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considered, I have always stood for the
strictest possible disclosure rule"

But to use the terms "public financ
ing" and "campaign reform" inter~
changeably or as synonyms is erroneous.

So the conference report isreallY4i
vided into two parts-the public financ
ing part and the campaign reform part.

I would prefer that there could be
two separate vQtes on,' these issues. I
would vote JQr campaign refprm and
against publicfinalll;:ing. But ,that is not
to be, and I must vote for or against the
report. There can be no division of the
question. , ',',

But why do I oppose requiring thetax~

payers to pay the cost of elections? De
bates as, repQrted in the RECORD are full
of reasons that I have assigned.

First, public financing of elections is a
raid on the taxpayers' pocketbooks for
the benefit of politicians. Subsidizing
the candidates with funds from the
Treasury only adds to the escalating
costs of elections when we should be lim
iting and reducing election costs.

Second, much of the volunteer spirit
of citizen participation in elections will
be lost where the public treasury is re
quired to pay the cost; and it deprives
the citizens of first amendment rights in
depriving them of freedOm of expression
implicit in the right to contribute to the
candidate or candidates of their choice.

Third, it forces a person to contribute
to a clmdidate whose views might be vio
lently opposedto the views of the tax
payer. This objection cannot be met
by the contention that, only checkoff
funds are being used, for these funds be
long to all taxpayers and not just to
those who participated in the checkoff.

Fourth, Presidential primaries already
are spectacle enough without the Fed
eral Treasury adding from $5 to $7Y2
million more to each candidate's funds.

I have been told that there are some
6, 8, or 10 candidates for the PresidencY
right here in this Chamber, not here on
this floor at this time, but they are Mem
bers of this body. I have been told there
are some 6, 8, or 10 Members of" the
Senate who will be cand,idates for the
PresidencY.

This bill, of course, would make them
a present provided they get enough popu
lar support to get in excess of $5 million,
up to as much as $6, or $7 Y2 million,
which, if true," each of, the' candidates
from this Senate or' from. the House,
over $5 million for their campaign chest.

Now, the time approaches for the
movement of the Senate over to the House
Chamber and I would ask unanimous
consent that I might yield the floor at
this time, in order, that the majority
leader may address the motion to the
Chair, with the understanding that I re
tain the right to the floor when we come
back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with
the proviso that the distinguished Sena
tor from Alabama retains the floor, I
shall make the following unanimous con
sent request.

JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO
HOUSES-ADDRESS BY THE
PRESIDENT, OF THE UNITED
STATES
Mr. MANSFIELD: Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate stand
in recess for the: pUrpose of proceeding
in a body to the Hall of the House of
Representatives to hear an address by
the President of the' United states to a
joint session of Congress.

Immediately after that' address has
been concluded the Senate will once again
resume its deliberations and, the Senate
concurring, the' distinguished Senator
from Alabama will have the floor at that
time;

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

The Senate will now stand in recess
subject to the call of the Chair, for the
purpose of attending a joint session with
the House of Representatives to hear
the address by the President of the
United States.

At 3:42 p.m., the Senate took a recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Thereupon, the Senate, preceded by
the Secretary of the Senate, Francis R.
Valeo; the Sergeant at Arms, William
H. Wannall; and the President pro tem
pore of the Senate (Mr. JAMES O. EAST
LAND), proceeded to the Hall of the House
of Representatives' to hear the address
by the President of the United States,
Gerald R. Ford.

(The address delivered by the Presi
dent of the United States to the joint
session of the two Houses of Congress
appears in the proceedings of the House
of Representatives in today's RECORD.)

At 4: 57 p,m., ort the expiration of the
recess, the Senate, having returned to its
Chamber, I'eassembled, and was called
to order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
BARTLETT In the chair) .

QUORqMCALL
Mr. MANSFIELD: Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of, a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll. .
The second assistant legislative clerk

proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous

consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me
without losing his right to the floor?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PRESI
DENT'S RECOMMENDATIONS

:Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would suggest that In line with the Presi
dent's request this afternoon the Senate
give consideration to the possJbility of
taking up on tomorrow, after the deep
water ports bill is disposed of, Calendar
No. 1164, S. 3979, a bill to increase the
avallabUity of reasonably priced mort
gage credit for home purchases.

The bill was offered by Messrs. CRAN
STON and BROOKE, who were specifically
singled out by the President. Ibelieve
the President indicated that he would
like to have this legislation passed before
the Senate recesses on Friday next,
possibly.

It is my further understanding that
action has been withheld on the Cran
ston-Brooke proposal until the President
had sent up or made his recommenda
dations. I would assume that, in part
at least he has made his reconunenda-·
ti()ns this afternoon. I assure him that
the joint leadership and the Senate stand
ready to implement what he has said.
Hopefully, if any additional inforIt;lati~n

is needed from the White House, It will
be forthcoming forthwith, so that we can
give consideration to S. 3979, as ~he Pres
ident specifically requested thls after
noon.

