$1,OOO-a-Member President's Club. He also
has played a key role in encouraging trucking
firm owners and operators around the coun
try to contribute to the party and its
candidates.

The purchase of 16 fulLpage advertise
ments by truckers in last year's Democratic
Convention program at $15,000 a page was
reportedly promoted primarily by Curry.

Despite the lack of hard-sell techniques on
government employes, there will be a round
of federal agency cocktail parties before the
dinner. However, they apparently wllI be
fewer in number and smaller in size than
those which preceded last year's Democratic
gala.

There also, reportedly, has been less in
house calling to ask if employes were plan
ning to attend their bosses' parties.

Health, Education and Welfare employes
will gather at the Skyline Inn tomorrow
night. At the Presidential Arms, between
1,000 and 1.500 government workers from five
agencies, inclUding the Commerce Depart
ment, are expected.

Some Post omce Department employes and
ofliclals, along with a number of Congress
men, are to attend a pre-dinner gathering
sponsored by the National Association of
Postmasters of the U.S., a private organiza
tion that has purchased tickets and distrib
uted some to its guests.

D.C. Transit buses wlll carry the govern
ment employes from their cocktail parties to
the armory. Though, for the most part. top
agency oflicials pay for pre-dinner parties
out of their own pockets, the Democratic
National Committee has arranged for the bus
transportation. But party officials last night
could not say who would pay for the buses.

The Democrats apparently have not spared
expense to make the dinner a success. One
estimate put the cost of each meal-inclUd
ing service-at from $12 to $15 a plate.

The Mayfiower Hotel, which is catering the
armory affair. refused yesterday to give any
information on the dinner-from the number
expected to be served to the name of the main
course.

Decorations for the armory, which were
described by someone involved in their prep
aration as "the biggest the Democrats ever
had for a dinner," are expected to cost about
$20,000.

Democratic party finances are a closely
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guarded operation. According to records filed
with the Clerk of the House, some $900,000
has been contributed to the party in the first
five months of 1965. All but $75,000 of that
amount came from $l,OOo-and-up contribu
tors.

The Republican party, on the other hand,
reported that during the same period it col
lected almost $800,000 of which over 75 per
cent came from contributors of less than
$100.

To stimulate small contributors, the Demo
crats have begun a contest aimed at $10
givers. Though it is not expected to draw
much in the way of money, it w11l create the
impression that the party is seeking to en.
courage the small donor.

[From the Washington Evening Star, June 18,
1964)

THE FEDERAL SPOTLIGHT: CIVIL SERVICE To
PROBE CHARGES ON $100 TICKETS TO PARTY
DINNER

(By Joseph Young)
The Civil Service Commission will investi

gate charges that Government career em
ployes were pressured into buying $100
tickets for the recent Democratic gala honor
Ing President Johnson.

It wIll be the first esc investigation in his
tory involving charges of this sort.

Such charges have cropped up in previous
administrations, although the intensity of
the pressure on Federal employees has seldom
if ever equaled that of the past few years.

The esc preViously has sald it would in
vestigate if it got any specific complaints, but
none were forthcoming. Employes were too
afraid of losing their jobs by making such
formal charges.

Now, however, Representative Nelsen, Re
pUblican of Minnesota, is turning over to the
esc specific cases .in which he charges that
employes of the Rural Electrification Admin
istration were asked to bUy tickets to the
democratic affair and that the sales were,
made on Government property, both viola~

tions of the law.
In reply, the esc wrote Mr. Nelsen:
"Consonant with the commission's respon

siblllties under the Hatch Act, and Within its
jurisdiction over Federal employes in the
competitive civil service, the commission wel
comes your co-operation. If you wUl furnish
the commission with the information in your
possession with ap'propriate identification of
the persons and employing agencies, a thor
ough investigation w1ll be made and you will
be informed of the results."

Mr. Nelsen subsequently turned the infor
mation over to the CSC and the investigation
wlll get under way.

Mr. Nelsen hopes that this wUl encourage
other Federal employes who feel they were
pressured to contact the esc's legal division
and furnish the necessary information. The
Investigation could then broaden into a Gov
ernment-wide inquiry of such practices.

PerEOns found guilty of coercion in connec
tion with polltlcal fund-raising events could
be ordered fired by the CSC, providing they
are career employes. If the offending person
is not under civil service, then the CSC would
turn the case over to the agency with its rec
ommendations for their dismissal.

Collecting funds on Government property
for poUtlcal events is a violation of the Cor
rupt Practices Act and SUbject to criminal
penalties. Any information turned up in such
cases would be turned over by the CSC to the
Justice Department.

Recently, there was a report that President
Johnson, after reading that General Services
Administration employes complained of be
ing pressured to buy tickets for his gala,
wrote to GSA ordering that such tactics be
stopped. GSA, however, denies that it ever
received such a letter from Mr. Johnson.

CHILD'S CANDOR
One of the House members who last week

voted against the Government pay raise biII,

which includes a $7,500 congressional pay
raise, had lunch the next day at the Capitol
with his little boy.

spotting one of his father's colleagues, the
kid shouted out: "Daddy voted against the
pay bill, but he's sure glad it passed."

HEAT DIS::ldISSALS
Government employes who work in non

air-conditioned bUildings really have to swel
ter before they can be released because of
the heat.

Under the Government's 110t weather dis
missal regulations, the temperature and hu
midity have to hit the following combina
tions before employes can be released: 100
and 38, 99 and 42, 98 and 45, 97 and 49, 96
and 52 and 95 and 55.

USIA
Joseph C. Wheeler has been named Dep

uty Assistant Director for Administration
for the United States Information Agency.
lVlr. Wheeler, a former finance and bUdget
director for Agriculture Department. spent
the past two years as Deputy Publlc Affairs
Officer and Attache in Belgrade, YugoslaVia.
Previously he served as executive officer for
USIA in Rome.

RETIRED EMPLOYES
Clarence Tarr of Springfield, 111., is the new

president of the National Association of Re
lared Civil Employes. Mr. Tarr will come here
to assume his new duties. Two Washingto
nians were elected among the officers-
Martha Townsend, national secretary; and
Harold Lingenfelter, treasurer.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I wish to read an excerpt from
the article:

Since 1962, the Democrats have made a
strong effort to get those Federal employes
who were appointed to their positions-so
called Schedule C jobs-to buy $100 tickets
each year to one major party function.

currently, there are about 1,440 SchedUle
C positions of which, according to a Civil
Service spokesman, about 80 per cent are
filled. Some 400 of the persons holding down
these jobs, however, are regUlar Civil Service
and not political appointees.

However, the pressure on employes to bUy
the $100 ducats Is not Ilmited to those under
Schedule C. Regular civlI service employes
in grade 11 and above in many agencies have
received mailed "invitations" and follow-up
telephone calls and direct appeals from their
bosses to attend the affair.

Winking at the Federal laws that prohibit
soIlcltation of Federal employes in Federal
buildings, the Democratic National Commit
tee has designated sales co-ordinators in each
executive agency. Quotas have been estab
Ilshed normally based on the number of
Schedule C positions in a given department
combined with a 10 per cent Increase over
the past year's ticket purchases.

Mr. President, these solicitations have
gone on under preceding administrations
as well as under the present administra
tion, but that does not make it right. It
is wrong.

This has been going on for years. The
question is, do we want to stop it?

So far as I am concerned, I see no
reason in the world why this should not
be prohibited. Certainly if these s.ame
employees as private citizens, living in
Washington, Maryland, Nevada, or else
where, who receive letters from a general
mailing list, see fit to contribute to the
party of their choice that is their privi
lege.

George Wallace or Martin Luther King
who we are told are going to run for
President, would not have access to the
names of these employees, but if the
name of a Government employee should

be included· on their lists, certainly we
could not make that a Federal crime; but
solicitation· with the intent to take ad
vantage of or to use coercion on Govern
ment employees, in my book, must stoP.

Perhaps the Senator thinks that the
language could be changed and still
achieve the same objective. I am not
wedded to the language. I am wedded to
the principle that we should make sure
that we put a stop to the solicitation
of these employees by either political
party. We as officeholders or as candi~

dates for public office, are prohibited
from doing it ourselves, and we must
make sure that no one can do it on our
behalf.

That is the loophole in the law.
Mr. CANNON. From what the Senator

says, I believe we are not far apart in
our thinking. The Senator indicates that
this should apply only to deliberate ac
tion, action where the list is made avail
able and those people are circularized
alone. Therefore, in view of the Senator's
explanation as to what he would intend
by ,this action, I should like to ask
Whether he would agree to inserting the
words "intentionally and willfully," after
the word "party" on line 8. If he would, I
think I could accept the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That
may not be the exact place I will suggest
the absence of a quorum so that we can
work this out. I understand that the At
torney General would have to prove that
this was done with intent, as was done
in the case I cited. That is what I am
trying to correct. Mr. President, for that
purpose; I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll. .

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call theroll.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaw~re. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the. quorum call be re
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is s6 ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous <:<>nsent to
modify my amendment on page 1, line
8,. after thl:! word "indirect," to insert
the words "intentionally or willfully."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection .to the request of the Senator
from Delaware? The Chair hears none,
and the amendment is modified accord
ingly.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, ,this carries out the intent of
the amendment. It would achieve the ob
jective I am seeking; namely, that these
employees must not be solicited in any
manner, either directly or indirectly, by
a candidate for public office or by any
one doing so on his behalf. This amend
ment will give adequate protection. With
that understanding, I am ready to vote
on the amendment, as modified, but I
would want the Senate to have a roll
call vote so that when it goes to the
House they will know that we mean busi
ness and that we intend that the amend
ment be held.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment,
as modified, of the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS].
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ridiculoUS, and would defeat any con
viction, unless the offense were done with
malice and on a vast scale.

I wish we could reCQnsider the matter
now, and seek to provide a reasonable
penalty.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I move to reconsider the vote
by which the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PEARSON. I. move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that it
be stated. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS]
proposes an amendment as follows:

On page 5. nne 6. strike out "(1) n, the
comma', and the word "or"; arid on nne 7,
strike out "(2) ".

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen~
ate will be in order.

The Senator from Nebraska is recog
nized on his amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I can ex
plain briefly what this amendment would
do, and I strongly believe it will be ac
cepted.

As this section is now written it would
limit a donor to an aggregate 'of $5.000
for all candidates in the United States.
That was not intended, I do not believe.

The amendment I have offered would
llmit a s1D.gle donor-a person-to con
tributing not to exceed $5,000 in anyone
year to anyone candidate, or a commit
tee for that candidate. That is I think
as it should be. "

Without my amendment, a donor
could not contribute to a list of candi
dates in several States, if the aggregate
amount is more than $5,000,

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, person

ally I do not believe that a donor is lim
ited by the present language to a total
contribution of $5,000 to several indi
vidual candidates. There is a difference
in judgment between the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska and myself on
that point.

However, there is no such intent, and
the language that the Senator has pro
posed makes that absolutely clear. In
asmuch as that was not the intent of
the committee, and it is not the intent
of the language that is in the blll at the
present time, and since the Senator and
I are completel¥An accord on our objec
tives, I am willing to accept his modi
fied language.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the distin
guished Senator, and I ask for a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Nebraska.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I now re

quest the attention of the chairman of
the committee concerning certain lan
guage in the bill. It may be that we can
establish what it desired here by collo-
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NOT VOTING-33
Anderson Hatfield Murphy
Bible Jackson Muskle
Brewster Javits Pastore
Church Jordan, N.C. Pell
Cotton Kennedy, N.Y. Percy
Dodd Lausche Randolph
Dominick Long, La. Russell
Eastland Magnuson Symington
Gore . Mansfield Tydings
Hart Montoya WilHams N J
Hartke Moss Young, N.Dak.

. So the amendment of Mr. WILLIAMS of
Delaware, as modified (No. 284) offered
for himself and Mr. CARLSON, wa~ agreed
to.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
rise to speak in explanation of my nega
tive vote on this amendment.

I have voted "no," not because of the
principle involved in the amendment, but
because of this absurb penalty.

Under this amendment-and I agree
with the intent, to prohibit political
solicitation of Federal employees--the
penalty, next year, of a $5,000 fine or im
prisonment of not more than 3 years
or both, for soliciting some Federal em~
ployee to buy a ticket to a political event,
is a stiffer penalty than that being im
posed in America today for people burn
ing down our cities.

I think for a great legislative body like
this to invoke such a terrible penalty as
going to the penitentiary for asking
somebody to contribute to a campaign is
utterly ridiculous, to the point of
asininity. Though I want to see a pro
vision In the law prohibiting the solicita
tion of money from Federal employees
for Federal candidates, I will not vote for
such a penalty.

I hope that sometime before the con
sideration of this bill is over, we can re
place this penalty with some reasonable
penalty and come down to some rule of
reason. I think the majority of the Mem
bers of this body are lawyers. I say that
we will never see anyone convicted with
this kind of penalty until doomsday, even
if he were indicted.

Whom they indict in Federal courts
depends in large measure upon whom the
Attorney General of the United States
tells them to indict. It is not like a State
court in my State, where the district at
torneys are elected by the people, and the
grand jury and the State district at
torney of each county decide who will be
indicted. But in the Federal Government
the district attorneys take orders fro~
the Attorney General, and they seek to
indict, generally, the people who are
ordered to have indicted. I doubt whether
the Attorney General would order any
one indicted under the extreme pro
visions of this section, with its excessively
harsh penalties.

This penalty, makes Congress look

Dirksen
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fang
Fulbright
Griffin

AIken
Allott
Baker
Bartlett
Bayh
Bennett
Boggs

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered. and the clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
BIBLE]. the Senator from ME-ryland [Mr.
BREWSTER]. the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. HART], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HARTKE]. ,the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr, MONTOYA]. the Senator
from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE], the Senator
from Rhode Islan(j [Mr. PASTORE], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMING
TON], and. the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. TYDINGsl are absent on official busi
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Sena
tor from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the Sen
ator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND],
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE],
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
JACKSON], the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. JORDAN], the Senator from New
York [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], the Sena
tor from Utah [Mr,: Moss]. the Senator
from Rhode Island eMr. PELL], the Sen
ator from Wes~Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH],
the senator from, Georgia [Mr. Rus
SELL], and the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. WILLIAMS] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. DODD], the Senator from North Car
ollna [Mr. JORDAN], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr.RANDoLPHl, the Sen
ator from New Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS],
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BREW
STER], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CHURCH], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
BmLE], the senator from New York [Mr.
KENNEDY], the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. MAGNUSON]. and the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] would
each vote "yea."

Mr.. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. COT
TON], the Senator from Colorado [Mr
DOMINICK], the Senator from Orego~
[Mr. HATFIELD], the Senator from New
York [Mr. JAVITS], the Senator from Cal
ifornia [Mr. MURPHY], the Senator from
nlinois [Mr. PERCY], and the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG] are
necessarily absent.
, If present and voting, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. COTTON], the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DOMINICK],
the senator from Oregon [Mr. HAT
FIELD], the Senator from New York [Mr.
JAVITSJ. the Senator from California
[Mr. MURPHY]. and the Senator from
nlinois [Mr. PERCY] would each vote
"yea."

The result was announced-yeas 62,
nays 5. as follows:

[No. 242 Leg.]
YEA&-62

Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Carlson
Case
Cooper
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quy; it may be that someone will have
some additional language to offer.

I refer to the definition of a candidate,
found on page 2, lines 8 to 18. That
language says:

(b) The term "candidate" means an In
diVidual Who seeks nomination for election,
or election, to Federal office, whether or not
such Individual Is elected. For purposes of
this paragraph, an Individual shall be
deemed to seek nomination for election, or
election, If he (1) has taken the action
necessary under the law of a State to qualify
himself for nomination for election, or
election, to Federal office--

That part is all right. As soon as he
has taken action that has made him a
candidate, he is a candidate. But it is
the next language that I refer to--
or (2) has received contributions or made
expenditures, or has given his consent for
any other person to receive contributions
or make expenditures, with a view to bring
Ing about his nomination for election, or
election, to such office--

Here is the problem. If an individual
is a candidate, he is required to make
certain periodic repOrts. If a Senator has
two, three, four, five, or even five and
one-half years of his term yet to run and
that Senator makes expenditures to go
home and-as it is commonly called
mend his fences or do the things that he
must do in order to keep in touch with
his people, the expenses that he has
made will help him if he is a candidate
two, three, four, or five years from now.

On the other hand, if the man does not
know whether he will be a candidate are
we going to subject him to making're
ports as a candidate because he spends
money to keep in touch with his people
throughout his term?

Is it the intent of the language I have
just read from page 2, lines 14 through
18, of the bill, to make any such require
ment, or is it the intent to cover that
reasonably short period before the filing,
or whatever procedw'e must be followed
in an individual State, when the in
dividual actually begins to campaign?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, there
certainly is no intent to cover the period
of time when an officeholder is serving
his constituents and making expendi
tures to mend fences and find out what
they are thinking or just to visit with
them. Certainly, that is not the inten
tion. However, there is a period of time
provided in most states to cover the pe
riod within which filings can be made.

The reason for referring to the neces
sary action in subparagraph (1) is be
cause the necessary action is taken when
a man files his nomination petition or
follows Whatever procedure is required in
an individual State. That man has then
taken the necessary action to become a
candidate.

Subparagraph (2) relates to this same
period of time substantially. However, a
candidate may not have actually filed
his nomination papers, but may have re
ceived contributions and made expendi
tures. There is certainly no intent here
to cover a greater period of time in the
case of a person who is already elected
than the period of time required of a per
son seeking election.

Mr. CURTIS. I can understand why a
certain period before filing might well

be covered. For instance, an individual
might be a candidate in 1968, and if he
has an August primary, he does not have
to file until July.

I can well understand that we should
include his expenditures in the months
just prior to July, and that is the period
of time the Senator intends to cover.