I thank the distinguished Senator from
Alabama for yielding to me for this
purpose. , .

Mr. ALLEN. I am delighted to yield.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974-CONFER
ENCE REPORT
The Senate continued with the consid

eration of the report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 3044) to provide
for public financing of primary and gen
eral election campaigns for Federal elec
tive office, and to amend certain other
provisions of law relating to the financ
ing and conduct of such campaigns.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I was dis
cussing the reason why I opposed the
conference report. I was discussing the
item of the financial subsidy not only for
the Presidential' general election, to the
candidates for President of the respective
parties, but also to finance ~he literally
dozens of candidates who WIll seek the
nomination of the major parties as well
as the minor parties, to some extent.

Mr. President, this bill would provide
a subsidy of between $5 million and $6
million-up to that amounti-::-foreach
candidate for Presidential nomination.
Literally dozens of them will be encour
aged by the subsidies provided by this
bill, as well as any hope of obtaining the
nomination.

It has been pointed out that it is re
puted that there are some 6, 8, 10, or 12
Members of Congress who will seek the
Presidency, or ~ill seek the Presidential
nomination, and'they will be able to re
ceive $5 million or more each, provided
they get the necessary contributions
from the public generally. But far from
cutting down on the spectacle of these
Presidential preference primaries, this
would escalate the cost by $5 million or
$6 million for each candidate and would
run up into astronomical terms.

In addition, it would provide $2 mil1i~n

each-this is something the senate dId
not even think of in providing subsidies
for major parties to hold a convention.
I suppase some of the conventions are
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worth $2 million to the pUblic, as a show
or as a spectacle. But I hate to see the
taxpayer called on to pay .$2 million to
each party so that it can meet and hold
nominating conventions. That is what
this conference report would do. That is
a new idea by the House, agreed to by the
Senate conferees.

Mr. President, let us examine the rec
ord to see whether positions which I and
many other Senators of similar views
have advocated on and off the senate
fioor have had an influence, with an as
sist from the House, in shaping the final
provisions of the bill as set forth in the
conference report, both on the true cam
paign reform and even on the public
financing.

To do so it is necessary to go back to
August 5, 1971, when the present cam
paign law-Public Law 92-225-was
under consideration in the Senate as
S. 372. That bill-that is, the present
law-sought only to limit expenditures
for media advertising, pretty, skimpy
proposalS-:-TV, radio, newspapers, bill
boards-but placed no limit-and the
present law does not- on the 101 other
necessary expenditures in a Campaign;
expenditures for which are not covered
under the present law and for which the
sky is the limit: Brochures, handbills,
printing, WATS lines, telephones, post
age, stationery, automobUes, trucks, tele
grams,campaign headquarters-:-State
and various local ones, unlimited cam
paign workers, airplane' rentals and
tickets, buses, trains-special and regu
lar, campaign newspapers-distinguished
from the' media-movie theatre film
advertisements, 'campaign staffs,public
relations fir111s, production 'expenses for
broadcasts, public opinion polls, paid
campaigners and poll watchers, novel
ties, bumper stickers, sample ballots, and
many others that I did not think of.
Those were not covered under the p;res
ent law. Those were not covered when
S. 372 was before the Senate.

It was quite obvious to me that this
limitation was far from adequate and
that there should be a limitation on total
expenditures for all purposes. So, on
that date I offered amendment No. 306,
the purpose of which was ,to place a
limitlttion on the total amountthat could
be spent bya candidate for any and all
purposes. The ' .amendment ,faUedof
passage by a vote of 31 to 60, but rorthe
first time action had been taken on the
Senate.fioor that' woUld have put an
~ft'ective limit on aU expenditures by a
candidatfl ,In anelectlon. Embr.aced in
the reportnowis the concept of limiting
all ,expenditures, "as provided, in my
amencttnent"and not limiting media ad
vertising only. "Mr. President, the con
cept of the amendment that was offered
back in 1971 is now carried forward in
the conference report, limiting tl1e total
expenditures for all. purposes .and ,not
just media advertising, as'tl1e.limit is
now. , ' , , ,','

Next came the paSSa/5e in the'Senate (In
July 30, 1973, by a vote of .82 .tOa, of S.
372, which I supported in committee and
on the fioor. It had most of thesedesira
ble campaign reforms in it, but it did

not havElcafupa]gh tIDanc1ng.It did riot
have pUbllcfinancing. During the' course
of the consideration ·of this bUl on the
Senate fioor, a public financirig.'afuel1d
ment was defeated. So just..!j.little over
a year ago, the Se~te ,was 'voting down
public financing. Mr. President, I voted
for, and supported in committee and on
the floor of theseili'te, S. 372, which
did provide true campaign reform.

Let us continue examining areas
where the position of reform minded op
ponents of public campaign financing
was upheld. .