Mr. CANNON. That is the intention. As
a matter of fact, the first filing period
then would be, as I recall, March 10. The
next period would be July 10, as I recall
the provisions of the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. Is it the intention of the
Senator definitely not to include the rou
tine expenditures made while keeping in
touch with one's constitutents in the year
prior to his effort to be renominated and
reelected?

Mr. CANNON. The Senator is correct.
It is no"; the intent that that type of ex
penditure or contribution, if one is in
volved, be included in the provisions of
the bill.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. CANNON. I yield.
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I realize

that State laws are different on this
matter and vary in many respects. In
the State of Colorado it is not necessary
to file at all.

Colorado has a combination conven
tion-primary system, and any member
of either party who receives 20 percent
of the vote at the State Assembly, as it
is called, then goes on the primary ticket.

As I understand the answer of the
Senator with respect to subparagraph
<b) (1), the action necessary under the
State law would really not take place in
Colorado until after the candidate had
been nominated by the convention and
filed his acceptance. Some people receive
a little more than 20 percent. However,
thinking that their chances are not too
good, they do not file their acceptance.

In the State of Colorado-and there
are other States in which similar situa
tions exist-the action under the State
law, I would presume, would not be had
until the candidate has filed his accept
ance, which he has to do, I believe,
within 5 days after his nomination by
the State assembly.

Mr. CANNON. I believe the Senator is
correct. That would be the final action
required by State law. However, let us
assume that he had not filed,· but had
actually sought the nomination at the
convention and been nominated. Itwould
appear that if a candidate had received
contributions and made expenditures at
that time, he would then be required to
make a report, subject to these report
ing dates.

The reporting dates are contained on
page 15 of the bill. That part of the bill
reads:

Such reports shall be filed on the 10th
day of March, June, and September, in each
year, and on the fifteenth and fifth days next
preceding the date on Which an eJection Is
held, and also by the 31st day of January.

Consistent with those reporting dates,
if a person has actually sought a nom
ination and received contributions and
made expenditures in connection there
with, he would be required to report un-

del' thi& provision of the bill even though
he had not actually filed his acceptance
of the nomination.

Mr. ALLOTI'. The distinguished Sena
tor from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS] raised
a question. It is difficult for an incumbent
to determine under this section when he
would actually be consIdered a candi
date.

For the information of the Senator.
the assembly in Colorado meets in July.
I do not know whether, section 204 of
the pending b111 would operate, unless a
man said he is a candidate. SuppOse a
man is just stepping up the mending of
his political fences during that year and
does not say that he is a candidate until
perhaps a week before the State as
sembly? When is he actually a candi
date?

The reason I ask these questions is that
I do not believe any Senators want to
run afoul of this law later on. Yet, in
one sense or another, whether a man has
filed for election, or followed whatever
other procedure is required, we must
somewhere pIn this down so that we can
determine when he actually becomes
liable for filing.

Mr. CANNON. Subsection (b) reads:
(b) The term "candidate" means an In

dividual who seeks noinlnatlon for election,
or election, .to Federal office, whether or
not such Individual Is eJected. For purposes
of this paragraph, an individual shall be
deemed to seek nomination for election, or
election, if he (1) hllS taken the actio:: neces
sary under the law of a State to qualify
himself for nomination fOr election, or elec
tion, to Federal office or (2) has received
contributions or made expenditures. or has
given ~Isconsent for any other person to
receive contributions or make expenditures,
with a View to bringing about his nomina
tion for election, or election, to such office.

Mr. ALLOTI'. If the Senator will bear
with me, I should like to pin this matter
down a little closer.

For example, ·In Colorado, the assem
bly is held in July, and I believe thIs can
be applicable where a man has to file,
also. If he did not actually make an an
nouncement until-let us take the ex
treme case-the night before or a week
before the assembly, the question then
arises, for an incumbent, whether he was
out taking care of his constituents and
explaining political issues to them or
whether he was a candidate running for
office.

I believe we have something here that
might cause us trouble. I assume, from
what the Senator has said, that in the
situation of Colorado, where the assem
bly is held ordinarily in July and the
primary in September, having gone
through the assembly and signed the ac
ceptance, which he is required to file
with the secretary of state, then cer
tainlyhe would qualify under subpara
graph 1.

Mr. CANNON. He certainly would.
Mr. ALLOTI'. Considering what the

Senator has said, I.assume that unless
the man had made a public pronounce
ment prior to that time, that he was a
candidate, he would not be responsible
under the reporting provisions of section
204 until he had made some such an
nouncement or saiG in a specific way that
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he was looking for votes or looking for
support for his candidacy for the elec
tion.

Mr. CANNON. Or unless he had been
out soliciting contributions for the pur
pose of getting elected.

Mr. ALLOTT. Suppose he had not
solicited contributions, but contributions
had been given?

Mr. CANNON. I would say it would
be the same thing. If the candidate ac
cepted contributions for that purpose,
whether he solicited them or· not would
seem to me to be immaterial. If he ac
cepted a contribution for the purpose of
helping his reelection, certainly he would
be covered. That situation would be
covered under this provision of the law.

Mr. ALLOTT. Then, is the distin
guished Senator reversing the situation
that existed in his discussion with the
distinguished Senator from Nebraska, as
to whether or not the man is getting as
sistance?

For example, let us say that an incum
bent goes to his own State and he speaks
for an organization. It does not matter
what the organization is-it might be the
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers or
the chamber of commerce or anything
else-and is compensated for that trip;
and while he is there, he also speaks at
other places and talks with other people
in a general vein,' without any respect
to announcing his candidacy. Would this
constitute a contribution? I believe we
are in a 'very sensitive area here which
must be pinned down in some way.

Mr. CANNON. Certainly, in the situa
tion just described, the officeholder is
carrying out the duties of his office; and
so long as his principal duty is exactly
what he is doing, I would think that
there would be no question about it.

I discussed with the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska the situation of a
man who might not have accepted his
nomination, but that it would be at or
about the same time. Certainly it is clear
if he has accepted it, or if he makes a
public announcement and says, "I am go
ing to be a candidate," fine. In the situa
tion I mentioned a moment ago, if he so
licits funds for the purpose of his reelec
tion, that would be a clear case. But I be
lieve that short of that, where there has
been no solicitation of funds or no ex
penditure of money, it is not involved,
anyway, because that is all you must re
port.

Mr. CURTIS. If the Senator will yield,
I believe that I was in error with respect
to the page. The term "candidate" is de
fined in the same terms at the bottom of
page 8 and the top of page 9 in direct ref
erence to the disclosure of Federal cam
paign funds. So the colloquy we had is
pertinent. It should also be called to at
tention that what was said should apply
to the definition of "candidate" as found
on pages 8 and 9 as well as earlier in the
bill.

Mr. CANNON. Yes.
Mr. ALLOTT. Yes. That is under title

2, the disclosure of Federal campaign
funds.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator made
reference to receiving an honorarium.
This is covered on page 3 of the bill.

Mr. ALLOTT. I did not ask about

honorariums, but I did mention spe
cifically expenses of SUCh.

Mr. CANNON. It reads:
The term "contribution" means a gift, sub

scription, loan, advance. or deposit of money
for anything of value, made for the purpose
of Influencing the nomination for election,
or election, of any person to Federal office or
as presidential and vice presidential electors.
or for the purpose of Influencing the result of
a prlmary-

It continues:
and includes a contract, promise, or agree
ment. whether or not legally enforceable, to
make a contribution, and also Includes a
transfer of funds between polltlcal com
mittees;

Then it goes on to describe the term
"expenditure" in the same context.

Mr. ALLOTT. I still do not believe that
we have really pinned this matter down,
and perhaps I can talk with counsel and
we can figure some way of pinning it
down further.

In looking over the report and the in
formation which the chairman of the
committee has issued, I find that with
respect to contributions, it says that it
inclUdes everything of value.

At the top of page 3 :
The term "contribution" means a gift, SUb

scription, loan, advance, or deposit of money
or anything of value, made for the purpose
of Infiuenclng the nomination for election,
or election, of any person to Federal office,
or for the purpose of Infiuencing the result--

And so forth. Then down to line 11:
and Includes a contract, promise, or agree
ment, express or Implled, whether or not
legally enforceable, to make a contribution,
and also Includes a transfer of funds between
poUtlcal committees;

In subparagraph (f), it says:
The term "expenditure" includes a pur

chase, payment, distribution, loan, advance.
deposit, or gift of money or anything of
value, made for the purpose of Infiuenclng
the nomination for election, or election, of
any person to Federal office-

Perhaps I am nit-picking, but I be
lieve I am aiming at something which is
very vital in this matter.

Suppose a Senator-it could be the
Senator from Nevada, the Senator from
Colorado, the Senator from Florida, or
a Senator from any other State-goes
to his own State, and in the period of a
year, we will say, before his reelection
or proposed reelection, one of his friends
picks him up at the airport and drives
him a hundred miles to a dinner; and at
the dinner he is the guest speaker, and
he does not pay for his dinner. At least,
it Is very rare that they do pay upon such
occasions. Does the proposed legislation
mean that every such service must be
evaluated and reported?

Mr. CANNON. In the first place, the
service such as that described would not
come within the purview of the bill be
cause of the amount involved.

Mr. ALLOTT. Because it is under $100?
Mr. CANNON. The Senator is cor

rect. Second, it would be a question as
to whether it was for the purpose of in
fluencing the nomination for election or
the election. If it were over $100 and for
that purpose, the Senator would have
to decide the reasoh for his particular
trip since he is the man who will have

to report. He would have to decide under
the circumstances whether the contribu
tion was for the purpose of influencing
the nomination for election or election
to Federal office.

Mr. ALLOTT. I am sure the Senator
understands what I am talking about.
The matter really comes down to the in
tention and the purpose at the time. If
the person says, "At this time I went
down to talk about this reclamation
project and I went up to talk about the
mining in the northern part of my State,
and that is all I was doing," the only
thing one can look at is the intention of
the person himself.

Mr. CANNON. I think the Senator is
correct in stating that~.!iependson the
intention of the person himself, plus the
surrounding circumstances. Certainly, if
the Senator says, "It was not my inten
tion to be running for election at that
time," and the opponent says that it
was, it is going to be a campaign issue
because he did not make a report; but
that is one of the facts we have to live
with.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. I
am' going to determine whether we can
pin this down and tighten it so we would
not run into controversies and conflicts
in a campaign where someone s'ays that
he was campaigning for office and the
other party says that he was not.

Mr. CANNON. I am sure the Senator
is familiar with the attempt to tie down
loopholes in the Internal Revenue Code.
They are not all tied down and I do not
know if we will be able to in this bill at
this time.

Mr. ALLOTT.I thank the Senator.
(At this point, Mr. SPONG assumed the

chair.)
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?
Mr. CANNON. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. I note on page 5 of

the printed bill, in Section 608, "Limi
tations on Political Contributions and
Purchases," these words, and I shall
read only the words that apply to the
question I am going to ask:

(a) It shal1 be unlawful for any person,
directly or Indirectly. to make a contribu
tion or contributions in an aggregate amount
In excess of $5,000-

Then, skipping to line 11: "to a
candidate."

Does that mean that the $5,000, the
amount stated there, is the maximum
limitation on the contribution any per
son as defined in this bill can make to
any candidate as defined in this bill
ei'ther in a primary or general election?

Mr. CANNON. The Senator is correct.
That is the limitation in the bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. I so understood it.
I now turn to page 24 of the bill under

which we find in section 212 "State Laws
Not Affected," these words:

(a) Nothing in this title shaH be deemed
to Invalldate or make inappllcable any pro
vision of any State law, except where com
pliance with such provision of law would re
sult In a violation of a provision of tIlls title.

I am disturbed a bit by this section.
The State statute of the State of Florida,
which I represent in part, in a similar
provision, fixes a limit of $1,000 for a
contribution in either a primary or a gen-
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eral election, whereas in this law it seems
that the limit of $5,000 is fixed as the
limit of contribution in any primary or
general election; that is, in a Federal
election for the House of Representa
tives, the Senate, the Presidency, and
Vice Presidency.

I am speaking now of contributions to
persons. What, in the opinion of the
Senator, is the situation where there is
that difference between State law and
Federal law? Does this section 212 mean
that in Federal elections this provision
would become the controlling provision,
and the $5,000 limitation would become
the legal limitation rather than the lesser
amount prescribed by State law?

Mr. CANNON. If the Senator will yield,
I think this provision as written would
permit the State to impose its own lesser
limitation. It would be only in the event
the State attempted to enlarge the limi
tation that this provision of the law
would apply. So if the State of Florida
has a limitation of $1,000 for a contribu
tion to a candidate for a primary election
that would be the limit in the State, and
the $1,000 in the general election. Of
course, that would be a total of $2,000
vis-a-vis a $5,000 total in the bill before
us.

I think this would not change or at
tempt to change the State law where the
State law has a more strict requirement.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
I would like to ask one more question in
order to point up the situation.

Do I understand the Senator by his
ruling or interpretation to state he does
not regard the $5,000 provision in the bill
as a provision that would be violated by
the imposition of a smaller limitation by
State law?

Mr. CANNON. That is my interpreta
tion.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
I think that makes the point very clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is
open to amendment.

Mr. ALLOTT. 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. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2S3

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I call up my amendment No. 283
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page. 7, after lIne 5, Insert the follow

Ing:
"SEC. 105. Section 610 of title 18 of the

United States Code Is amended to read as
follows:
" '§ 610. Contributions or expenditures by

national banks, corporations, or
labor organizations

.. '(a) It is unlawful for any national bank,
or any corporation organized by authority
of any law of Congress, to make a contribu
tion or expenditure In connection with any
election to any polItical office, or In connec
tion with any primary election or poUtical

convention or caucus held to select candi
dates for any political office.

"'(b) (1) It is unlawfuI-
"'(A) for any corporation or any labor

organization to make, directly or Indirectly,
any contribution or expenditure In connec
tion with any election, or to make, directly
or Indirectly, any contribution to any com
mittee, association, or organization (wheth
er or not a political committee) which makes
such contributions or expenditures; or

.. '(B) for any candidate, any political
committee, any other commlttee,assocla
tion, or organization, or any other person
to accept or receive any contribution pro
hibited by this section.

"'(2) For purposes of applying paragraph
(1), the source of the funds from which a
contribution or expenditure is made shall be
Immaterial, and such paragraph shall apply
to a contribution or expenditure made from
funds contributed for such purpose by the
shareholders of a corporation or the mem
bers of a labor organization, as the case may
be, as well as from any other funds of a
corporation or labor organization, from what
ever source derived, even though the share
holders of the corporation or the members
of the labor organization, as the case may
be, consent to such contribution or expen
diture.

"'(3) Paragraph (1) shall apply to a con
tribution or expenditure by a corporation
or a labor organization Without regard to
the amount of such contribution or ex
penditure.

"'(4) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to an
expenditure made-

"'(A) by a corporation In connection With
a pUblication or other communication in
tended primarily for the stockholders of such
corporation, or

"'(B) by a labor organization In connec
tion with a pUblication or other communica
tion Intended primarily for the members of
such labor organization.

" '(c) Every corporation or hibar organiza
tion which makes any contribution or ex
penditure In violation of this section shall
be fined not more than $5,000; and every
officer or director of any corporation, or officer
of any labor organization, who consents to
any contribution or expenditure by the cor
poration or labor organization, as the case
may be, and any person who accepts or 're
ceives any contribution, In violation of this
section, shall be fined not more than $1,000
or Imprisoned not more than one year, or
both; and If the violation was willful, shall
be fined not more than $10,000 or Imprisoned
not more than two years, or both.

" '(d) As used In this section, the term
"labor organization" means--

"'(1) any organization of any kind, or any
agency or employee representation commit
tee or plan, In which employees participate
and which exists for the purpose, In whole
or In part, of dealing With employers con
cerning grievances, labor disputes, wages,
rates of pay, hours of employment, or condi
tions of work; and

" •(2) any organization, association, or
council of labor organizations, described In
paragraph (1)""

On page 7, line 6, strike out "105" and
Insert "106".

On page 8, line 5, strilte out "106" and
Insert "107".

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, under existing law, section
610, title 18, of the United States Code,
was supposed to have prohibited political
contributions or expenditures in connec
tion with any general election, or any
primary election or political convention,
by national banks, corporations, or labor
organizations. We are advised, however,
that existing law is not being interpreted
in the manner in which Congress
intended.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
entire section. 610~ofthe existing Jaw
printed in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the section
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
SECTION 610. CONTRmUTIoNS OR EXPENDITURES

BY NATIONAL BANKS, CORPORATIONS OR LABOR
ORGANIZArIONs
It Is unlawful for any national bank, or

any. corporation organized by authority of
any law of Congress, to make a contribution
or expenditure In connection with any elec
tlonto any political office, or In connection
with any primary' election or political con
vention or caucus held to select candidates
for any political office, or for any corporation
Whatever, or any labor organization to make
a contribution or expenditure In connection
Wit\} any election at which Presidential and
Vice Presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative In,or a Delegate or Resident
Commissioner to Congress are to be voted
·for, or in connection With any primary elec
tion or political convention or caucus held
to select candidates for any of the foregoing
offices, or for any candidate, political com
mittee, or other person to accept or receive
any contribution. prohibited by this section.

Every corporation or labor organization
which makes any contribution or expendi
ture In violation of this section shall be fined
not more, than. $5,000; and every officer or
director of any corporation, or officer of any
labor organization, .who. consents to any
contribution or expenditure by the corpora
tion or labor organization, as the case may
be, and any person who accepts or receives
any contribution, In violation of this sec
tion, shall be fined not more than $1,000 or
imprisoned not more than one year, or both;
and If the ylolatlon was Willful, shall be
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned
not more than two years or both.