That "is .the, category in which I put
myself and those who opposed public
financing. We are reform-minded oppo
nents of public campaign financing. So
let us continue examining to see where
the position of reform-minded opponents
of public campaign financing was up
held in the conference or where their
efforts infiuenced the final shape of the
bill.

By a vote of 39 yeas to 51 nays, the
Senate rejected the Allen amendment
this is while S. 3044 was pending in the
Senate---to strike the provisions for pub
licfirlan~iIlgof congressional elections.
So the reform-minded opponents of pub
lic financing did win out.

The position of the 39 Senl:\-teoppo
nents of congressional elections financ
ing is now supported by: the conference
repo!'t ill the final conference with re
gard to House and Senate financing and
subsidizing of the campaigns of Members
of the House and Senate.

I offered an amend,ment limiting con
tributions in Presidential contests to
$250 and $100 in congressional contests.
Of course, there is practically no limit
now til. the amount of contriQutions that
cll.n .' be made. There is a limit on the
amQuntthat call be contributed through
one committee, but we are Jamiliar with
the practice, althougl1 ..the Senator from
Alabama has' never used it, of having
multiple committees;v.iith $5,000 pay
mentsmadeby ~cl1of,those commit
tees. Ihthat Way, hy:ridr~dsof thousands
of dollarscan be con1;ril?uted by one per
son, because the present law does not
provide aneffective.li:mitonthat.· .•

Therefore, during the course ,of consid
eration of S.304( I offered thatamend..
lIlent:.. '" . ..., • ' .. '1 '

The'theory of that $250 in Pl'esidenthtl
races, $100 in congressional races, ,would
always be matcheq, ,ll.nyhow, so' Why au
thorize more?'l:'pat amepdment'was
voted d()wn here011:theSenate fioor; tpat
effort ,by those gfll.S w1.lo oppose p1.!blic
flnancing but faVOr campai!m:xeforIll. to
lower the amountof 1;hepermissible con
tributions. Whim that failed, I offered
another Eunendment,nthinking that
surely:this'wouldsatisfy the pUblic fi
nanqing sllPPQrters.:w~icl1, p~aced. the
figures anci wllen th,is 'Was defeated, IoX.
fered ap 'amendment placing the: figures
at $2,000. for!'residendal contests an.d
$1,000 for Senate ItndHouse contests.l:lut
this also was. deteated,"and the Sel'late
passed a. $3.000 per election figure. Hgw.
ev~r, the. ,confereIwe set ,th~.,fi~ureat
$1,000 contribution per, person pet ~leq~

tion, which is mbl'e in line with the views

of the reform minded opponents of pub;'
lic financing.

Mr. President, those of us who have
sought campaign ,reform and have op
pOsed just turning the bill over to the
taxpayer have had some little success in
shaping the campaign reform aspects of
the legislation that is now before us.' '

It is interesting to note that when the
distinguished senior Senator from Ten
nessee(Mr. BAKER) offered his amend
ment to require candidates to disclose the
size and source of 1\,11 contributions and
to provide that no contributions coUld
be accepted after 10 days before the
election, the i'eform":minded opponents
of public finanCing" supported this fine
amendment that would have provided
for disclosure.

By and large, whenever an opponent
of public financing of taxpayer-subsi
dized financing, is found, one finds a per
son who advocates true campaign re
forin:cutting down the amount of au
thorized expenditures, cutting down on
the amountbf the permissible contribu
tion, providing for more disclosure. This
amendment of the distinguished Sena
tor from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) pro
vided that a candidate had to disclose
the size and 'source of all contributions
and that he could not accept any contri
butions after 10 days before the election.
During that period, he could not accept
contributions..

It seems to me to bea fine disclosure
provision, offered by .an opponent of
taxpayer-financed and subsidized elec
tions, but a strong advocate of cam..
paign reform: .

Mr. President, while this bill S. 3044
was pending, I offered. an amendment
providing that no Melhber of the House
or Senate could charge or receive any
honorarium for speecheS,appearances,or
writings. The Senate defeated that
amendment. Tbeyaid not want any lim
itation. on honoraria; the supporters of
public ' financing~' 'taxpayer-subsidized
fil'lanCtng.Theywanted ;the 'sky to be
the'limit, apparently; for contributions~

So that was defeated, here, in the Senate.
':"However,the House grabbed hold of
that idea, and provided that the hon
orarium limitation be $1,000 per appear
ance or. writing,' or .speech, with a total
,0['$10,000 permissible, Well, theconfer~