For the purposes of this section "labor
organization" means any organization of
any kind, or any agency or employee repre
sentationcommlttee or plan, In which em
ployees participate and which exist for the
purpose, In whole or in part, of dealing with
employers concerning grievances, labor dis
putes, wages, rates of pay, hours of employ
ment, or conditions of work. (June 25, 1948,
ch. 645, 62 Stat. 723; May 24, 1949, ch. 138,
§ 10, 63 Stat. 90; Oct. 31, 1951, ch. 655, § 20
(c), 65 Stat. 718.)

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
-. Reviser's Note.-Based on section 251 of
title 2, U.S.C., 1940 ed., The congress (Feb. 28,
1925, ch. 368, title III, § 313, 43 Stat. 1074).

The War Labor Disputes Act, June 25, 1943,
ch. 144, § 9, 57 stat. 167, amends this section
'by making It. temporarily applicable to labor
organizations; therefore the effective date of
this section will be postponed by a special
provision of the enacting bill until the ex
piration of the amendatory act. (See sections
1509 and 1510 of title 50, App. U.S.C., 1940
ed.)

Minor changes In phraseology were made.
SENATE REVISION AMENDMENT

Thespec1al effective date provision was
eliminated by Senate amendment, Inasmuch
as the act of June 23, 1947, ch. 120, § 304, 61
Stat. 159, which bljcame an additional source
of this section, madlj the provisions of section
9 of the War Labor Disputes Act (50 U.S.C.,
App. § 1509), which had temporarily amended
section 251 of Title 2 U.S.C., permanent legis
lation. This section was 'accordingly changed
by Senate amendment SO as to give effect to
such act of June 23, 1947, ch. 120, § 304, 61
Stat. 159. See Senate Report No. 1620, amend
ments Nos. 4 and 5, BOth Congo

AMENDMENTS
1951...,....Act oct. -31, 1951, amended second

paragraph by Inserting "and any person who
accepts or receives any contribution", and
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Federal Judge Rubey Hulen In sentencing

:Mr. Callanan described the case as a "more
grievous and aggravated violation of the
law" than any other racketeering case tried
before him.

Continuing Judge Hulen said, "The evi
dence of merciless use and betrayal of peo
ple who labor for their livelihood and were
members of unions supposed to be repre
sented by these defendants, Is shocking. Un
less I had heard the facts under oath I
would not have believed them."

The Judge further remarked that Callanan
"hasn't shown one bit of remorse. Indif
ference to the welfare of union workmen
Is glaring:"

On April 9, 1964, the Treasury Department
accepted an offer in compromise whereby
Mr. Callanan paid $17,000 in settlement of
his $40,219.84 tax debt plus a graduated per
centage of his income In excess of $7500 for
the years 1964 to 1974.

An Internal Revenue Service summary
noted that he was then earning $150 a. week
as a steamfitter and added a dolefUl note
that there are "no prospects of any material
Increase" In his income.

In the same month, April 1964, President
Johnson commuted the sentence of this
labor racketeer and thereby removed the
legal blocks which had restricted his union
actiVities..

The St. Louis Globe Democrat in its Octo
ber 2-3, 1965, Issue carried this interesting
comment:

"Before his commutation was granted ...,
Callanan faced legal blocks to resuming
union-related activity until JUly 1971.

"He recently surfaced on the political high
seas as the director of the lush 'voluntary'
political fund of Local 562, his salary re
ported in the $15,000420,000 range."

R.eports of campaign donations filed with
the Clerk of the House of Representatives
January 12, 1965, show that on November 2,
1964, John A. Lawler, Business Manager of
the Steamfitters Local 562, contributed
$25,000 to "Friends of L.B.J."

I quote Section 608 of Title 18 of the U.S.
Code, entitled "Limitations on political con
tributions and purchases:

"(a) Whoever, directly or indlrectiy, makes
contributions in an aggregate amount in
excess of $5,000 during any calendar year,
or in connection with any campaign for
nomination or election. to or on behalf of
any candidate for an elective Federal office,
inclUding the offices of President of the
United States and Presidential and Vice
Presidential electors. or to or on behalf of any
committee or other organization engaged In
furthering, advancing, or advocating the
nomination or election of any candidate for
any such office or the success of any national
polltlclal party, shall be fined not more than
$5,000 or imprisoned not more than five years,
or both."

On June 2, 1965, Mr. L. L. Callanan, 10517
Lookaway, St. Louis, Missouri (home ad
dress), made a $1000 contribution to the
Democratic National Committee.

On June 24, 1965, Mr. Lawrence Callanan,
1242 Pierce Avenue, St. Lows, Missouri (ad
dress of the union), made another $1000
contribution to the· Democratic National
Committee.

These two $1000 political contributions
were made by the same man who just the

by adding the additional punishment provI
sions after the semicolon.

1949-Act May 24, 1949, amended catchline
by adding "or expenditures".

CROSS REFERENCES
Definitions of terms applicable to thIs sec

tion, see section 591 of this title.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, the caption on this reads, "Con
tributions or Expenditures by National
Banks, Corporations, or Labor Organiza
tions."

It is clear that Congress intended to
prohibit such contributions.

Section 610 reads in part as follows:
It Is unlawful for any national bank, or

any corporation organized by authority of
any law of Congress, to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any elec
tion to any polltical office, or in connection
with any primary election or political con
vention or caucus held to select candidates
for any political office, or for any corporation
whatever, or any labor organization to make
a contribution or expenditure in connection
with any election at which Presidential and
Vice Presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative In, or a Delegate or Resident
Commissioner to Congress are to be voted...

The rest of the section is in the RECORD,
but the law is clear that for any corpora
tion or any labor organization whatever
to make a contribution or expenditure in
connection with any election, whether
presidential or congressional candidates
be involved, is unlawful. I do not think
we should need an amendment in this
particular case; however, the law is not
being enforced and is not being inter
preted by the Attorney General as pro
hibiting cash contributions.

Nor does he interpret the law as pro
hibiting cash contributions that are
being made out of union or corporate
funds to political parties and to political
candidates.

I had two cases called to my attention
where such cash contributions have been
made. One case involved a union which
contributed $25,000 in cash to a political
party out of union funds. There were
other contributions from union funds in
varying amounts-$10,OOO, three $2,500
contributions, two $2,000 contributions
to other candidates by this same union.
This case was called to the attention of
the Attorney General. I have a letter
here which I will place in the RECORD
from the Attorney General stating that
under existing law there is no basis for
prosecution.

I ask unanimous consent to have my
speech of January 19, 1966, on this case,
printed in the RECORD, followed by my
correspondence with· the Attorney Gen
eral dated January 26, 1966, and his re
ply thereto of February 6, 1966.

There being no objection, the inser
tions were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN J. WILLIAMS,

AS DELIVERED IN THE U.S. SENATE, JANUARY
19, 1966.
Mr. President, today I call attention to

a strange series of events surrounding the
case of Mr. Lawrence L. Callanan, a con
Victed official of the powerful St. Louis Steam
fi tters Local 562.

In 1954 :Mr. Callanan as an official of this
.union was convicted of a $28,OOO-shakedown
of a. Tulsa pipeline contractor.

Taxable year,

1950 " _
195L ~ __
1952 • ~. . _
1953 • _•• •
1954 • __

Total. • _

Tax

o
$1,222. 00
4,883.51
4,861. 95
5,097.48

16,064.94

Penalty

$206.68
1,048.54
3,382.49
3,414.20

920.20

8,972. II

He stated further, "Callanan took from the
funds of the union, of which he is an officer,
funds to pay for his defense.•.. Callanan
was the brains of the racketeering conspir
acy."

In 1960 after serving about half of a 12
year sentence Callanan was paroled.

Treasury Department records show that
during the years 1956, 1957, 1958, 1959 and
1962 Mr. Callanan did not file any Federal
Income tax returns.

For the years 1950, 1951, 1952, 1953 and
1954 Mr. Callanan created a delinquent tax
liability, including penalty and interest, of
$40,219.84. The Treasury filed a deficiency
tax assessment as follows:

Assessed interest Accrued interest Total

$755.47 $698.48 $1,660.63
604.97 898.36 3,773.87

1,762. 07 3,033. 09 13,06l.l6
1,462.57 2,945.57 12,684.29
1,202.10 1,820. II 9,039.89

5,787.18 9,395.61 40,219.84

year before had compromised a $40,000 tax
obligation for $17,000.

On June 2, 1965, a $1000 contribution to
the Democratic National Committee was
made in the name of E. Beck, 4317 Haven
Street, st. Louis, Missouri. Mr. Beck is listed
as Mr. Callanan's son-In-law and according
to press accounts, last year was made an
assistant to Callanan in running the "volun
tary" political fund of Local 562 members.

At this point I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD a list of these
political contributions as appearing In the
reports filed with the Clerk of the House of
Representatives under dates of January 12,

1965, and September 10, 1965:
. (IREPORT FILED JANUARY 12, 1965, BY FRIENDS

OF L. B. J.

"November 2, 1964: John L. Lawler, st.
Louis, Mo., $25,000:'

IfREPORT Fn.ED SEPTEMBER 10, 1965, BY THE

DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE
"June 2, 1965: L. L. Callanan, 10517 Look

away, St. Lows, Mo., $1,000.
"June 2, 1965: J. L. Lawler, 1242 Pierce

Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri, $1,000.
"June 2, 1965: E. Beck, 4317 Haven Street,

St. Louis, Mo., $1,000.
"June 24, 1965: Lawrence Callanan (sic),

1242 Pierce Avenue, st. LoUis, Mo., $1,000:'
Next I ask unanimous consent to have

printed In the RECORD the letter signed by
Mr. Sheldon S. Cohen, Commissioner of In
ternal Revenue, as addressed to me under
date of January 6, 1966, confirming Mr. Cal
lanan's tax delinquency:

U.S. TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,

Washington, D.C., January 6,1966.
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: This is in further
response to your letters of October 6 and 12,
1965, in which you requested certain Infor
mation regarding the compromise settlement
of tax assessments by the Treasury Depart
ment with Mr. Lawrence L. Callanan, St.
Louis, Missouri.

Information furnished by the District Di
rector in St. LoUis, Missouri, discloses that an
offer in compromise from :Mr. Callanan was
accepted on April 9, 1964. The amount of the
offer was $17,000, plus a future income col
lateral agreement prOViding for the payment
of a graduated percentage of annual income

. in excess of $7,500 for the years 1964 to 1974,
inclusive. This Is the only offer which has
been accepted from Mr. Callanan over the
past thirty years.

The following Is a breakdown of the liabil
ity Which was compromised:
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JOHN J. WILLIAMS.

SHELDON S. COHEN,
Commissioner.

Perhaps there is a plausible explanation
for the strange circumstances surrounding
this case, but I fall to see it.

You also requested to know whether Mr.
Callanan has filed timely tax returns over
the past ten years. The records of our Dis
trict Director In St. Louis, Missouri, disclose
the fillng of Income tax returns by Mr. Cal
lanan for the years 1955, 1960. 1961, 1963, and
1964. Up to thfs point we have been unable
to find any record in the St. Louis office of
returns filed by Mr. Callanan for 1956, 1957,
1958, 1959, and 1962. However, we would not
want to say with any degree of finallty that
Mr. Callanan did not file for these years, since
he could have filed In other district offices.

Of the returns on record in the St. Louis
District, al1 were timely filed except the 1955
return which was received after the due date.

With kind regards,
Sincerely,

JANUARY 26, 1966.
Hon. NICHOLAS DEB. KATZENBACH,
U.S. Attorney General,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: On Jan
uary 19, 1966, as appearing in the dR1ly COn
gressional Record, pages 619 to 622, I outlined
a $25,000 campaign contribution that had
been made to the "Friends of LBJ" by Mr.
John L. LaWler, St. Louis, Missouri, and at the
same time I quoted Section 608 of Title 18
of the United States COde, which prohibits
contributions In excess of $5,000 by any in
dividual or contributor.

There appeared in the Washington Star of
January 23 the following item:

"SENATOR WILLIAMS, THE ANSWER IS
"The Justice Department had already com

pleted its investigation of the $25,000 con
tribution by John L. Lawler, a St. Louis
union official, to the 1964 Johnson presi
dential campaign, when Sen. John J. Wll
llams, R---DeJ., mentioned it last week in a
Senate speech.

"The department determined that a federal
law barring individual contributions over
$5,000 had not been violated. The money al
legedly was collected as indiVidual donations
in St. LouIs and subsequently was brought to
WashIngton by LaWler:'

In thIs connection wlll you please furnIsh
me the following information:

1. In the Department of Justice's investi
gation:

a. Was it found that the contribution rep
resented a series of individual donations
rather than a $25,000 contribution by Mr.
LaWler or that it was a contribution made
from union funds?

b. If it represents contributions from indi
viduals does not the law require .that the
names and addresses of the contributors be
filed rather than all under the name of one
indiVidual?

(1) If so, please furnish the name and ad
dress of each donor who contributed toward
the $25,000 fund?

c. If these funds were taken from the po
lltical fund maintained by the union, !ioes
this not constitute a violation of the law
which prohibits unions from cCllltributing to
polltical campaigns?

Yours sincerely,

good legislation, and sO forth. They have
a perfect right to conduct their busi
ness and advise their stockholders. This
is not in any way a restriction on those
rights.

By the same token, it is specifically
spelled out that the union can send its
correspondence and official publications
to its union members and call their at
tention to various legislative proposals
which are before Congress. They can,
if they wish, call to their members' at
tention how I voted on an issue and how
my opponents may be better able to help
them with legislation. This does not in
terfere with their reporting to their
union members, but it is clearly intended
to stop them from making cash contri
butions to my political campaign or to
my opponent's campaign,· as is now being
done under existing law by both unions
and corporations.

I repeat, the amendment would not
stop any union or corporation from per
forming its legitimate functions in con
nection with advising its membership.

For example, unions for years have
protested the Taft-Hartley Act and have
urged its repeal. I happen to be one who
supports that act, a.nd I think it should
stay on the books; but there is nothing
in my amendment that would stop a
union in my State from calling the at
tention of its members to the fact that I
supported this particular bill. T~1e:;: have
a right to do that and to support my op
ponent. I am not quarreling with their
right to inform their members on legis
lative proposals, but this amendm'mt
would stop cash contributions to political
candidates or parties.

The existing law now states:
It is unlawful . . . for any corporation

whatever, or any labor organization to make
a contribution or expenditure in connection
with any election at which Presidential and
Vice Presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident
Commissioner to Congress are to be voted ...

The intent of the law is clear, but it
has not been enforced. They rely on the
loophole that these are not direct con
tributions but siphoned through a com
mittee or some individual.

Yes, the law now states it is unlawful,
but enforcement is silent. As I stated ear
lier, I do not know how we could make it
much clearer except to make the legisla
tive record clear that cash· contributions
to the party or the candidate are pro
hibited, whether made direct from union
funds or through a committee.

My amendment specifically spells out
that it is unlawful to make these con
tributions either directly or indirectly.

Let me quote from section (a) on page
2:

(b) (1) It is unlawful-
(Al for any corporation or any labor

organization to make, directly or indirectly,
any contribution. or expenditure in connec
tion with any election, or to make, directly or
indirectly, any contribution to any commit
tee, association, or organization (,/hether or
not a poUtical committee) which makes such
contributions or expenditures; or ...

Mr. President, I think it is clear that
this would not in any way restrict unions
or corporations from doing that which
Congress clearly intended; namely, in
forming their members.

FEBRUARY 9, 1966.
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: The Attorney General has
asked me to reply to your letter of January
26, 1966, discussing a statement made by
you in the Senate on January 19 concerning
one John L. Lawler of St. Louis, Missouri.

In October 1965 this Department began
an investigation of an allegation that Mr.
Lawler had contributed $25,000 to a cam
paign committee supporting the candidacy of
PreSident Johnson. That investigation
showed that the $25,000 contribution rep
resented the accumulation of many small
contributions by individuals in the St.
Louis area to the Voluntary PoUtical, Educa
tion, Legislative, Charity and Defense Fund
of Steam Fitters Local 562. It was not a per
sonal contribution of Mr. Lawler and the
Voluntary Fund is not a labor union.

Title 2, United States Code, Section 244
does not require a local committee to tile
anything With the Clerk of the House of
Representatives. Section 244 does require na
tional committees or mUlti-state committees
to file with the Clerk of the House the names
of each person who contributes $100 or more
and the total sum of all other contributions
received within a calendar year.

On the basis of the information developed
by the investigation, it was concluded that
no violation of law appeared. However, it
additional or contrary information of any
substance were received in this matter, or
in any matter within the jurisdiction of the
Department of Justice, it would receive the
fullest consideration.

Sincerely,
FRED M. VINSON, Jr.,

Assistant Attorney General.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I also have a case where a cash
contribution was made by a corporation
with the understanding that the con
tribution would then be included as an
expense item of the corporation and
therebY be charged off as a tax deduc
tion for income tax purposes. These con
tributions were made by the corporation,
and they were charged off. That is all ad
mitted by officials of the company. This
case was called to the attention of the
Attorney General, who again said that
under existing law they were unable to
prosecute.

Thuf?, I say that if existing law is not
adequate we should repeal it and let it
be known that all corporations and all
unions can make all the political con
tributions they wish. If Congress is not
in favor of such cash contributions by
unions and corporations-and I do not
think that we are-then we should amend
the law and stop it. Let us specifically
state that these cash contributions are
violations of the law, whether made di
rectly or indirectly.

The amendment as it is written clearly
spells out that this would in no way af
fect, nor is it intended· in any· way to
affect, the rights of corporations through
its memorandums or letters to advise its
stockholders on what is good or not

Penalty Assessed interest Accrued interest Total

$206.68 $755.47 $698.48 $1,660.63
1,048.54 604.97 898.36 3,773.87
3,382.49 1,762.07 3,033.09 13,061.16
3,414.20 1,462.57 2,945.57 12,684.29

920.20 1,202.10 1,820.11 9,039.89

8,972.11 5,787.18 9,395.61 40,219.84

Tax

o
$1,222.00
4,883.51
4,861. 95
5,C97.48

16,064.94

Taxable year

1950 . __ . __ ._.
1951 .... ..... _._
1952 . _
1953 .. _. .
1954. . .. . _

Total. .. _._.
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When section 610 of the Corrupt Prac

tices Act was first passed, it was the in
tent to prevent them from making cash
contributions, as they are being permit
ted to do today by the Attorney General
of the United States. It is now necessary
to spell out specifically in no uncertain
terms, clearly and emphatically, that
such would be a violation of the law.

I hope this amendment can be adopted
unanimously.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. 'I yield.
Mr. ALLOTT. I presume that the Sen

ator is speaking of his amendment No.
283?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
Mr. ALLOTT. I should like to ask the

Senator to refer to the language begin
ning on line 6 on the first page of his
amendment which reads,

It is unlawful for any national bank, or
any corporation organized by authority of
any law of Congress ...

There are relatively few corporations
organized by authority of the law of
Congress. I would like to ask the Sena
tor why he has limited this lanGuage
to corporations with a Federal charter.
I believe in his own State, as well as
mine, I can think of many large corpora
tions which are not organized by the
authority of the law of Congress, but
which are organized by the <luthority of
the law of the State in which they are
incorporated.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator is c:>rrect. Subsection (a), as ap
pearing on page 1 of the amendment,
lines 6 through 11, is lifted verbatim out
of the existing law, and it refers to na
tional banks or corporations that are
nationally chartered, but on the next
page section Hb) it adds that it is un
lawful for any corporation or labor or
ganization.

In the second section, we refer to
corporations incorporated, for example,
in the State of Colorado, Delaware, or
other States. That is the exact manner
in which it is referred to in existing law.

If the Senator will turn to page 45 of
the pamphlet on his desk, the Corrupt
Practices Act, he will see this same
language.

There are two types of corporations,
one chartered by Congress and the other
chartered by the States. In order to take
them both in, separate sections were
written.

Mr. ALLOTI'. I think it is important
to make this clear for the purpose of the
history of this legislation, because some
one might misconstrue the use of the
word "corporation" on page 2 of the
amendment, section (b) (1) (A) , as a cor
poration in the same sense as defined
on the first page.

I want to be sure that the sense of
the amendment is that the word "cor
poration" as used in subparagraph (b)
(1) (A) is actually any corporation,
whether organized under the laws of
Congress or whether organized under the
laws of any state.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. I am glad the Senator raised
that question, because this discussion

should clarify it. That definitely should
be clear.

In both instances, section 610, as it
appears on page 1 of the amendment, is
in accordance with existing law, and
on page 2, subsection (b) (1) (A) is the
same as existing law, except for the
words "directly or indirectly" to make it
broad enough so there will be no ques
tion that contributions made by unions
arid corporations are covered, whether
the contribution is made directly or in
directly.

The existing law reads:
It is unlawfUl for any national bank, or

any corporation organized by authority of
any iaw of congress, to make a contribu
tion or expenditure in connection with any
election to any polltical office, or in connec
tion with any primary election or poUtical
convention or caucus held to select candi
dates for any poUtlcal office--

That is the first section. Then it goes
on-
or for any corporation whatever, or any
labor organization to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any elec
tion ...

That is the existing law.
The change I am proposing in the

existing law is that these contributions, if
they are made directly or indirectly,
either from out of corporation funds or
out of union funds, are all a violation of
the law. I think that was the intent of
the law as originally written or as indi
cated by the legislative record, but it is
now being interpreted differently by the
Attorney General. I have had corre
spondence with him concerning contri
butions by a union or corporation, to the
effect that since the contributions were
made indirectly from union or corpora
tion funds such use was not in violation
of the law. That is the interpretation of
the Department of Justice, and unless we
amend the law and broaden it to make
clear our intention that will continue to
be the interpretation.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. BROOKE. Under the Senator's

amendment, are labor unions prohibited
from doing anything that they are not
able to do under existing law?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In my
opinion, no, except that both labor
unions and corporations under Depart
ment rulings are being permitted to do
this. When I say "unions" and "corpor
ations" I should not use the plural be
cause I have but one example of each.
Both of these made cash contributions,
and nothing was done. In the case of
the co!'poration the contribution was
charged off indirectly as a business ex
pense, which I do not think was intended
under the law. A union made a cash
contribution indirectly from the funds
of the union. I do not think that was
the intent of the law, because the law
as it reads states that it is prohibited
for any corporation whatever, or any
labor organization, to make a contribu
tion or expenditure in connection with
any election a.t.which presidential and
vice-presidential· electors or a senator
or Representative are involved.

This amendment makes it clear that

contributions made indirectly from funds
through the name of a third party
would be illegal. Under the present law
they are being permitted to get away
with it;

I am only a layman, but I think I can
interpret the law better than that. There
are laws now that can be enforced, but
they are not being enforced. I have a let
ter from the Attorney General's office
stating that there will be no prosecution
on either of these cases under existing
law. We need to amend the law.

Mr. BROOKE. Does the Senator from
Delaware have an example of the loop
hole?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
Mr. BROOKE. What is the example?

. Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Specifi
cally, one example was a $25,000 contri
bution made by a steamfitters' local in
St. Louis. This was a cash contribution.
I have a letter from the Department of
Justice stating that there will be no
prosecution under existing law. There
were several lesser contributions of from
$2,000 to $10,000 to congressional can
didates by this same union.

The contribution by a corporation in
volves a case that was called to the at
tention of the Senate Rules Committee
in 1964, when it was conducting the
Baker investigation. This case was, in
turn, referred to the Department of
Justice. It involved a cash contribution
made indirectly by the International
Telephone Co. In both cases the Justice
Department has ruled that there will be
no prosecution.

Mr. BROOKE. In the first case the
Senator cited, was it a direct or indirect
contribution from the labor union?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Indirect.
The contribution was made in the name
of one of the union officials. A $25,000
contribution was made in the name of
the union official, but admittedly it was
from union funds.

To go further, I asked the question
how a $25,000 contribution could be made
by the union when the Corrupt Practices
Act states that $5,000 is the limitation
from anyone individual. It was ruled
that this was not a violation of the Cor
rupt Practices Act because the funds
came from several people involving con
tributions of less than $5,000 each. The
same excuse was given in the case--

Mr. BROOKE. But the contribution
was not actually made by the labor
union?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
right; neither was it made by the corpo
ration, but it was from the union's or
corporation's funds, made indirectly into
the political campaign. That is the
reason why I am proposing that such
contributions cannot be mape indirectly.
The law states now that they cannot be
made directly. I am proposing that they
cannot be made indirectly. Let us face it;
we may as well have no law at all if we
accept the proposition that these con
tributions can be made through third
parties.

Mr. BROOKE. If I understand the
Senator correctly, the $25,000 was a con
tribution given by a group in which say,
five persons contributed $5,000 each.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; it
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was not broken down. at all as. to
amounts. It was union funds placed into
a political committee and then distrib
uted as cash contributions.

Mr. BROOKE. I see. But there were a
number of persons?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The as
sumption was that maybe there were
possibly 3,000 or 4,000 members.

It was taken out of funds that were
assessed against the members, the vari
ous collections from the membership. Of
course, the only source of funds they
have is their membership.

.Mr. BROOKE. Did the .money come
from the union treasury, or from the pri
vate funds of the individuals who made
up this group? .

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The re
port was that it came from the union
treasury, or from funds collected by the
union from its members. Now, which
fund or how they deposited it I do not
know. But the point is that, just as in
the case of the corporation, while it did
not come directly out of the corporate
funds, it came out of them indirectly.
The Department of Justice had testi
mony and affidavits from the officials of
the company that that was done, just as
they had evidence that it was done in
the case of the union.

The law was intended to provide that
neither corporations nor unions could
make political contributions or expendi
tures for political parties. The law now
states that they cannot do it directlY.
Let us not open a Pandora's box.

I shall place in the RECORD correspond
ence wherein the Department of Justice
has stated that in these two cases there
was no violation of the law. So if these
two can do it every other corporation and
every other union in America can do like
wise. Maybe that is the way some want
it done, but I do not think so.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. BROOKE. Is the Senator saying

that there are affidavits of which the De
partment of Justice has knowledge, to
the effect that union funds were given
to individuals to make contributions for
political campaigns, which was obViouslY
an indirect contribution made by the
union; and yet the Department of Jus
tice found insufficient evidence to prose
cute under the existing law?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
read their letter. This is a letter dated
February 9, 1966, addressed tome, signed
by Mr. ,Fred M. Vinson, Jr., the Assistant
Attorney General. My letter referring to
this case had been addressed to the At
torney General, Mr. Katzenbach. I have
placed both letters in the RECORD earlier
today, but I shall read his reply again:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, February 9, 1966.

Hon. JOHN J. Wn.LIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: The Attorney General has
asked me to reply to your letter of January
26, 1966, discussing a. statement made . by
you in the Senate on January 19 concerning
one John L. Lawler of St. Louis, Missouri.

In October 1965 <'::lis Department began an
investigation of an allegation that Mr; Law
ler had contributed $25,000 to a campaign
committee supporting the candidacy of

President Johnson. That investigation
showed that the $25,000 contribution repre
sented the accumula~ionof many small con
tributions by individuals in the St. Louis
area to the Voluntary Political, Education,
Legislative, Charity and Defense Fund of
Steam Fitters Local 562. It was not a per
sonal contribution of Mr. Lawler and the
Voluntary Fund is not a labor union.

Title 2, United States Code, Section 244
does not require a local committee to file
anything with the Clerk of the House of
Representatives. Section 244 does require
national committees or multi-state commit
tees to file with the Clerk of the House the
names of each person who contributes $100
or more and the total sum of all other con
tributions received within a calendar. year.

On the basis of the information developed
by the investigation, it was concluded that
no violation of law appeared. However, if
additional or contrary information of any
substance were received in this matter, or
in any matter within the jurisdiction of the
Department of Justice, it would receive the
fullest consideration.

Sincerely,
FRED M. VINSON, Jr.,

Assistant Attorney General.

As the law is now interpreted these
funds can be assigned to a political com
mittee and be distributed as indirect con
tributions.

Just how they could rule that they
would not have to report to the House
of Representatives I am likewise at a
loss to understand, because even the
existing law, as weak as it may be, states
that all committees which make contri
butions in two or more States must re
port their contributions to the Clerk of
the House of Representatives. Based on
his reply they apparently did not. It has
been established that they made cash
contributions in about eight States in
addition to the $25,000 contribution to the
Johnson campaign.

The point is, Does Congress intend
that the unions can take their funds,
which are collected from their members,
siphon them through another commit
tee, and by this indirect method make a
cash contribution to your campaign or
my campaign, or to whatever candidates
or political parties they wish?

Let us just face it, the law is worthless
as it is now being interpreted.

Likewise, does Congress intend for
corporations, in any manner whatsoever,
to be ableto make political contributions
to the party or candidate of their choice,
and those funds, in turn, be charged as
an operating expense of the corporation?

I do not think the existing law ever
contemplated that. I wassurpri!ied that
the Department of Justice found that
there was no basis for prosecution.

If Congress wants to reject. this
amendment and thereby state ,that these
contributions made indirectly are valid,
then let us face it, we have opened a
Pandora's box as far as political con
tributions are concerned, not only by
unions but. by corporations as well.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr, Pl'~sidllnt, it seems
to me very clear that congressneverin~'
tended unions or corpol'ations to be able
to do indirectly what they,eouid not do
directly. But listening t6the letterrfrom
Assistant Attorney General Vinsonad-.
dressed to the SenatorfrOnl Delaware, Ii
failed .to distinguish any statement· in
that letter which supported the Sena-

tor's assumption that ,the money was
actually union money. That is a question
I wish ,to have clarified. If the money
belonged to individuals who voluntarily
joined together. in a group in making
political contributions, even though they
were union members, it seems to me
there is no law prohibiting that, nor
should there be. Union members as in
dividuals or as voluntary groups should
not be denied the right to make political
contributions.

If there is evidence that money which
belonged to the labor union was being
indirectly given to a political candidate
or a .political committee, then that
would be in violation of the existing law.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I might
say to the Senator that there is nothing
in this amendment-and I would oppose
it if anybody proposed to put it in-that
would prohibit any individual Ameri
can citizen, I do not care whether he be
a member of a labor organization, a
stockholder of one of these companies,
an official of a company, or an official of
a union, from making contributions to
his party or candidate. Certainly we are
not going to deny that right. That is the
American privilege,and I would defEnd
it. If there were anything in this amend
ment which would stop it I would oppose
such action.

But the point is that Congress did say
that while it will preserve the right of
the union members, preserve the right of
the stockholders. preserve the right of
the union officials, and preserve the right
of the officials of corporations, as in
dividuals, to support the party of their
choice, in thE: existing law it also stated
that contributions by a union or by a
corpoi'ation would be prohibited.

I merely would add to the law "con
tributions that are made by the unions
or by the corporations either directly or
indirectly." T:lat is the only change I
am suggesting. I would close this
loophole.

Mr. BROOKE. Then is it fair to say
that the Senator's amendment is no
more than a clarifying amendment to
the existing law, and adds nothing to
the existing law, nor detracts anything
from it?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. My
amendment clearly spells out that it
would be the intent of Congress that
cash contributions to political parties by
corporations or unions are prohibited.
It would apply to Wlions and to corpora
tions, both alike.

This is not an amendment dealing
with unions only; it is not an. amend
ment dealing Just 'With corporations. The
existing law states!'~uiy'corporationor
any union." This amendment uses the
same langm~ge. All I am suggesting is
that we. make it clear that they cannot
make those contributIons either directly
or ,indirectly. It, would stop tpe political
cash' contributiqns by both. Why should
they not be stopped?. , .'

,As I stated earlier,'thereis nothing in
this amendment which is intended to
abridge the right of that union or that
corporation to write its members or'
stockholders, pointing out a. certain law
\'{fiich it, think§ isa good or a bad piece
of legislation and that ,JOHN WILLIAMS
voted for or against it. That is their bus!-
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ness, and I will defend their right to do it.
But that is not what we are talking about
here. It does not reflect on the right of
a corporation to tell their stockholders
that certain legislation would be good or
bad for the corporation. They have a
right and a duty to advise their members,
both as corporations and as unions.

This is a question of whether they may
make political cash contributions as
unions or as corporations. The existing
law spells out that they cannot make
those cash contributions directly, but
they get around this by siphoning their
money through individuals or some com
mittee.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as I under

stand the amendment of the Senator, it
is intended to prohibit direct or indirect
contributions to political camp,aigns by
either corporations or labor unions.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen
ator is correct. They could not be made
either directly or indirectly.

Mr. AIKEN. That me,ans that the cam
paign contributions would then come
from individuals.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct. ..

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator does not be
lieve that would play into the hands of
very wealthy people?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It would
not do so any more than does the exist
ing law. Under the existing law Congress
has already spelled out its intention. The
existing law was intended to provide that
no corporation or labor organization can
contribute. This provision carries out that
purpose.

There have been occasions on which
contributions were being made indirectly.
I have outlined two specific cases in
which such contributions were made in
directly, and the Attorney General ruled
in both cases that there was no basis for
prosecution. These contributions were
made indirectly. They were not made
directly in either case.

Mr. AIKEN. However, 500 stockholders
of a corporation or 500 members of a
labor union could each contribute up to
$5,000 to a political campaign.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If they
formed as a group they would come under
the classification of a committee. That is
covered in another part of the pending
bill, and it would be applicable to that
situation.

If there were 500 union members or 500
stockholders of a corporation, each of
them as individuals could make the m.ax
imum contribution to the party of his
choice. This provision would not affect
a t all their right as citizens to make con
tributions to the candidates or the party
of their choice.

That refers only to contributions using
corporate or union funds.

It would be physically impossible for
every stockholder to know how the cor
pOl'ate money was being contributed or
for every union member to know how the
union money was; 'beingclistributed.
:M:embers of unions may find that they
are contributing to a different party than
that which they are voting.

We know that is not a pro rata or vol
untary contribution.

Mr. AIKEN. Is there anything in the
Senator's amendment that would pre
vent a corporation from seeking advice
from a lawyer and perhaps paying him
$6,000 for his advice, $5,000 of Which fee
the lawyer COUld; as an individual, con
tribute to a candidate's campaign?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This
would not prohibit that lawyer from
making a contribution. Nor would the ex
isting law prohibit that practice. How
ever, both the existing law and the pend
ing amendment would cover that situa
tionifit were part of a conspiracy.

Under the eXisting law, without the
addition of the pending amendment, if
a corporation were to conspire with at
torney "X" to pay him $6,000 with the
understanding that $3,000 of that
amount would go to the campaign of Joe
Doakes, that would be a violation of the
law. It would be conspiracy to violate
the Corrupt Practices Act.

Mr. AIKEN. If there were no under
standing to that effect, is there any pro
vision in the bill that would prohibit a
corporation from seeking advice from
10 lawyers and paying each of them
$6,000, ,so th8!t each of the 10 lawyers
could then legally contribute $5,000 per
sonally to a political campaign?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
pending amendment would not affect
that situation at all. Neither would it
affect the ability of a union's lawyers to
do so.

Mr. Hoffa had a series of lawyers. I
suppose he paid them sizable fees. How
ever, if the lawyers on their own initia~

tivedecided to make contributions as
American citizens they have a right to
do so. Nothing in the pending amend
meLt, the existing law, or the pending
bill would prohibit that practice. How
ever, if this were done as part of a con
spiracy it would be prohibited.

Mr. AIKEN. It would be very difficult
to prove a conspiracy, because if a cor
poration were to consult 10 different law
yers, it would undoubtedly get six differ
ent answers.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The cor
poration might get 10 different answers.