,encereportcomeshere.with $1,000 for
each ,.appearance. or ,writing ot, speech,
,and ,8.'. $15,000 Jlitnit;, At .any .rate, there
is.'somelimitto'iit,ratherthan the sky
b,E)ingthe limit, as at present. That is
,another,!' area C', in ,which ,the ',: reform
lIlinded'Qpponents of public financing
did makethE)irJ~fil,leneefelt)n the final
conter~wcereport; '. .," '.",
,; Mr. President"herei.tonthe· Senate
noor, in, a rare burst.Qf..econOmY for the
taxpayer,the'Senate.l:\dopte,(l. ,anamend~
merit that I offered reducing' by 20 per
!l.eIlt ,tl1e amolJ.ntWl1.ich,mi~htbe spent
by each candidate"':"tliat ,is a20-percent
reduction. It \Va\> cut}r~IUJO cents per
p~l'~on :qf Vp~in~~geto~cents 'in pri
~nlt/~es'arl~ from 1p cepts to 12 ,cents per
'perROJ:i.()f.ypt~ngageItS ,theamoullt that
could be"spent ina primary or a general
election. .,
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Let me hasten to add that the con

ference provided very well to nullify that
fine step toward economy, that would
have saved the taxpayers mtllions of dol
lars, by allowing as an exemption from
this limit 20 percent of permissible ex
penditures, to be used for' fundraising
only. The effect of that amendment is to
limit the figure to a candidate for the
nomination of one of the major parties
for the Presidency. The limit is $10 mil
lion in the primary for each candidate,
half of which can be pUblic..The topped
that off with the cream of allowing
$2 million, that is not counted, to be
added. to that for the expense of raising
money.

Mr. CANNON. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
Mr. CANNON. That is not quite cor

rect. The amount of 20 percent for fund
raising purposes would be limited only
to the private contribution part.

Mr. ALLEN. It would be $1 million.
Mr. CANNON. Yes, sir; $1 million

would be the limit.
Mr: ALLEN. Very well. I stand cor

rected on that.
Instead of adding $2 million to the pot,

it would add $1 million, on the theory
that the $5 million coming from the gov
ernment, from the taxpayers, does not
have any expense. That is a reasonable
provision.

The fact remains that it did add 10
percent overall, 20 percent-on the
amount of the individual contributions.
So it raised the amount that a candidate
for the nomination for the Presidency
could spend to $11 million; $5 million of
which would be paid by the taxpayers.

Another amendment that the Senator
from Alabama offered which remains in
the conference report is this: The way
the Senate bill was drafted, before a
candidate for nomination for the Presi
dency of one of the major parties could
get any matching funds, he would have
to receive $250,000 in contributions of
$250 or less, but he could get them all
from one state. There was no prohibi
tion against that; a popular candidate
from New Yorlc, Pennsylvania, or Illinois
could raise the $250,000 from one State
and get all of his funds, inclUding that
$250,000 and all other contributions up
to the permissible limit, matched by the
taxpayers.

It did not seem right to allow that, so
I offered an amendment that provided
that such a candidate for the nomina
tion would have to get at least $5,000 in
matchable funds from each of 20 states,
to assure that the candidate would have
a nationWide following, since otherwise
it would be fairly difficult, in each of 20
States, to get contributions of $5,000 in
each from contributors of $250 or less.

The amendment was accepted by the
manager of the bill, the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. CANNON), and it is a good
provision, as I believe all will concede,
and would assure that the candidates
would have substantial nationwide
support.

Another major defect that I pointed
out in the Senate debate was that there
was no time set prior to which contribu-

tions to Presidential nomination candi
dates would be ineligible for matching.
In other words, contributions now or a
year ago would be eligible for matching
contributions, and next year a person
could set his sights on running in 1980,
and be receiving contributions now for
matching in 1980. There Was practically
no limit on how far back you could go
in getting contributions, making the Gov
ernment SUbsidy that much easier to
obtain.

That was pointed out here on the Sen
ate floor, and it was conceded by the
manager of the bill-I believe at that
time the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island was on the floor-that con
tributions to a candidate would be
eligible for matching even if the candi
date was running for a Presidential term
several years distant. The conference re
port provides that contributions will be
matched only if received on and after
January 1 of the year preceding the year
of the Presidential election involved. So,
taking the next Presidential election for
example, a candidate for the Presidency
can start out on January 1 of next year
receiving contributions. He can work all
next year getting these $250 and less
contributions. He could receive more, but
there is no matching for the amounts
over $250. He could work all year getting
these matchable contributions, and then,
on January I, or 2-1 imagine they would
be closed down here on January I, and
he would have to wait until .January 2
he could collect matching funds for all
the contributions he collected in 1975,
and he could match, then, everything he
collected in 1976 up to the time of the
convention.

Thus there would be a whole year
where the candidate would be on his own.
He would be eligible for matching, but
it would not occur until the first of the
next year. '\Vithout that provision, as I
say, it would be dependent upon years in
the past for matching. This would make
it a little more sensible.

Strong arguments were made on the
floor of the Senate against the $15,000,
000 limit allowed for expenditures for
Presidential nomination candidates, up
to half of which could be matching funds
from the Treasury. The conference re
port cuts this figure to $10,000,000 plus
20 percent for fundraising as to the pri
vate contributions, and provides that it
must come out of the checkoff rather
than out of the General Treasury. I be
lieve that is a step in the right direction.
We did not succeed in eliminating the
public financing, but this is an amend
ment that will save many millions of dol
lars to the taxpayers.