Mr. AIKEN. It would be very difficult
to prove a conspiracy unless the 10 law
yers were to all give the same answer.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We could
not stop them from making contributions
as individual citizens any more than we
could stop the stockholders of a cor
poration or members of a union from
doing so. If as American citizens they
want to make contributions they may do
so. The law provides that every American
citizen can contribute up to x dollars un
der certain rules to a candidate of the
party of his choice.

This provision would not affect that in
any way, whether that man be a corpora
tion lawyer, a stockholder, an officer, or
a member of a union. This is not in
tended to affect the light of any indivi
dual citizen, no matter what his capacity
is, from using his personal funds to make
contributions.

It would'merely amend section 610
by providing that neither a union nor a
corporation can indirectly do what Con-

gress has specifically spelled out that
they calIDot do directly.

Mr. AIKEN. It would be a real con
structive amendment if it would work.
However, I doubt if it will work.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It will
work. And if not we will get somebody in
the Attorney General's office that will
enforce the law.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the Sen

ator from Massachusetts [Mr. BROOKE]
and the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIKEN] have spelled out certain situa
tions in which the pending amendment
might apply.

I would like to speak of a situation that
I believe has been questioned more often
than any other since the adoption of the
Taft-Hartley Act.

Would the Senator's amendment apply
to those committees which were estab
lished by labor unions usually in the
name of political education committees?
The employees contribute funds to such
committees or, usually, the funds are
checked off. The political education com
mit~e then makes contributions to can
didates.

I believe that is the situation in which
the funds of employees,not labor unions,
are more frequently used for campaign
contributlons,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
pending amendment would apply to these
cases. It is intended to apply. That is
what I pointed out-the methOd of doing
something indirectly that they could not
do directly. A corporation should not be
able, to make contributions in the name
of some committee or' individual and
then charge off those contributions as an
expense item. Neither should union lead
ers be allowed to distribute their mem
bel's' money.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator's amend
ment then would not apply to a com
mittee into whose treasury employees
voluntarIly contribute money and desig
nate a candidate to whom. they want the
contributions made.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If the
amendment is agreed to I assume that
the employees would make the contribu
tions direct to the party of their choice.
Why should the money be put through
the hands of some union leader? The
same thing would be true in the case of
stockholders and corporations. They
would make contributions direct.

Let us face it. If we permit a corpora
tion by indirection to make these con
tributions from corporate funds by si
phoning them into committees or indi
viduals there is no possible way in which
that procedure could be cleared with all
of the stockholders.

By the same token, there shOUld be
no possible way that a union can take
$50,000 or $100,000 out of the union
treasury, put it in the XYZ commit
tee, and make contributions from that
committee when it could not do so from
its own funds.

This measure is supposed to stop them
froin doing indirectly what the law says
they cannot dO directly.·'

If the Senate rejectS this amendment
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we might as well repeal the law and say
the Pandora's box is open. If we reject
this we would proceed on the premise
that we believe it is all right, and if this
corporation and this union can make
cash contributions then all other cor
porations and all other unions can do
likewise.

Surely the fact that in both instances
these cash contributi1ns were made to
the Johnson campaign does not give
them any special privilege.

Mr. COOPER. I understand the pur
pose of the Senator's amendment, but I
recall that the question of the use of
union funds contributed by employees
through the checkoff system or otherwise
has been questioned in the past, and
there have been several cases in the
courts. As I recall, the courts have held.
with respect to such committees, that the
use of these funds is legal. I assume that
the Senator has studied the matter and
has determined that the adoption of the
amendment-if it should be adopted
would override the court decisions.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
the intent. The Attorney General's of
fice has interpreted the law that the
corporation and the union can make
these contributions.

Mr. COOPER. As I understand the
procedure, an employee's dues are
checked off into the union treasury, the
union contributes to committees, often
called the Committee for Political Edu
cation. Then the committee, in addition
to educational operations, makes contri
butions to candidates either directly or
by advertising, campaign work, and so
forth. Is my understanding correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator's understanding is correct.

Mr. COOPER. And the courts so far
have upheld the procedure as perfectly
proper.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
courts may have upheld the position
that these are not direct contributions
and that the law only relates to direct
contributions. Since these contributions
are made through a separate committee
they would not be affected.

The purpose of the proposed amend
ment is to stop such a practice. Direct
contributions are prohibited now,both
as they relate to unions and as they re
late· to corporations. It would not in any
instance stop either of them from their
so-called educational operations, even if
they want to send out a letter or other
material every day. We are dealing
with contributions to or expenditures on
behalf of a political party or a candi
date.

Mr. COOPER. Is· it· not correct that
the chief objection that has been made
to this procedure has been that made by
individual union members that the
funds they contribute to the treasury of
the union are used for candidates they
do not wish to support?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. That is the problem. Their
money could be supporting a candidate
to whom they were violently opposed.

As I have said, nothing in the pro
posed amendment would stop any stock
holder, official of a union, or member of
a union from making the full maximum

contribution to the party or candidate
of his choice, a direct contribution with
him, himself, deciding that he wants to
support JOHN COOPER in Kentucky. As a
union member he would have a right to
do that.

Mr. COOPER. I was once a union
member years ago while in school.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
brothers who were union members.

The point is that the law now states
that neither the unions nor the corpora
tions are allowed to do it, but they have
found a loophole in this law.

Mr. COOPER. The aspect of the
amendment that troubles me is this: I
agree that it is not proper for an em
ployee to pay into a fund and that his
money then be used for contributions to
a candidate he does not support. I wish
I had available the cases that have been
used in connection with this subject. I
recall that the court decided the cases
upon a constitutional ground, that the
Congress could not restrain a union from
this practice; that it was an expression
of free speech under the first amend
ment. I am sorry that I do not have the
cases before me.

Several years ago .I introduced an
amendment to the Federal Corrupt Prac
tices Act which while similar to the
pending amendment, was more limited so
as not to offend the first amendment and
it was rejected.

I wonder whether the Senator has
available one of the cases.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. NO,I do
not. I do not have any answer as to
whether the court based its decision on
the Constitution. I have checked with
the legislative counsel, and I have been
told that this is the way to correct it.

Mr. COOPER. The Attorney General
said this amendment would correct it?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. I
checked this matter with the legislative
counsel. The Attorney General just says
that under existing law there is no way
he can handle these cases. He seems to be
well satisfied. He did not ask for a
change in the law. It seems to me that
Congress should not allow. corporations
or unions to do by Indirection what it
cannot do by a direct method.

Perhaps as a layman I am a little bold
in moving into this field, but approxi
mately 68 lawyers are in the Senate, and
I venture to say we would get 68 opin
ions if we were to ask them.

Mr. COOPER. I agree wholeheartedly
that for a corporation or a labor union
to seek to evade, by conspiracy or other
wise, the plain intent of the law is bad
and wrong and should be corrected. I
am concerned, however, that the lower
Federal courts-I cannot find the Su
preme Court case ruling directly on this
question-have held that it is not unlaw
ful or illegal for labor unions to make
contributions in this manner. Of course,
that holding could be ovelturned by a
statute, unless the decision of the court
were based on a constitutional ground.
I recall that it was based upon consti
tutional grounds-the abridgment of the
first amendment. I do not believe the
Senator's amendment would stand up
In the courts.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not

see why it . would be a constitutional
question,limiting the law. But I am just
an ordinary layman. On the other hand,
it has been my experience that laymen
do sometimes get the answer while the
lawyers are still debating. I have always
been impressed by the fact that when a
case goes to court, the judge, under the
law,has to be a lawyer, the prosecuting
attorney has to be a lawyer, the counsel
for the defense has to be a lawyer; and
then they usually get the case so mixed
up that it takes 12 laymen to get it
straightened out. As a layman I am trY
ing to get'it straightened out.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I Yield.
Mr. CURTIS. From a hurried exam

ination of the bill, it would appear to me
that without the Senator's amendment,
there would be no prohibition in exist
ing law or remaining law against a cor
poration contributing directly or a labor
union contributing directly, because I
call attention to page 25, the first four
lines:

The Federal Corrupf Practices Act and all
other acts or parts of acts Inconsistent here
with are repealed.

In other words, S. 1880 is a rewriting
of the entire Corrupt Practices Act. I
fail to find anything in it that prohibits
a contribution by either a bank or a cor
poration or a labor union. So the Sen
ator's ·amendrnentis necessary, unless
the Senate wishes to go on record as en
dorsing political contributions by banks,
corporations, and labor unions-unless
the corporation is engaged in Govern
ment contracts. That aspect is dealt
with on page 7.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I believe
the Senator has made a valid point.
Furthermore, even if they kept the Cor
rupt Practices Act as it is written in
section610, the rejectionof this amend
mentwould in: effect be repealing it, be
cause Congress would be going on record
as saying. that,so far as the Senate is
concerned, corporations and labor unions
can make these contributions by siphon
ing their cash through a committee.

I believe /this ,amendment should be
adopted. I do not think it should even be
controversial.

Mr. CURTIS. I agree with the Sena
tor, and I·· would point out that the
amendment of the Senator places no
prohibition on any individual.

Mr. WILLIAMS Of Delaware. None
whatsoever... ..

Mr. CURTIS. But itdoes prohibit even
the corpotationsor la.bor unions from
being. the vehicle, as well. as. from mak
ingthe direct political contribution.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen
ator is correct.It .would stop the corpo
rations or labor unions froin using their
funds inamannerinwhich.the law did
not originally intend... . .. .

Mr. President; I ask. for the yeas and
nays on the. amel1dment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, I yield the floor.
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, before I

make my statement in opposition to the
amendment I would like to answer the
Senator from Nebraska who raised the
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question a moment ago that there would
be no Corrupt Practices Act. The Senator
is mistaken. The Corrupt Practices Act
does not refer to section 610. That im
poses restrictions on contributions of
corporations, national banks, and labor
organizations. That is under sectiOn 610
and not under the Corrupt Practices
Act, which is a different title. Section 610
is under title 18, United States Code.

This amendment seeks to close pos
sible gaps in section 610 of title 18 per
taining to campaign contributions and
expenditures by national banks, corpora
tions organized by any law of Congress,
and labor organizations.

The amendment would prohibit a cor
poration or labor organization itself, as
a legal entity, from making, directly or
indirectly, contributions or expenditures
to any committee, association, or organi
zation.

Section 610, as it now stands, does pro
hibit contributions and expenditures by
national banks, corporations, and labor
organizations. Voluntary contributions
by individual executives or employees of
a corporation or by members of a labor
organization are not prohibited nor
should they be prohibited. Every citizen
should be permitted to make a voluntary
contribution to the candidate or party
of his choice. If this amendment is
passed, that would be prohibited.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CANNON. I shall not yield until
I have finished my statement.

Section 610 properly enforced, needs
no amendment and without enforcement
the amendment proposed by the distin
guished Senator from Delaware would
accomplish nothing.

In other words, the intent and provi
sions of section 610 alreadY offer the
same overall prohibitions as are offered
in different language, by this amend
ment.

National banks, corporations, and la
bor organizations are now prohibited
from making any contribution or ex
penditure to any party, committee, or
candidate.

With respect to the example cited by
the Senator, the letter of the Attorney
General did not state What it had been
represented it stated. The Attorney Gen
eral, in effect, said, and I am oversimpli
fying this: These contributions were
voluntary contributions on the part of
members and, therefore, contributed for
a political campaign and, therefore, we
cannot prosecute. That is the law and
that is what the law should be.

If the amendment of the Senator were
adopted it would prohibit corporations
from contributing to persons of their
choice, or organizations sponsored by
them; it would prohibit members of the
labor union from making voluntary con
tributions. Perhaps that is an oversimpli
fication.

If senators wish to stop that sort of
thing, they should vote for the amend
ment of the Senator. If not, if Senators
think that members of a labor organiza
tion or corporation should be able to
work with their organization to try to
make political contributions to political
candidates and organizations to partici-

CXIII--1581-Part 19

pate in this great political organization
we have in this country today, Senators
should vote against the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen
ator puts great emphasis upon the right
of union members to make contributions.
The Senator tries to give the impression
that the adoption of this amendment
would restrict this right. He is wrong.
There is nothing in the amendment to
prohibit any member of the union from
making a contribution to the party of
his choice in the maximum amount just
as every other citizen can make. The
amendment does provide, that they can
not use union dues and funds to make
these contributions.

Let us face it, corporations and unions
are both involved. The law covers both
in the same sentence. The cases I pointed
out are pertinent. If we reject the
amendment we are saying, in effect, that
unions and corporations can use corpo
ration and union funds by contributing
to the XYZ committee, and that com
mittee, in turn, can malke political con
tributions. I do not agree with that
premise. We should not allow them to do
by indirection what the law prohibits by
direction.

The argument of the Senator about the
individUl;l.1 right of these union members
to contribute to the party of their choice
is valid. That right is protected better
under the amendment than under exist
ing law. What we would prohibit is the
right of some union official or corporate
president to take union funds, which
contain the contribution of that union
member, or corporation funds, which is
the money of that stockholder, and then
make a contribution to the party of his
choice and not the choice of the union
member or the stockholder.

The argument of the Senator might
very well be said to be one of the best
arguments as to why the amendment
should be adopted.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CANNON. I shall yield in a mo
ment but first I wish to answer the Sen
ator from Delaware. I had yielded to the
Senator from Delaware for a question but
he did not answer my question so I wish
to answer his statement with a part of
his amendment.

At the top of page 2 with respect to
what is unlawful the following language
appears on line 13:

(2) For purposes of applying paragraph
(1), the source of the funds from which a
contribution or expenditure is made shall be
immaterial, and such paragraph shall apply
to a contribution or expenditure made from
funds contributed for such purpose by the
shareholders of a corporation or the members
of a labor organization.

That very clearly and specifically de
prives the shareholders of a corporation
or the members of a labor organization to
say, "I voluntarily want to contribute
funds to that union for the union to do
such and such with those funds." It is as
clear as it can be. If that does not de
prive a union member Or a corporation
stockholder of a constitutional right that
they have under our Constitution, I miss
my guess.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-

ator misses his guess. The law states that
any corporation or any labor organiza
tion is already prohibited from making
contributions. That is the eXisting law.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator is correct.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. And it

is still in effect. The difference is that
they can get around the existing law by
forming a committee, transferring the
funds to this committee, and then letting
that committee make the contribution.

This amendment would stop that· eva
sive practice completely. It would apply
to both corporations and llnions.

If the Senate feels that such was in
tended and that they should have a right
to make the contributions by this in
direct method, then defeat the amend
ment and let it be well known that any
corporation in America or any union in
America can use corporate funds and
union funds for political contributions,
and we shall have completely nullified
section 610. I am trying to put some
teeth into the present law, but if Con
gress does not want any teeth in it then
defeat the amendment. Personally, I
cannot conceive of Congress going on
record that any union or corporation can
now make political contributions. Let us
face it-we are not dealing with just
unions or just corporations, we are deal
ing with both of them together.

The rejection of this amendment con
firms a glaring loophole in the law and
Congress will have given it a stamp of ap
proval.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator stated earlier that he
was not a lawyer. I think that his state
ment now fails to distinguish the legal
points, the difference between the ex
penditure of the corporation's funds and
the difference between the permissibil
ity or availability to make voluntary con
tributions on the part of stockholders of
corporations, or on the part of members
of labor organizations. This is the whole
distinction and it is a valid one. It is
written right in the letter from the At
torney General to the distinguished Sen
ator from Delaware, in which he tried to
use it as an example here because the
Attorney General would not prosecute.

Why would he not prosecute? He would
not prosecute because these are volun
tary contributions which are permitted
under the law.

If we adopt the amendment of the Sen
ator from Delaware, we would take it out.

Let me read it:
. . . the source of the funds from which a

contribution or expenditure is made shall be
immaterial, and such paragraph shall apply
to a contribution or expenditure made from
funds contributed for such purposes by
shareholders of a corporation or the mem
bers of a labor organization, as the case may
be, as well as from any other funds of a cor
poration or labor organization from Whatever
source derived, ...

Mr. President, if the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. CuRTIS] now
wishes me to yield to him-as I promised
to do earlier-I shall be happy to do so.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. President, I invite the attention of
all Senators to what I believe is a serious
question.
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Section 610 of existing law prohibits
contributions by banks, insurance com
panies, and labor organizations.

Under the heading "Limitations on
PoUtical Contributions and Purchases"
on page 5 of the bill, and over on page 7
under the heading "Contributions by
Government Contractors," covering the
prohibition against contributions made
by someone contracting with the Gov
ernment, and then over on the last
page, 25, it states:

The Federal Corrupt Practices Act and all
other Acts or parts of Acts inconsistent here
with are repealed.

In other words, we would repeal "all
other acts," and if we do not reenact the
Williams amendment or some other
amendment, we would also repeal the
prohibition against corporations and
labor organizations making contribu
tions.

I do not think that was intended, but
I think that is what the language states.

I believe this matter should be given
further consideration and study because
we are dealing with the regulation of
contributions, to prohibit contributions
of Government contractors. Thus, we
enter the field, and then we repeal the
clause which says:

The Federal Corrupt Practices Act and all
other Acts or parts of Acts inconsistent here
with are repealed.

I think there would be a serious ques
tion as to the existence of a prohibition
against banks, corporations, or labor or
ganizations from contributing to a cam
paign being in effect, if the pending bill
is passed with that language appearing
on page 25 still in it.

Mr. CANNON. I am very happy to
answer the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska on that point.

The provision relating to Government
contractors is in section 611 of title 18.

The section the Senator from Dela
ware is talking about is section 610, title
18. Neither one of them is part of the
Federal Corrupt Practices Act.

Now the repealer clause is very clear
at the end. It states:

The Federal Corrupt Practices Act and all
other acts-

And I am omitting now
. . . is hereby repealed.