So these are some of the areas in which
the opponents of public financing did
contribute to making this a better bill.
As I say, there is much in the conference
report that I favor, much that is good,
much that I helped to get put into the
bill. But inasmuch as the bill contains
the public financing feature, I feel that
I must, as a matter of principle, vote
"nay" on the adoption of the conference
report when it comes to a vote.

I have no intention of engaging in ex-

tended debate as to the report. I think
if we. are to have a taxpayer-financed
procedure as to the Presidentiai election,
the general election, it would not be so
bad, but adding the cost of the dozens of
candidates for the nomination for the
Presidency of the two major parties, pay
ing $2 million to each of the parties to put
ona convention which is sometimes little
better than a vaudeville show, I feel is
a pretty high expense for the taxpayers
to be called on to pay, $2 million to each
party, and then to pay up to $5 ItliIlion
to finance these dozens of· candidates
who go up and down the land seeking the
Presidency. So when the conference re
port comes up for adoption, the Senator
from Alabama plans to vote "nay."

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I wish to
congratulate the Senate conferees, and
particularly Senator CANNON, the chair
man of the Committee on Rules, for the
exemplary job done in a very difficult
several weeks of trying to work out a
compromise bill with the House. There
are many features of the bill that I sup
port.

Mr. President, on the first day of this
month, conferees of the Senate and the
House of Representatives agreed on de
tails of a public financing campaign bill
that we hope will eliminate the influence
of "big money" and allied ills that char
acterize our present system of electing
Presidents and Members of Congress.

I wish to add my "thank you" to the
many others deservedly awarded this
afternoon to Senator CANNON, chairman
of the Rules Committee, Who helped in
a major way to work out a compromise
between the Senate and the House
passed version.

I share the disappointment of many
here in the Senate Chamber that the
conference report does not include pub
lic financing of congressional primaries
and generals. However, it does provide
public financing for presidential con
tests. The bipartisan, 8-member super
visory board, established to enforce the
provisions of the bill that I hope Presi
dent Ford will sign into law, is a key
feature of this legislation.

Our political terrain has been sadly
sullied these last few years, Mr. Presi
dent. Abuses have occurred that have
shaken the confidence of the American
people. But, Mr. President, I think that
this compromise bill is a showing on the
part of the Congress that it does intend
to make amends, does intend to repair
the damage to our campaign-financing
system, hitherto privately financed.

I, for one, applaud these goals of a
financially sane and stable and above
board system of campaign financing. In
my judgment, this compromise, despite
its flaws, should be a major step in that
direction.

I do have reservations, just as the Sen
ator from Alabama does, but for almost
totally different reasons.

The Senator from Alabama distin
guished between the aspects of the bill,
which he titles "reform," and public fi
nancing which he characterizes as not
being reform. I would like to speak to
the reform act part which limits spend-
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ing that candidates can expend in seek
ing Federal elective office. particularly
with regard to the Senate and House
races.

We have been noble in our discussions
about the need to get new blood into the
political process. We are told that one of
the primary reasons for this campaign
reform bill is to encourage new persons.
women and men. to get involved in run
ning for high public office.

Then we have gone ahead in this bill,
it seems to me, Mr. President, and we
have severely limited the possibilities of
contenders, challengers, to unseat in
cumbents, which everyone recognizes is
a very difficult thing to do at best.

Mr. President, I am very concerned
that we not lose sight of the shortcom
ings of this bill. I may very well be sing
ing a different tune 4 years from now
about this bill, with some provisions that
may favor incumbents, when I will be
eligible for reelection. I, as an incum
bent, would be very happy about the
fact that a challenger is limited to the
same amount of money that I am limited
to expend, which is low especially for the
most populous States. Yet, in addition,
I have a significant weapon in incum
bency with the amount that I have avail
able for my staff paid for by the tax
payers; the franking privilege; and other
benefits of being an incumbent, which
translate directlY into immense benefit
in an election year in terms of waging a
campaign.

I would hope the reformers outside of
Congress, the common causes of the
world, who spend a good deal of time
beating their breasts about what, in fact,
is in the best interests of the Nation, also
not lose sight of the fact that we, in my
opinion, may be going to be locking in
many of us on this floor under the tenus
of this bill.

This bill may perhaps have exactly the
opposite effect of what it is designed to
do-opening up the process to newcom
ers. This is because of what I consider,
as opposed to the Senator from Alabama,
excessively low dollar amounts that are
able to be expended or contributed.

When we talk about 12 cents per voter
in a general election, and 10 cents per
voter in a primary, in a State like Cali
fornia where we have 20 million resi
dents. I suspect unknown candidates are
going to have to spend all of that money
just to become known as I was when in
1972 I sought the office of U.S. Senator.
At that time, I was known by less than
3 percent of the people of my State 6
months before the general election. So
an unknown candidate will have to spend
every cent of that public-financing
money just to get his or her name known.
This does not leave money to inform
what positions one takes. or to know any
thing about him or her, but merely to get
the voters of that State to identify who
the candidate is and that, in fact. he or
she Is a challenger.

Mr. President, I still am an ardent sup
porter of partial public financing. I have
also been a strong supporter of many
other of the provisions that are contain
ed in this blll.

But the American public should be
made aware that there is a tendency
in the bill to lock-in the incumbents.

For example if. in fact, I had been
limited to spending the amount of money
set out in this bill in the little State of
Delaware for the 1972 general election
when I ran, there is a possibility that I
would not be standing here today taking
the time of the Senate at 5: 30 in the
evening. when everyone is anxious for
me to stop talking and to gO home. This
bill would have made it more difficult
for me to have won that election-not
impossible, but more difficult. The bill
is much harder on candidates in more
populous States. I see my good friend
from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) over
there smiling, I am not sure why-but
my gooe friend, the Senator from New
York, if he were in the pOsition of having
an unknown challenger the next time
up, I suspect it would be very difficult for
a challenger to mount a campaign
whereby he or she gets to the point of
being able to be known by 50 percent
of the voters in that State. I hope I am
wrong about that, but I just want to put
the Senate on notice. I have not heard
much about this, that if, in fact, I am
right about this, that the so-called re
formers. and especially we, who call our
selves moderates and liberals, the so
called reformers, will come forward and
rectify what may develop into an oner
ous situation. Good things can be abused
as well as bad things remedied.

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

Mr. BIDEN. I yield.
Mr. ALLEN. Well, does this unknown

challenger not benefit sometimes by how
well known the incumbent is, which
sometimes aids the challenger?

Mr. BIDEN. That is true, that often
occurs. But the percentages do not back
that up. If we look at the numbers over
the 70 years of this century it shows
that, as bad as some of the incumbents
have been, it is easier to perpetuate a
bad incumbent than elect a good un
known challenger.

There is an old saying in football: "You
have to have somebody to beat some
body." I am not sure you can even con
vince the voters to beat somebody if that
somebcdy does not get a chance to
become known at all.

In sum, I think these spending limits
in the bill are low. I think they militate
and are weighted in favor of incumbents.

I hope, if I am correct, that, as I said,
those who talk most about reform in this
body will be prepared to come forward,
and, at least, recognize the fact that low
limits, in the larger States-not in
Delaware-have the effect of diminish
ing the numbers of good women and men
who might want to get into the political
process but are unable to do so.

However, Mr. President, I do want to
insist on the assets of the blll, too, amid
my criticism.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABouREZK). The Senator from New York.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I was

smiling when the eloquent Senator from
Delaware was talking about the advan
tages of incumbency and the stringent
limit~ proposed by this bill because this is

precisely one of my major complaints,
but not the most major. I shall recite
some of those later.

I addressed myself a week ago to the
frustration of coming to this floor in
order to debate legislation and then find
ing out that the report was not available.

When we began this debate at 3 o'clock
the conference report was still not here.
But I did, however, prepare some ques
tions based on the earlier versions, and
I would like to pose them to the dis
tinguished sponsor of the bill so that I
might have some clarification in my own
mind and in the record.. Perhaps these
questions are not relevant to what has
actually emerged from the conference
and, if so, I am sure I will be so advised.

I would like to ask the distinguished
sponsor whether he considers that the
subsidy prOpOsal and the limits on cam
paign contributions are independent pro
pOsals or are they integral parts of a
comprehensive plan?

Mr. CANNON. I am sorry I was not in
good enough attention So that I could
hear what the Senator was saying.

May we have order. Mr. President?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will come to order.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Does the distinguished

Senator consider that the subsidy pro
posal and the limits on campaign contri
butions are independent proposals or are
they integral parts of a comprehensive
plan?

Mr. CANNON. Well, no, they are cer
tainly independent. They were arrived at
in a completely independent manner.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Did the committee
consider prOpOsing these two independ
ent parts as two independent bills?

Mr. CANNON. No. The committee
made no such proposal. The bill was en
acted here on the floor and contained in
the Senate bill the proposal for the public
financing for the Presidential elections
and also for the congressional elections.
In addition, the Senate wrote its w1ll with
respect to the limit on contributions and
the limit on expenditures. Now, these
were not parts of different bills. It was
all in one bill, and it was so considered
by the House and by the conferees.

It is quite a little different, I may say.
as the distinguished Senator from Ala
bama just pointed out, than it was when
it was passed by the Senate.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Dothe sponsors of the
conference committee bill agree that sub
sidies to candidates are more necessary
in Presidential than· in congressional
elections to provide for opportunities for
participation without regard to the fi·
nancial resources. of individual candi
dates?