Now, the Federal Corrupt Practices Act
does not contain either section 611 or
section 610.

Now, as to "and all other acts or
parts of acts inconsistent herewith are
repealed," what are we repealing? We
have changed section 611. It certainly is
not inconsistent with the earlier section
611. We simply added "corporations" to
it.

Section 610 is not inconsistent with
any part of the act. Section 610 was put
In concurrently with section 611 in the
law as it now stands. ThUS, any reported
repealer of any act inconsistent, would
have no effect on section 610 of title 18.
I submit, therefore, to my colleagues,
that this is just a red herring thrown
across the trail here to suggest that we
are repealing section 610 or any other
part of the law except the Federal Cor~
rupt Practices Act. That is not incon-

sistent with the part of the bill, in and
of itself.

Mr. CURTIS. I invite attention to the
fact that it says, "and all other acts or
parts of acts"--

Mr. CANNON. Inconsistent herewith.
Mr. CURTIS. Yes.
Mr. CANNON. If the Senator w11l show

me any inconsistency, I will be glad to
talk about it.

Mr. CURTIS. I will show it to the Sena
tor. We prohibit Government contrac
tors from making contributions and we
stop there. Then we repeal "and all other
acts" or prohibitions of corporate en
tities, or labor unions.

Mr. CANNON. If the Senator will check
title 18 as it now stands, he will find that
Federal contractors were prohibited also
under section 611 of title 18. Section 610
of title 18, existed right along, concur
rently, with section 611 of title 18.

Mr. CURTIS. It is my contention that
we have limited the rules as to who can
contribute. The pending b11l leaves out
banks and corporations and labor orga
nizations. The repealing clause very likely
will repeal existing law. I think that, at
least, should have some further stUdy.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Nevada
yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield.
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I was

wondering in the course of debate
whether the Senator from Nevada sees a
distinction between, on the one hand,
union members who choose to join in the
form of a union and make a contribu
tion to a political candidate or to an
organization supporting a political can
didate, and on the other hand, share
holders in a corporation who would be
giving through corporate entities.

As I see the distinction, union mem
bers are bound together in a struggle for
their own economic existence or their
own economic survival, while stockhold
ers, who may hold stock in a variety of
different corporations, really have a
rather different set of interests. -I am
wondering whether the Senator from
Nevada finds that same distinction, and
what he concludes about the way in
which it should be considered in rela
tion to this proposed amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Certainly there is a dis
tinction in their interests, but I think
that on the bill here their interest would
have an applicability substantially the
same, because if the Senator from Dela
ware's amendment were to be adopted,
then it would not matter whether there
were union members who wanted volun
tarily to contribute through a parent or
ganization or whether there were stock
holders who wanted voluntarily to con
tribute through their corporation; or, a
step further, whether they were simply
employees of corporations which have
many contributory plans which they en
courage, and assign an officer of the 'cor
poration in charge of that program to
stimulate interest in political campaigns,
to get them· to contribute voluntarily
through the body that they set up with
in the corporate structure, so that those
funds can be parceled out where there is
a political candidate or a political party
of their choice.

This is one of the great things about
our system of government, that we have
corporations encouraging this kind of
participation, and that we also have
unions who encourage participation in
"buying a share" in their Government.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I was
interested in, and I am wondering
whether the Senator himself has made
a study of, the legislative history and de
velopment of this legislation. Going back
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume
93, at pages 6439 and 6440, there is a
variety of quotations from the then Sen
ator Taft. I should like to read briefly
some of the comments he made during
this period of time and ask whether the
Senator from Nevada would comment on
them. I read from what Senator Taft said
at that time:

• • • the CIo-PAC can properly operate
as a poUtical organization, raising its funds
from individual members.

If the labor people shoUlel desire to set
up a political organization and obtain direct
contributions for it, there would be nothing
unlawful in that.

• • • unions can do as was done last year,
organize something like the PAC, a poUtical
organization, and receive direct contribu
tions, Just so long as members of the union
know What they are contributing to, and
the dues Which they pay into the union
treasury are not used for such purpose.

This seems to be one of the indicators
of intent from one of the architects of
that legislation.. This statement was in
the Taft-Hartley law debate; it indicated
Senator Taft's· own feeling about the
importance of union contributions and
the significance of them.

Mr. CANNON. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. He has raised the point
of the very thing the Senator from Dela
ware would take away with his amend
ment. He says he wants to. amend the
law so they cannot do that; so it would
be against the law. The Senator from
Kentucky pointed out that there are laws
on the books stating that this is a law
ful procedure. So it is permissible under
the present law. The Senator from Dela
ware wants to change it. I do not think
it should be.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Does
the Senator agree that not only are there
court decisions on this matter, but that
there are constitutional safeguards, as
well, under the first amendment?

Mr. CANNON. The Secretary is ab
solutely correct. I tried to make that
point earlier: By this proposal, we would
try to deprive these people of a constitu
tional right to participate in their gov
ernment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
thank the Senator for yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING. OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 AM.
TOMORROW AND AUTHORIZA
TION FOR ALL COMMITTEES TO
MEET DURING SESSION OF THE
SENATE TOMORROW
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia; Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent tha.t when
the Senate completes its business to
night, it stand in recess until 10 o'clock
tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest rthe·a.bsence of a quorum.

Mr. Wn.LIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. Wll.LIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, I have no objection to the Senate's
meeting at 10 o'clock tomorrow, but the
Committee on Finance has had heatings
scheduled, and we cannot be in both
places at the same time.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent to with
draw the previous request that the Sen
ate recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow
morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business today,
it stand in recess until 10 o'clock tomor
row morning, with the proviso that all
committees be permitted to meet during
the session of the senate tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, w1l1 the
senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. I am quite willing to

have the Senate convene at 10 o'clock, of
course; I do not wish to impede the busi
ness of the Senate. But a group of Sena
tors, including myself, does have an obli
ga.tion in the morning to attend an im
portant meeting. I wonder if it could also
be agreed that there would be no yea
and-nay votes until 12 o'clock or later
tomorrow.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The
leadership Is attempting to arrange the
work for tomorrow so as to accommo
date the senior Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. CLARK], who will experience
an Important event In his life tomor
row. It would be the Intention of the
leadership to do everything possible, if
it can be so worked out with the Sena
tor from PennsylvanIa and with the Sen
ator from Nevada [Mr. CANNON], who is
managing the bill, to avoid any rollcall
votes before noon or 12:30 p.m. tomor
row.

Mr. HOLLAND; I thank the distin
guished senator from West Virginia. I

have explained the nature of the confer
ence to the Senator. It is to be held be
fore one of the important agencies and
has been long arranged. A large number
of persons are in Washington to attend
it. Several Senators have to be present,
particularly the two Senators from Flor
ida. If it can be arranged that there w1l1
be no rollcall votes before 12 o'clock or
12:30, I shall interpose no objection to
the Senator's request.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]
plans to offer two amendments. It is my
understanding, after 'a discussion with
him, that he will require about an hour
on each amendment. So it will be the in
tention of the leadership tomorrow to
attempt to delay any votes until noon, if
possible. The Senate can discuss the
amendments and attempt to delay votes
on them until noon, in order to accom
modate the Senator from Florida and his
associates.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

ELECTION REFORM ACT OF 1967
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 1880) to revise the Federal
election laws, and for other purposes.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware.

No one denies that dissenting members
of associations-whether corporations or
labor unions-must be protected from
misuse of their funds. No one questions
the need to prevent units of economic
power from using that power, and dis
torting political campaigns with large in
fusions of funds.

But this bill does not meet such a
need-it isa dangerous cure for a dubi
ous disease. It is neither fair, nor bal
anced-and it may well be unconstitu
tional. When the late Senator Taft sought
to limit union pol1tical influence in the
Taft-Hartley law, he specifically recog
nized the right of groups-including
unions-to play a part in the political
process. His bill thus refused to place the
disastrous restraints on union activity
which this bill would do-because Sena
tor Taft recognized that the abuse lay in
coercing members of unions; not in
channeling funds w1llingly contributed
for political purposes.

Yet this amendment ignores the vital
distinction between coercion and volun
tariness. Under this amendment-page
2, line 14-

The source of the funds ... shall be im
material ... even though the shareholders
of a corporation or labor organization. as
the case may be. consent to such contribu
tion or expenditure.

Thus, any union organization which
collects funds from union members-no
matter how eager the members are to
contribute-would be committing a
crime.

Surely the constitutional rights of as
sociation-which have been so zealously
guarded in recent years by the Supreme
Court-are seriously impaired if an as
sociation of members with a common
economic interest cannot channel this
interest into the field of politics with

funds w1Ilingly and voluntarily given by
individual members.

Indeed, the Supreme Court seriously
questioned the whole legislative structure
restricting assoc1ational involvement in
politics. In International· Association of
Machinists against Street, the Supreme
Court noted the grave constitutional
questions such limitation raised. In view
of the drastic extension now proposed on
political participation by members of a
common association, the validity of this
amendment is highly dubious.

Second, the apparent impartiality be
tween unions and corporations is false.
Shareholders do not stand to the cor
poration as union members do to the
union. The commonness of interest, the
vital role played by the union in the
economic life of the member, is far
greater than that of a corporation to
shareholder. Indeed, this is what pro
pelled the passage of the labor bill of
rights 8 years ago. This distinction
does not permit us to set up mechanistic
equations, which is just what this bill
does.

But more important, the b11l does not'
reach the very real methods of corporate
campaign contributions. As an article
in Fortune magazine, in May 1956 de
tailed, the varieties of contributions
are infinite. Executives can, as indi
viduals, give large amounts to campaigns,
knowing they will regain the funds in
the form of bonuses. Secretaries can be
loaned out to offices; executives can take
leaves of absence to work in campaigns.
Yet none of these methods of contribu
tion are reached in this amendment.

Moreover, the alleged union abuse has
already been reached not only by legis
lation, but by the courts. In Brotherhood
of Railway Clerks against Allen, the Su
preme Court specifically barred unions
from using any dues of dissenting mem
bers for political purposes.

In view of the severe constitutional
problems, in view of the imbalance, and
in view of alreadY existing law correct
ing union abuses, this bill's need is far
from clear. Yet this b1ll is now being
considered-and no hearings have been
held, no witnesses called, no evidence ad
vanced to show the need for this radical
restraint on traditional political rights
of labor organizations.

I urge the defeat of the amendment.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I

yield.
Mr. MONDALE. I commend the Sena

tor from Massachusetts for his very fine
statement in opposition to the pending
amendment.

As I understand the amendment, it
seeks to draw a parallel between what
is seen as an effort by individual stock
holders to give to a campaign via the
corporation with an effort by an in
dividual union member to contribute
voluntarily to COPE or some other simi
lar organization.

Does the Senator from Massachusetts
regard this as a fair parallel, or does he
know of any instances in which individ
ual stockholders have attempted to con
tribute to campaigns in this way?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
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think that the parallel breaks down very
quickly. As I mentioned, the union mem
bers are binding themselves together to
work out arrangements with respect to
wages and living conditions and general
conditions of employment.

The stockholders have an entirely dif
ferent interest. In many instances the
stockholders themselves are stockholders
or officers of other corporations, and
their interests are different.

I think, therefore, that trying to draw
a parallel is really quite unreasonable.
However, let me say, beyond merely re
sponding to your question, that the Sen
ate concerned itself for a considerable
period of time some month ago with
problems of campaign financing and
funding.

During that debate the difficulties
which those of limited wealth have in
raising sufficient funds to be able to par
ticipate in the election procedures were
discussed. The pending amendment
would, once again, dramatically hinder
the ability of those of more limited
wealth to run for office. It would cut off
one of the groups that would be able to
supply some limited funding. There is
that additional consideration.

We should realize that the unions
themselves are really entitled to have the
right to support actively, by contribu
tions, those that are seeking public office
whose views are similar to those which
have been assumed by the unions. I do
not think there is anything inherently
wrong with that as long as union mem
bers know this and make voluntary
contributions. In many instances this is
carrying through the democratic proc
ess. This is important and it is helpful.

One vital point which concerns me
about the pending legislation is, as I un
derstand the pending amendment, that
it prohibits all kinds of contributions to
all candidates. This therefore directly in
fringes on the ability of States to make
determinations as to whether they want
their own laws. If they want to see the
continuation of this kind of activity, they
can now make that determination.

What we are doing is really making a
complete and blanket prohibition of such
activity.

Mr. MONDALE. Does the Senator be
lieve that this purported effort to re
strict or limit contributions by corpora
tions would be any more effective than
the numerous provisions now found in
state and Federal law to prohibit corpo
rations from so doing, concerning which
scholar after scholar has pointed out
that they have been a virtual nullity be
cause of the many ways in which cor
porations can avoid these provisions and
effectively support through corporate
assets the campaign of the candidate of
their choice? Or are we really in effect
claiming that we are choking off corpo
rate interests, but. in fact adopting a
nullity, as has been the case with so
many State statutes, inclUding the State
of Minnesota, which purport to prohibit
corporate contributions, but which in
fact through skillful corporate maneu
vering permits the corporations to con
tinue to contribute?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I certainly identify myself

with the comments made by the Senator
from Minnesota. I indicated what I at
least thought were some of the methods
being used today by many corporations
to provide either services or manpower
or the funding of political campaigns.
These methods would not be terminated
even by the pending amendment. What
would be terminated would be certainly
the ability of the unions themselves to
participate through voluntary contri
butions.

I am concerned about this matter. If
this would accomplish everything that
those who have offered the amendment
claim-that it would end all kinds of
corporate contributions and union con
tributions-I think we should evaluate
it on that basis. However, that is not so.

As the Senator has pointed out, both
from the experience of his own State
and of other States, there are numerous
examples in which there are ways to
avoid even the kind of language sug
gested by the pending bill.

Mr. MONDALE. As I recall, in 1956
there was a Senate study or a committee
stUdy of campaign contribution practices
in this country.

That study pointed out that five
wealthy families gave more to one party
than did the 16 million members of
organized labor. Thus, from a practical
standpoint these modest contributions,
given voluntarily-and they are modest
and they are given voluntarily-in many
cases represent the very minimum
amounts necessary for these individuals,
alone and collectively, to help the candi
dates of their choice. If these individuals
were to be denied this modest effort to
cc.ntribute to the candidate reflecting
their philosophy, then regardless of the
alleged parity of the pending amend
ment, the practical effect would be virtu
ally to silence many who represent the
point of view of thousands of union mem
bers who are now permitted to contribute
to the candidate of their choice.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
agree. It has been suggested that we
ought to eliminate any organization such
as COPE or any of the other political
action groups and leave it completely up
to the union or the union members.

Would the Senator not agree with me
that in many instances it is difficult for
a union member in Springfield, Mass., to
know whether it is important in the
achievement of certain legislation that
the money be used in the State of Oregon
or in another part of the country?

Because that man is working every
day, he has no way of knowing these
things unless there is some kind of edu
cational group to provide this kind of
service.

He wants to see the programs which
his union has supported achieved. How
ever, he has no way of really knowing
how his interest will be most vitally
affected.

Mr. MONDALE. Are these suggestions
that such organizations as the Commit
tee on Public Action be dismantled com
ing from the ranks of organized labor
or individual union members, or are they
coming from others that are really not
so motivated by the rights of individual
members as they are by an attempt to

destroy the _political effectiveness of a
voluntary organization which works with
the voluntary support of individual union
members?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
must say, as the Senator has suggested by
his question, that it is not coming from
those that believe in and have indicated
strong support for unionism and the wel
fare of the union activists. This is
troublesome.

I suggested earlier in my brief remarks
that the Supreme Court has ruled on
this question and has recognized the
closeness and the parallel to the right of
free speech by being able to speak effec
tively and has also suggested a number
of other activities, among which is that
of being able to participate in campaigns
by making contributions so that those
who are candidates will be able to speak
effectively on radio and television. We
recognize that these activities cost money.
There are some rather fundamental con
stitutional questions involved. That con
cerns me as much as do the other factors.

I am concerned because there have
been no hearings on the pending amend
ment. Even though there are constitu
tional questions involved, this matter has
not been referred to the Judiciary Com
mittee for its study and deliberation. And
even though it affects the unions of this
country, there has been no referral of
the proposal to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, .the members of
which have made considerable study of
the subject.

It has not been referred to the Finance
Committee, which has been considering
the panoramic problems of campaign ex
penditures.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield.

Mr. MONDALE. Some years ago, when
I was writing a law review note on this
issue for the Minnesota Law Review, I
recall stUdying every authority I could
find on this issue. My recollection is that
they are Virtually unanimous in their
viewpoint that, No.1, existing laws which
prohibit corporate contribution are in
effective; No.2, that if you took away
the right of voluntary contributions to
COPE and the rest of the kind presently
permitted in Federal law, you would sub
stantially diminish the opportunity of the
person of modest income to reflect his
point of view in this fashion, and that
it would be a very unfair blow to the fair
ness of American campaigns.

Perhaps if we were to have hearings on
this proposal, we could bring the many
top experts from the fine schools around
the country and others to testify to what
they think of the present campaign con
tribution practices,disclosure practices,
and the rest. Among them I would recom
mend Mrs. Louise Overacker, who is re
garded as one· of the great experts on
this question, who has proposed that the
ceilings on corporate contributions be re
moved because they are of no effect, any
way-the prohibitions and the ceilings
and that thesame be done with respect
to union contributions, so that there will
be complete fairness; but then insist up
on full disclosure, so that the candidate
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who is the selected candidate of corpo
ration A would be known as such, and the
amount that he received would be known.
Then we would have it out in the open,
where everybody would know, instead of
the under-the-rug contributing that is
going on. The same would apply with re
spect to unions. People could then run
under their true colors.

I believe that in many cases the
sources from which a candidate receives
money may tell more about his views
than what he says on the political plat
form. This is the real way to get at
the issue-meaningful public disclosure,
which permits the public to deal wisely,
on the basis of what the candidate says
and the sources and amounts of the
campaign contributions.