Mr. CANNON. Well, that I assume is
what they believed by signing the confer
ence rep·ort. The distinguished Senator
from Alabama did not sign it. Some who
signed the conference report are not
overly enthusiastic about the financing
part. But it was quite evident that the
public financing, at least for Presidential
races, was more important than that for
congressional races, else· the conference
would have so indicated.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Should we. therefore,
conclude that, in the opinion of the con
ference, there is a gre3.ter need to reduce
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the pressure on Presidential candidates
from large campaigh contributions than
there is to reduce such pressure on con
gressional candidates?

Mr. CANNON. I do not know that that
would necessarily follow. But I would say
that the recent experiences in Watergate
certainly pointed up the dangers of large
contributions, of the use Of large amounts
of cash, and I am sure that had it not
been for Watergate, the facts of Water
gate, that we would not have been able to
have a public finanCing provision in this
bill, just as the distinguished Senator
from Alabama pointed out a little earlier,
that when this came up in S. 372 this
body defeated the public financing fea
tures, and that was just a short time ago,
the year before last.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I conclude, therefore,
that in the opinion of the conference,
individuals runhing for the Senate or
House are less subject to these monetary
pressures than someone running for the
Presidency?

Mr. CANNON. Well, I do not know that
that particular issue was considered, as
such. .

I would just say, the conferees were up
against a situation where the House was
adamantly opposed to any public financ
ing for congressional races, whatever
their reasons may have been.

Among the Senate conferees, a group
of us favored public financing for con
gressional races, but with the House
remaining adamant it was not possible
to carry that out.

There was no decision made that the
Members of Congress were less suspect,
or more suspect. That decision was simply
not met.

But the Senate conferees were not
unanimous in support of public financ
ing for congressional races, that did come
out of the Senate bill.

Mr. BUCKLEY. It is my understanding
when the Senate originally considered
the limitations that it was the conclusion
that $90,000 was required to run a
minimal, competent House race, yet the
bill before us would limit House expendi
tures to $70,000.

Did the sponsors consider the effect
that this $70,000 limit on candidate
expenditures in the House would have
on the chances of incumbents seeking
reelection?

Mr. CANNON. Yes, the conferees did
consider that, and the Senator is correct
that when we passed the bill in the
Senate, we wrote in the $90,000 figure for
House Members.

We wrote it in thinking that was prob
ably about the right amount, but, more
importantly, we felt that the House itself
shOUld make that determination as to
what was the approximately correct
amount. and we made our own determi
nations as to what it should be in the
Senate.

The House came back with a bill that
had only $60,000, and I, for one, thought
that was too low, and a number of our
conferees did. We thought it was an in
cumbent bill as far as House Members
were concerned with that kind of limit,
it favored incumbents.

This was part of our trading package,
as we do in conference. We finally got the

House to come up by reason of some con
cessions we had to make to $70,000, plus
the fact that one can use up to 20 per
cent for fundraising purposes.

That means that the total amount
that the House Mefuber could then
spend is $84,000, which is not much be
low the $90,000.

There has been some talk about this
fund raising limit that was put in that
the House had, and I did not think of it
here or I would have had it in myself. I
do not think it is a proper figure to be
included to say that if we are going out
to put on a fundraising dinner and it
costs $10 a person to put the dinner on
and we charge $25 a person, that that
$10 we have to pay for the dinner is going
to be charged against the overall ex
penditure allowance in the campaign,
because that is not what it is doing. It is
helping to raise money, but it has to be
shown.

Ifwe were to gO out in a mail campaign
to solicit funds, as many candidates do,
the cost of that mailing is rather sub
stantial. In a Presidential race it is terri
fically high, but even in a congressional
race it is quite substantial. To say that Is
part of the expenditure limit for getting
elected, I do not think is quite proper.

Therefore, I was very happy to go
along with the House provision that one
could spend up to 20 percent for fund
raising purposes.

We do not get that exemption if we do
not spend it for those purposes, and it is
all fully reportable.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the Senator.
Do the sponsors of the bill believe, as

the Common Cause legal memorandum
states, that:

Campaign contributions are all too often
only an attenuated form of bribery.

Mr. CANNON. I am not familiar with
that Common Cause memorandum and if
the Senator wants to pose a question to
me specifically as to what I think, I can
give an answer to that, but I do not want
to try to second-guess what somebodY
else is talking about.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Do the sponsors be
lieve that certain forms of political ad
vertising have become too persuasive? If
so, do they regard the bill as a means of
limiting the persuasiveness of such ad
vertising?

Mr. CANNON. I cannot answer that
in that context.

I would assume that all political ad
vertising has some persuasive value, else
it would not be used by candidates or by
organizations.

I do not remember considering that
precisely in the context in which the
Senator has advanced it.

Mr. BUCKLEY. But it does not limit
the amount of persuasiveness one can put
into the atmosphere?