This. is my understanding of the vice
which the top experts in this field are
pointing out today, and the pending pro
posal would be antithetical to the advice
that I believe the. Senate committee
would hear if it were to hold the hearings
that the Senator from Massachusetts
suggests.

Therefore, I believe that is an addi
tional reason to reject the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
believe the Senator has made a number
of very worthy points with respect to
procedures which have been followed
which really, in this set of circumstances,
have not brought to the Members of this
body the kind of balanced judgment and
reasoned presentation which this body
should expect on a matter as complex
and as controversial as this. In fact, the
many implications and ramifications
that have been suggested by the proposed
amendment, and the means of meeting
some of the problems that are suggested,
all are very useful and helpful and point
up the state of confusion about the
problem.

I appreciate the comments of the Sen
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, so far
as the Senator from Florida is concerned,
he was attracted by this amendment
originally; and if it applied only to the
bona fide funds of a corporation or a
labor union, he would be willing to sup
port it; because he thinks that the bona
fide funds of·either of these two classes
of organizations should not be contrib
uted for political purposes.

However, the. vice in the proposed
amendment, the Senator from Florida
believes, is in lines 13 to 18 on page 2 of
the printed amendment, which read as
follows:

For purposes of applying paragraph (1),
the source of the funds from which a con
tribution or expenditure Is made shall be
immaterial, and such paragraph shall apply
to a contribution or expenditure made from
funds contributed for such purpose by the
shareholders of a corporation or the mem
bers of a labor organization, as the case
maybe.

The Senator from Florida sees no
propriety at all in that part of the pro
vision which,· in effect, would prevent
contributions by individuals, and which
simply would use the· corporation or the

labor organization, as the case might
be, as a conduit; and for that reason he
is strongly opposed to the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I be
lieve the comments of the Senator from
Florida are extremely pertinent and very
helpful. Those provisions of the amend
ment are distressing and when they say
"the source of the funds from which a
contribution or expenditure is made shall
be immaterial," this exclUdes, as the
Senator from Florida has pointed out,
whether they are voluntary or compul
sory. I believe that language is extremely
unfortunate.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts for his leadership in this field and
for the thought he has given to the pro
posed amendment. I do not believe it is
strange that the Senator has devoted
such consideration to the bill because,
although it comes from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, the dis
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
is a member of the Committee on the
Judiciary. The main genesis of the pro
posed amendment is criminal penalties.
When you are dealing with criminal
penalties to be infiicted through the
Federal courts, it is a matter, as has
been pointed out, in which the Commit
tee on the JUdiciary has a great interest
and should take interest. If the proposed
amendment is to be attached to the bill,
I believe the bill should go to the Com
mittee on the JUdiciary for its opinion
and for hearings.

The question I address to the distin
guished Senator relates to the language
on page 3 of the bill, beginning with
line 11:

And every officer or director of any corpo
ration, or officer of any labor organization.
who consents to any contribution or ex
penditure by the corporation or labor orga
nization, as the case may be--

I interpolate that the distinguished
Senator from Florida has just pointed
out that on the other page this would
apply to funds contributed by individual
shareholders in a corporation or indi
vidual members of a union, not out of
union funds or out of corporate funds.

I continue reading:
And any person who accepts or receives any

contribution, in violation of this sectlon,
shall be fined not more than $1,000 or im
prisoned not more than one year. or both;
and if the Violation was wlllrul, shall be fined
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more
than two years. or both.

My question to the distinguished
Senator is this: In view of the fact that
the two penalties are provided, one for
willful violation, in lines 14 through 15,
the penalty of a $1.000 fine or a year's
imprisonment would apply to someone
who unwittingly and unknowingly ac
cepted the contribution, would it not?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. It
would appear to me that that would be
a correct interpretation.

As the Senator from Texas has sug
gested by his question, the effect of the
amendment would be to completely

proscribe the opportunity for any union
member or any shareholder in a corpora
tion to ever participate in any State,
local, or Federal election by means of
making some contribation.

It would appear that if he did it com
pletely without full understanding or
knowledge, he would be subjected to the
initial penalty which the Senator from
Texas has pointed out-$1,003 and not
more than 1 year. If they were able to
show that he willingly contributed, he
would be subject to the $10,000 fine and
not more than 2 years in prison.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. It seems to me
that this would be a very exaggerated
penalty, insofar as it provides for im
prisonment, and I wish to ask the Sena
tor this question: Suppose someone
pleaded guilty or was found guilty and
was fined a thousand dollars and he paid
it, and because of the proviso that he
could have been imprisoned a year, he
would be guilty of a felony. He would
then lose his citizenship and his right
to vote, would he not?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
That would certainly appear to be cor
rect.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. And he could
only be restored by a pardon from the
President.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
That would be my interpretation.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I have run into
this matter since becoming a Member of
the Senate. A prominent businessman in
my State was in the construction bUSi
ness and he built homes. In that con
nection there were requirements for
Federal loans and certain affidavits had
to be filed. Through carelessness he per
mitted the filing of those affidavits in his
name. He was hailed up and he was told
that they had decided to make an exam
ple of him. He was indicted and the mat
ter went to the Federal court. As I have
said he was an honorable businessman.
He was told that if he would pay a $250
fine on one case the matter would be
allover and the other cases would be
dismissed. He did pas the fine of $250
and the other cases were dismissed. He
thought that ended the matter. However,
several years later someone became jeal
ous because of a civic enterprise in which
he was engaged and they said that this
businessman was not a citizen and could
not vote.

If he were found guilty- and paid a fine
of $250, under Federal law he has been
found guilty of a felony and he loses his
citizenship, which can only be restored by
a pardon from the President. It is a slow
process to get the President to sign a
pardon.

I recommend to the Senator, as a mem
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary,
that the entire Federal criminal penalty
system should be overhauled. We have
many laws covering minimal offenses
where people pay a little fine. and they
are guilty of a felony. UndEr most State
laws there is no felony unless the person
is sent to the penitentia~'.However under
Federal laws a person pays a fine, is
guilty of a felony, and he loses his citi
zenship.

There is one penalty in this provision
in an instance where a campaign man-
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agel' or a candidate could unknowingly
solicit or accept the fund, pay a fine of
$100, and be guilty of a felony. He might
pay a fine of $10 if he pleads guilty and
be guilty of a felony. I think that is a
great injustice in our Federal criminal
system and this situation points up that
matter.

I am glad that the Senator from Mas
sachusetts, as a member of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, where fines and
penalties are dealt with, has taken the
lead in connection with this amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, I oppose this amendment. It
would disrupt the operation of the only
effective political voice possessed by mil
lions of working men all over our Nation.
It would interfere with principles of
freedom of political expression, probably
to the extent of violating the first amend
ment. And it would have far-reaching ef
fects, perhaps unintended, in State and
local elections.

Its premise-to prevent union misuse
of members' funds-is invalid. For the
funds it would cut off are funds volun
tarily contributed, as Senator Taft made
clear in the original Taft-Hartley debate
20 years ago. Its effect--to prevent in
dividuals from choosing the way in which
they will express themselves politically
is invalid, too, and this invalidity is prob
ably of constitutional dimension. A long
line of Supreme Court decisions makes
clear the demarcation between instituted
coercion and individual freedom in polit
Ical giving, and this amendment clearly
invades individual freedom.

The practice which this amendment
would disrupt permits workers to support
candidates all over the country who are
sympathic to their cause-in the measure
in which particular candidates need sup
port. Giant corporations do not require
this kind of cooperative effort. They are
national-or almost so-in their eco
nomic power and scope. But the individ
ual union member deserves the protection
of being able to contribute to a group
which will spend his contribution where
it will be most effective.

Political contributors by unions and
their members are now legal in State and
local elections, unless State or local
otherwise provides. This amendment
would-in one sweeping action-change
State and local practice all over the
Nation overnight. I do not think we
should take such action without a little
more thought and deliberation, without
more understanding of the implications
of our actions.

But most fundamentally. the amend
ment is wrong because it will impair in
dividual rights, and on that ground alone,
even if there were no other, it should be
objected.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all
time on this amendment and the amend
ments thereto be limited to 20 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not
think we need a consent request now. I
shall not take more than 5 minutes, but
I do not think we need a unanimous-con
sent order.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Would
the Senator from Delaware agree to a
unanimous-consent request for 20 min-

utes on the amendment and all amend
ments thereto, to be equally divided?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. I am
ready to vote now, and I was ready to
vote before.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I withdraw my request.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, earlier in
the debate, I raised the question as to
whether or not the courts had passed on
this section of the bill. I said I thought
I remembered that the courts had passed
on this particular section, and that they
had termed it a constitutional question.

I find that the district court has
passed on it, and ruled, as I remembered,
on that section of the act, which pro
hibited a union from making contribU
tions. The question arose with respect
to committees and political contributions
in those situations where the contribu
tion might be termed involuntary.
Nevertheless, the court has held that that
section of the act was unconstitutional
under the first amendment.

Mr. President, I think it might he pos
sible to draft a hill which would, for ex
ample, prohibit a contribution to a can
didate or prohibit the use of these funds
for the operations of a political cam
paign. such as the cost of driving voters
to the polls or matters of that sort.

However. I must say, after reading the
pending amendment and studying the
cases that have passed upon this ques
tion and which hold that it would be an
invasion of the first amendment, I shall
vote against the amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from Delaware
[Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I shall be brief. The Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] and
the Senator from Texas [Mr. YARBOR
OUGH] made much of the fact that hear
ings have not been held on the bill. Hear
ings were held on this bill and on all
phases of the Corrupt Practices Act.

Then the Senator from Texas spent
considerable time expressing great con
cern over the very harsh penalties in the
amendment which he referred to as
found on page 3, beginning on line 16
through line 19. The Senator from Mas
sachusetts concurred that these were ex
tremely harsh penalties and said that
was one of the reasons the amendment
should not be agreed to.

I point out that these are the same
penalties provided for in the existing
law.

I wish to ask both of them, as members
of the Committee on the Judiciary and as
lawyers, to follow the language of the
amendment and the penalties while I
read from the present act itself, because
it is verbatim, I quote from section 610
of the Corrupt Practices Act.

(They) shall be fined not more than $1,000
or imprisoned not more than one year, or
both; and if the violation was willful, shall
be fined not more than $10.000 or impris
oned not more than 2 years. or both.

Mr. President, that penalty provision
was lifted verbatim from the existing law
and put into this amendment. The Sena
tors are debating against the present act,
not my amendment. I am sure that as
lawyers they will agree on this point.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I do

not understand how the argument that
the Senator is trying to make rebuts my
statement. Even though the Senator is
taking boilerplate language from the act
the extent goes far beyond other sections
of the act. It reaches fundamental ques
tions of free speech and other funda
mental questions in which the Supreme
Court has ruled. Taking boilerplate
language does not satisfy me that it
makes it acceptable.· I stand by the
earlier interpretations. I think the points
made by the Senator from Texas are
just as valid now as they were then.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts has referred
to this penalty as coming from another
section of the act. I most respectfully
call his attention to the fact that I am
not referring to another section of the
act. I am referring to section 610, the
Corrupt Practices Act, title 18. and I am
referring to the penalty provision under
the section we are here amending. They
are identical; so what is the argument?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that section 610 of the existing law,
containing that language, be printed in
the RECORD.

There· being no objection. the section
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

• • • shall be fined not more than $1,000 or
imprisoned not more than one year, or both;
and if the violation was willfUl, shall be
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned
not more than two years, or both.

Mr. WILLIAMS .of Delaware. Mr.
President, I now ask unanimous consent
that the penalty provisions of the pend
ing .amendment beginning ,on page 3.
lines 16 through 19. be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the ex
cerpt was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

• • • shall be fined not more than $1,000
or imprisoned not more than one year, or
both; and If the violation wasw1llful,shall be
fined not more than $10,000 or Imprisoned
not more than two years, or both.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Anyone
reading the language will find that they
are identical. The Senators are doing a
lot of shadow boxing.

I have read the existing law as it now
prohibits corporations and unions from
making any contribution or expenditure
in connection with any election in
which the President or Members of Con
gress are involved. Then it lists the
penalties to which I have referred. All I
am doing is stating that same prohibition
will apply to contributions made by cor
porations or unions when such contribu
tions are siphoned through a second or
third party.

I have placed in the RECORD the letters
from the Department where they said in
effect that when these contributions are
made indirectly by corporations and un
ion, no laws are violated. The pending
amendment would correct this situation
regardless of whether these contributions
are made directly or indirectly.

As to the need for the union member
to have a right to contribute to the party
of his choice, compared with the need of
the stockholder of the company hl),ving
the right to contribute, I point out that
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there is nothing under the existing law
and there is nothing under this amend
ment which would restrict a union mem
ber, a corporation member, a corporate
official, a stockholder, or whatever he
may be, from contributing as an individ
ual. That is a fallacious argument.

I would not support any proposal
which tended to restrict the right of the
individual citizen in any way. What this
does do would be to stop the union as a
union, or the corporation as a corpora
tion, from taking money that was con
tributed either by the corporate stock
holders Or by the union members, with
or without their consent, and making a
cash contribution or an expenditure to
the party that was the favorite choice
of the union official or the corporate
president and not necessarily the choice
of the individuals involved in each case.

Certainly any individual, as an Ameri
can citizen, whether he be a union mem
ber, a stockholder, or an official in any
capacity in either organization, has a
right to contribute to the party of his
choice. But, I say further that no official
of any union or corporation has the right
to take the money contributed by mem"'
bers or stockholders and then make a
cash contribution to the party of his
own choice, which mayor may not be
the party which that partiCUlar member
supports.

The issue is clear. So far as I am con
cerned, lam ready to vote. I think it
boils down to: Do we want to stop the
unions and corporations from making
political contributions from union or cor
porate treasuries?

This amendment carries the same pen
alties for both.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I shall
reluctantly vote against the amendment
because I believe it reaches too far. I
think it is unfortunate that we do not
have a carefully worded amendment
which would prohibit and stop the use
of union funds for political purposes as
well as corporate funds for political pur
poses.

There are too many instances today
where corporate funds and union funds
are actually being used, directly or indi
rectly, for political purposes.

However, as the Senator from Florida
has already pointed out, that language
reaches too far. The amendment would
also prohibit voluntary contributions to
such committees as the Committee for
Political Education and others.

I have said on many occasions I felt
that voluntary contribution for political
purposes, even though they be collected
by a union, should be all right. I shall,
consistent with that position, stated
often times in the past, vote against the
amendment.

I do hope that other amendments
might be offered which would appro
priately tighten the Corrupt Practices
Act and make it effective, as it was
originally intended, particularly when
Senator Taft and others amended the
Taft-Hartley Law.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD certain edi
torials and comments on this subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

[From the St. LouIs Globe-Democrat, Oct.
2-3, 1965]

DONATION OF $25,000 BY LAWLER FOR JOHNSON
CAMPAIGN-STEAMFITTER AGENT'S ACTION
ApPEARS To HAVE VIOLATED FEDERAL LAW

(By Al Delugach and Denny Walsh)
By far the handsomest gIft to "Friends of

LBJ" In the 1964 presidentIal campaIgn was
the $25,000 it reported as a contribution from
John L. Lawler. He is business manager of
the powerful St. Louis Steamfitters Local 562,
whIch pays him about that much annually.

On its face, the donation appears In vIola
tion of federal law forbidding a contributor
from giving over $5,000 to a single commIttee
in a federal election.

"Friends of LBJ" was a gilt-edge group of
poUtical "Insiders" that raised campaign
funds for PresIdent Lyndon B. Johnson.

The PresIdent, In April, 1964, commuted
the labor racketeerIng sentence of the Local
562 strongman, Lawrence L. Callanan.

Other 1964 contrIbutions listed as made by
LaWler InclUde $2000 to the "PresIdent's Club
for Johnson CommIttee" and $3000 to the
DemocratIc National CommIttee.

Callanan hImself, as well as Lawler and
other key Local 562 figures, are also reported
as havIng plunked out a total of $6000 In
contrIbutIons to the Democratic NatIonal
CommIttee just last June.

LARGE DEBTS
The oommlttee, WhIch reported raIsIng

$1,330,640 between June 1 and Aug. 31 thIs
year, stUI has large debts from the 1964 cam
paign.

Callanan was conVIcted under a RepubUcan
admInIstratIon in 1954 of the $28,000 shake
down of a Tulsa pIpelIne contractor. He was
paroled In 1960 after servIng nearly half of a
12-year sentence in Leavenworth.

A few days earUer, the Internal Revenue
ServIce granted him a favorable settlement of
hIs $40,000 tax debt from the kIckback perIod.

Because of hIs allegedly modest finances,
he was permitted to pay $17,000 cash and a
percentage of anything he earned above $7500
a year for ten years. The IRS summary of
the case noted he was then earning $150 a
week as a steamfitter and added a doleful
note:

There are "no prospects of any materIal In
crease" in hIs income.

Before his commutatIon was granted eIght
days later, Callanan faced legal blocks to
resuming unIon-related actIVity until JUly,
1971.

SALARY HIKE
He recently surfaced on the polItIcal hIgh

seas as the director of the lush "voluntary"
politIcal fund of Local 562, his salary re
ported in the $15,000-$20,000 range.

The financial report of "FrIends of LBJ"
was filed with the clerk of the United States
House of Representatives in Washington Jan.
12,1965.

It was sworn to by Its treasurer, PaUl A.
Porter, and submitted on the letterhead of
the hIgh-powered WashIngton law firm of
Arnold, Fortas and Porter.

One partner, Abe Fortas, has recently been
named to the Supreme Court bench. An
other, Thurman Arnold, Is former head of
the Justice Department's antItrust dIvision.
Mr. Arnold was a defense attorney for Cal
lanan in appeals of his convictIon to the
Supreme Comt In the 1950s.

The name of the chairman of "FrIends of
LBJ" was not in Its report. A spokesman for
the DemocratIc National Committee said he
did not know. Several attempts to contact
Mr. Porter Friday about the report were un
successful, although he was In his office.

Among the $121,950 In contrIbutions reo
ported for 1964 was $25,000 on Nov. 2 by
Lawler, who was listed as a "contributor."
Although the law requires the name and
address 01 contributors, the report gave only
the name and city of each.

The Hatch Act states that "whoever"

makes contrIbutions of more than $5,000 to
a polItical commIttee In a federal electlon
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or im
prisoned not more than five years, or both.
Committees as contrIbutors are excepted.

u.s. LABOR LAW

Under federal labor law, unions and cor.
porations are not permItted to make political
contrIbutIons on their own.

Lawler was said to be out of the cIty Fri
day and not available for comment about
his reported contributIon.

By comparison to the $25,000 gift, Henry
Ford II of DetroIt was down on the report
for $3,000 and Hollywood star Gene Autry
for $5000.

AccordIng to the 1964 financIal report of
Steamfitter Local 562 to the Labor Depart·
ment, Lawler, was paid $19,960 salary, plus
$1500 allowances and $4136 expenses be
tween OCt. 1, 1963, and Sept. I, 1964.

The salary was $5260 above Lawler's sal·
ary figure in the 1963 report filed.

The Democratic National Committee's re
port filed wIth the House clerk showed a
$1000 contribution June 2, 1965, by "L. L.
Callanan," 10517 Lookaway dr. (his home ad·
dress), and another $1000 by "Lawrence Cal
lanan," 1242 Pierce ave. (address of the
unIon).

OTHER DONATIONS
Other $1000 donatIons last June 2 were

listed for "J. L. LaWler," "G. Seaton" and "E.
Steska," all of the union address, and "E.
Beck," 4317 Haven St. .

Steska is Local 562 presIdent and Seaton
the vice-presIdent and business agent.

Beck, a steamfitter, Is Callanan's son-in
law. He reportedly has been recently made
assIstant to Callanan in running the "vol.
untary" poUtical fund, which is reputed to
take in as much as $390,000 a year from Local
562. members. The fund is quartered in the
union hall.

As revealed Tuesday by The Globe-Demo
crat, Beck showed up in state records as one
of the Ucensed agents of an insurance firm
about the time it began doing busIness with
Local 562's pensIon fund.

The fund's reports to the Labor Depart
ment do not Hst Beck as among those who
were paid thousands of dollars in commIs
sions on the deal.

ContributIons to the Democratic commIt·
tee from the Steamfitter eUte appear munifi
cent by comparison with many in the $200
to-$400 range from members of PresIdent
Johnson's CabInet and other government offi
cIals.

[From the St. LouIs Globe-Democrat, Oct.
2-3, 1965]

QUESTIONS To BE ANSWERED
It Is revealed elsewhere in today's Globe

Democrat that John Lawler, busIness man
ager of Steamfitters Local 562, made a $25,
000 campaIgn gIft to "FrIends of LBJ," $2000
to the PresIdent's Club for Johnson Commit·
tee, . and $3000 to the DemocratIc National
CommIttee, all In 1964.

ConsIdering that Lawler's salary for 1964
was reported as $19,960, this is extremely
generous giving, indeed.

The Globe-Democrat bel1eves the Internal
Revenue Service should make an investiga
tIon of Lawler's finances to determine
Whether he paid taxes on what must be a
vast Income above hIs stated salary to en
able hIm to give so generously to PresIdent
Johnson and the DemocratIc National Com
mittee.

We think, too, that United states Attor
ney Richard D. FitzGibbon shoUld investi
gate Whether any Federal law has been Vio
lated by these gifts. Federal law forbids a
contributor from giving over $5000 to one
committee in a Federal election.

This may be difficUlt for Mr. FitzGibbon
since he was the Callanan-Lawler candidate
for Mayor until the steamfitter gang found
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that Alfonso J. Cervantes had too great a lead
and switched their endorsement from Fitz
Gibbon to Cervantes. Nevertheless it is his
duty and we expect Mr. FitzGibbon to do it.

We think that the Internal Revenue Serv
ice should also investigate the gift of Law
rence Callanan of $2000 to the Democratic
National Committee this year.

Callanan, conVicted labor racketeer, was
permitted to pay $17,000 cash in settlement
of a blll of $40,219 for taxes, fraud and other
penalties and interest.

He is required, under terms of the settle
ment, to pay a percentage of future earnings
in excess of $7500 a year on the $23,219 bal
ance of his tax liabillties.

If Callanan were so poor that the Inter
nal Revenue Service had to compromise his
debt to the government, how could he con
tribute $2000 to the Democratic party?

Certalnly the Internal Revenue Service, in
view of Callanan's obvious affiuence, should
find adequate grounds for reopening its tax
settlement.

Surely there can be no connection between
the enormously generous gifts of Callanan
and Lawler and President Johnson's commu
tation of Callanan's sentence, which enables
him to go back into union activities.

Nevertheless, perhaps former Attorney
General Robert Kennedy-now Senator from
New York-would care to comment on his
recommending Callanan for a return to grace
in view of the smelly record of the steam
fitters as blocks to progress In St. Louis,
Callanan's continuing to run the union from
his jail cell and, most importantly, the re
marks of the late Federal Judge Ruby Hulen
who, In sentencing Callanan, described the
case as a "more grievous and aggravated vio
lation of the law," than other racketeering
cases tried before him.

"The evidence of merciless use and betrayal
of people who labor for their livelihood, and
were members of unions supposed to be
represented by these defendants, is shock
ing," JUdge Hulen stated at the time. "Un
less I had heard the facts under oath I
would not have believed them."

The jUdge remarked that Callanan "hasn't
shown one bit of remorse. Indifference to the
welfare of union workmen Is glaring." Judge
HUlen stated further: "Callanan took from
the funds of the union, of which he is an
officer, funds to pay for his defense . . .
Callanan was the brains of the racketeering
conspiracy."

Perhaps the White House Itself would care
to elaborate on the clean bill of health given
Callanan last year.

It would be Interesting to know, also, who
urged Attorney General Kennedy and Presi
dent Johnson to pardon this notorious
extortionist.

The evidence of law violation and the
posslbl11ty, at least, of the 11legal use of union
funds cries aloUd for investigation.

Everyone who believes in good government
will not be content until strong afllrmatlve
action Is taken in the cases of Lawler and
Callanan and, If there are abuses of law and
trust, as we strongly suspect, they are
thoroughly aired and punished.

[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat,
Nov. 16, 1965)

THE CASE AGAINST THE STEAMFITTERS

The individual steamfitter In this area is
probably just as good an American as any
other citizen, but his union-Local 562-has
kept more business out of St. Louis than any
one else can bring In. It Is a corrupting
influence in the life of this city.

Businesses not already In· St.Louis steer
clear of us because they simply will not
submit to the steamfitters gang which has
the highest wage scale in the nation, but
whose featherbedding and other practices
exorbitantly hike the cost of doing business.

Contractors using steamfitters cannot even
appoint their own union foremen. They have

no voice in hiring their own union employ
ees. They must take whomever the union
gives them and have no control whatsoever
over the job.

This is contrary to the universal practice
of other unions. As a result, the steamfitters
are regarded M the worst union in the area
and, probably, In the country in terms of
productivity and reasonable co-operative ef
fort.

Some people may say, "Why worry about
a small union of 1,200 members? A group that
small, no matter how bad, cannot possibly
do any harm." They could not be more
wrong.

The power of the steamfitters Is sheer
money. Each union member is forced to con
tribute $1 a day, $2 for permit holders, to
a. "voluntary" fund for political education.
It Is "Voluntary" only in the sense that he
gives it or he doesn't work.

The $250 annually which a resident stearn
fitter must "give" Is more than the average
person in those circumstances contributes to
his church, the United Fund, the Boy Scouts
and all good causes combined; yet he has
no choice.

The total in this one fund amounts to
apprOXimately $600,000 a year, which goes to
political contributions known to be well up
in six figures to at least one candidate and
very well up in five figures to others.

In addition, this one small union takes in
apprOXimately $2,500,000 annually, paid solely
by the employers at the rate of $10 per man
day worked. Benefits seeping down to the
IndiVidual members from this fund seems
curiously limited and accountabillty does
not exist.

For example, several years ago the steam
fitters canceled the group polley bought for
their members with one of the best and most
reputable insurance companies in America
and took out policies with a small and little
known company In Gary, Ind.

CUriously, this Is the same company which
sold 116,250 shares of stock with a market
value of about $5 per share to Interested St.
Louisans With good union contracts at $1 per
share. It this deal doesn't stink to high
heaven, none ever did. It is currently being
investigated by Federal authorities.

There is no applicable law governing the
disbursement either of the $600,000 political
slush fund or the $2,500,000 health and wel
fare plans. This Is a shocking loophole and
should be corrected at the Federal level,

Meanwhile, the union Is controlled by Law
rence Callanan, who was convicted of extor
tion and served six years In a Federal prison,
by his standby and lackey, John Lawler, who
was Indicted for extortion, but strangely
never came to trial, and by Lawrence Thomp
son, a former Teamster convicted of extor
tion who makes sure the boys "give" their
$1 a day political contribution.

Some questionable practices maybe have
their root In the fact that Callanan, LaWler
and the like are able to make massive poli
tical contributions. Lawler recently con
tributed $31,000 in the Friends of LBJ and
other Democratic committees. Callanan was
able to compromise $40,219 in back taxes for
$17,000 but stlll was able to give $2,000 to
the Democratic National Committee. It
probably was a coincidence, but not too
long before that a presidential commutation
was issued for Callanan who promptly re
sumed his role In union affairs.

With the power afforded them by the mem
bers' "voluntary gifts," the steamfitters can
make quite some political hay. One of their
members sits in the Missouri Senate and two
are In the Missouri House of Representatives.
There Is talk that Lawler, himself may, in
deed, have the effrontery to run for a vacancy
in the State Senate for which he was beaten
three years ago.

Attorneys or proteges have been appointed
as chairman of the St. LOUis Board of Elec
tion Commissioners and as a judge· of the
Circuit Court.

The steamfitters are reaching for some of
the highest offices in Missouri government
and their infiuence for evil will expand un
less checked In the public interest.

The entire matter cries alOUd for ventila
tion and correction,

Specifically, the District Director of Inter
nal Revenue should reopen the tax compro
mIse of Callanan and investigate the amount
paid on income taxes by Callanan, LaWler
and associates.

The International SteaIn1ltters Union
should Investigate the abuses which have
brought-and are bringing-the entire
steamfitter trade, an honorable one outside
this area, Into disrepute. The International
Meatcutters Union straightened out a far
less dangerous situation with their local, and
the steamfitters can do no less.

We hope that Senator W11llams of Dela
ware and Senator McClellan of Arkansas will
Investigate the entire mess In st. Louis and
propose corrective Federal legislation.

The United States Attorney, Richard D.
FitzGibbon, has announced that he wl1l in
vestigate the steamfitters before a Federal
grand jury In JUdge Roy Harper's court. We
can think of no one less promising to con
duct such an Investigation.

FitzGibbon was a former law associate of
Morris Shenker, who is In the steaIn1ltter
business up to his eyebrows. FitzGibbon was
the steamfitters' choice as a candidate for
Mayor untll they found they could not beat
AI cervantes in the primary. FitzGibbon
himself represents a nice balance between
ineptitUde and laziness, a combination hard
to beat.

We urge the Justice Department, consider
ing the many ramifications of the Insurance
deal, to send in a highly qualified special
prosecutor to replace FitzGibbon and run the
Investigation.

The steamfitters' union Is of personal con
cern to every businessman and every citizen
in this area. It can only be reformed by the
gOOd offices of the Justice Department, the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Inter
,nal Revenue Service, courageous Senators,
and a courageous grand jury in Judge Har
per's court, and by an aroused public opin
ion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, in reply to the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN], I want to point
out that this amendnlent would stop the
abuse which is now going on and, at the
same time, would not jeopardize the
rights of any union member or stock
holder to make a contribution to the
party of his choice.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, as I
stated earlier, this is simply a case of
deciding whether we want to permit
union members or stockholders of cor
porations to participate voluntarily in
the process of their Government by
being able to make voluntary contribu
tions.

H we want to deprive them of the
right which the courts have said is un
constitutional to attempt, as the distin
guishedSenator from Kentucky [Mr.
COOPER] has pointed out, then we should
vote with the Senator from Delaware.
If we want to preserve that right for
them and give them the right to partic
ipate in the conduct of this great Gov
ernment, then we should vote against
the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I do not want to delay the Senate,
but I cannot let go unchallenged the
inference by the Senator from Nevada
that the adoption of my amendment
would in anyway restrict the right of
any American citizen, whether he be a
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So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that, in connection with the
amendment which is to be offered by the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]
and with the amendment which is to be
offered by the senior Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLARK) and the junior
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SCOTT],
there be a time limitation on each
amendment of not to exceed 1 hour, the
time to be equally divided between the
mover of the amendment and the man
ager of the bill.

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. DffiKSEN. My understanding is

that, in deference to the senior Senator
from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], we would
have no actual vote before 12 o'clock
noon.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes. It
is the intention of the leadership to delay
any vote until 12 o'clock, but it is the
thought of the leadership that we might
proceed with a discussion of the amend
ments and possibly have the votes come
at 12 o'clock or shortly thereafter.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Suppose

there are amendments to the amend
ment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thought
my request included amendments to the
amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that all time on each of the amend
ments to which I have just referred and
the amendments thereto be limited to 1
hour, the time to be equally divided be
tween the mover of the amendment and
the chairman of the committee.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, is that 1 hour on the Clark
amendment, or 1 hour on that amend
ment and 1 hour on amendments there
to?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
time on the Clark amendments and all
amendments thereto be limited to 1 hour
on each, the time to be equally divided
between the mover of the amendment
and the chairman of the committee.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I object. I do not know that
there will be any amendments to the
amendments, but I would not want to
be in the position, while committees are
meeting, when there may be three or
four amendments to the Clark amend
ment, of having no time to discuss those
amendments. If the Senator wants to
ask unanimous consent to have a limita
tion of 1 hour on the Clark amendments,
to be equally divided, and 1 hour on any
amendment thereto, to be equally di
vided,I would have no objection.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. CLARK. I think it is so highly un

likely that there will be amendments to
either amendment that I would be per
fectly content to go along with the SUg
gestion of the Senator from Delaware. As
a matter of fact, I would have to, any
way. May I say that my situation is such

Mundt
Smith
Thurmond
Tower
Wllliams, Del.

NAY8-46
Griffin Mondale
Gruening Monroney
Hayden Nelson
Hill Pearson
Holland Prouty
Kennedy, Mass. Proxmire
Kennedy, N.Y. Ribicotr
Kuchel Scott
Long. Mo. Sparkman
Long, La. Spong
McCarthy Stennis
McClellan Talmadge
McGee Yarborough
McGovern Young. Ohio
McIntyre
Metcalf

Aiken
Allott
Bartlett
Bayh
Brewster
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Clark
Cooper
Ellender
Ervin
FUlbright
Gore

Bennett
Boggs
Carlson
Case
Cotton
Dirksen
Fannin

NOT VOTING-35
Anderson Inouye Muskie
Baker Jackson Pastore
Bible Javits Pell
Church Jordan, N.C. Percy
Curtis Lausche Randolph
Dodd Magnuson Russell
Dominick Mansfield Smathers
Eastland Montoya Symington
Harris Morse Tydings
Hart Morton Williams. N.J.
Hartke Moss Young. N. Dak.
Hatfield Murphy

So the amendment (No. 283) of Mr.
WILLIAMS of Delaware was rejected.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident. I move to lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

PROGRAM-UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, for the information of the Senate,
there will be no more votes tonight. The
Senate will continue its consideration of
the pending business tomorrow when it
meets at 10 o'clock.

I am informed by the senior Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK) that he
has an amendment which he will offer in
the morning, and that he is joining with
the junior Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. SCOTT] in the offering of a second
amendment. I am also informed by the
senior Senator from Pennsylvania that
he would like to have not to exceed 1
hour on each of the two amendments.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, half an hour to a side.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes; half
an hour to a side.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. CURTIS] is paired with the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DOMINICK],
If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Colorado would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from New
York [Mr. JAVITS] is paired with the
Senator from California [Mr. MURPHY],
If present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote "nay" and the
Senator from California would vote
"yea."

The result was announced-yeas 19,
nays 46, as follows:

[No. 243 Leg.]
YEA8-19

Fong
Hansen
Hicken100per
Holllngs
Hruska
Jordan, Idaho
Mlller

member of a union, a corporate stock
holder, or an official of a union or a cor
poration, from making a contribution to
the party of his choice. There is abso
lutely nothing in the amendment which
would prevent such free action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
(No. 283) of the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. WILLIAMS],

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered; and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BIBLE], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. HARRIS), the Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. HART], the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA], the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE], the
Senator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE], the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SYMINGTON], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON), the Sena
tor from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the Sena
tor from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND],
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE],
the Senator from Washington [Mr. JACK
SON], the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. JORDAN], the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LAUSCHE), the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON], the Sena
tor from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH],
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH
ERS), and the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. WILLIAMS) are necessarily absent.

I further alillounce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. DODD], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. HARRIS], the Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. HART], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. JORDAN], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE), the Sena
tor from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH
ERS), the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TYDINGS], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. WILLIAMS], the Senator from Ne
vada [Mr. BIBLE], and the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] would
each vote "nay."

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER],
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. DOM
INICK], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
HATFIELD], the Senator from New York
[Mr. JAVITS], the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from
illinois [Mr. PERCY], and the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CUR
TIs] and the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. MORTON] are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER] would vote
"yea."
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