Mr. CANNON. Well, certainly, the
amount one can spend, certainly, is go
ing to limit the amount of persuasive
ness one can put forward to the public,
the overall amount.

That was the intention of these limita
tions, to limit the overall amount, be
cause we felt that there ought to be a
limit beyond which one cannot go in
saturating the airways, the radio, the
TV, newspapers, and the personnel ex-

penditures, the hiring of people, bill
boards, and so on, and that is the. basic
reason to try to limit the cost somewhat
and not get into a bought campaign.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Do the sponsors be
lieve that financial contributions are an
inherently more dangerous form of polit
ical activity than other forms of political
action such as demonstrations, rallles,
pamphleteering, doorbell ringing and
telephone canvassing?

Mr. CANNON. I could not guess be
tween them, I think all of those have·
some effect. It depends probably on the
area one is in, the type, manner in which
they are put forth, and the individuals
involved.

We made ·no comparative judgment
between those facts.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Do the sponsors be
lieve that the bill will reduce the
chances for third party candidates to
make effective races for the Presidency?

Mr. CANNON. No. The intent precisely
was to insure that this would not reduce
the. effectiveness of third-party candi
dates, that they should have a proper
opportunity.

Now, all candidates, major and minor,
independent or other, are treated alike
with respect to matching grants for the
primaries. Each must raise his threshold
of $100,000 in each of 20 States, with
only the first $250 of any contribution
eligible for matching grants.

Of course, i n the general election,
candidates are treated in a different
manner, depending upon whether they
are the nominated candidates of a major
party or a minor party.

A major party is one whose candidate
received 25 percent or more of the vote
at the last general election.

A minor party is one whose candidate
received less than 25 percent but at least
5 percent of the vote at the last general
election.

Major party candidates could receive
full public financing up to $20 million
limit. And minor party candidates could
receive an amount refiecting the ratio
of the votes cast for the minor party
candidate to the average of the votes
.cast for all major party candidates.

In the case of minor party candidates
and new party candidates, if the vote at
the current general election is in excess
of 5 percent and betters the percentage
of votes cast at the last general election
then the minor or new party candidate
would be entitled to be reimbursed for
expenditures made up to the difference
as determined by the improved vote.

Now, we did this, specifically, to try to
protect .other than the major candidate.

Mr. BUCKLEY. But the fact is that, if
one is a new party, until the ballots are
actually cast there is no right of reim
bursement or financing, therefore, to
that extent, there is not equality treat
ment, i'5 that correct?

Mr. CANNON. Well, if the Senator in
terprets it that way, the facts are correct.
They would have to demonstrate a 5
percent appeal to the voters before they
would be entitled to reimbursement.
They would not be able to get any money
before that time.

Mr. BUCKLEY. But they would have
to finance the whole campaign before
any rights of reimbursement?
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Nunn
Thurmond
Tower
Welcker

Nelson
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmlre
Randolph
Ribicolf
Roth
Schweiker
scott, Hugh
stennis
stevens
stevenson
Symington
Tau
Talmadge
Tunney
Williams

Allen
Bartlett
Blden
Brock
Buckley
Byrd,

Harry F., Jr.

Aiken,
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Church
Cook
Do,e

were not the subject of either of the
bills and . therefore cquld not be per
mitted for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I aIlnOUllCe

that the Senator from Texas (Mr; BENT
SEN), the Senatorfr'o~Nevada (Mr.
BIBLE), the.Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) ,the S.enator from North Caro- .
lina (Mr~ERVIN), and the Senator from
Alabama:, (Mr. SPAIm:MAN) are neces-
sarily, absent. '

I further announce that the Senator
'from .Indiana ,(Mr. HARTKE). is absent
on official bUsiness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator Jroll1 .. Nor.th
Carolina (Mr. ERVIN) and. the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) would each
vote "nay:' . .. . ,

Mr.. HUGH SCOTT. I announce that
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) ,
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL
MON) , the Senator from U.tah (Mr. BEN
NETT) , the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOK), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DOLE), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK), the Seml.tox-. from Arizona
(Mr'.. GoLDWATER), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr., GRIFFIN), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sena
tor from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
YOUNG) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. FONG), the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT), and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD)
are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DOLE) would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 17,
nays 61, as follows:

[No. 465 Leg.)
YEAS-17

Chiles
cotton
Curtis
Gurney
Helms
Hruska
McClure

NAYB-61
Abourezk HUddleston
Baker Hugbes
Bayb Humphrey
Beall Jackson
Brooke Javits
Burdick Johnston
Byrd, Robert O. Kennedy
Cannon Long
Case Magnuson
Clark Mansfteld
Cranston Mathias
Domenlcl McClellan
Eagleton McGee
Eastland McGovern
Fannin McIntyre
Fulbright Metcalf
Hansen Metzenbaum
Hart Mondale
Haskell Montoya
Hathaway Moss
Hollings Muskle

NOT VOTING-22
Dominick Inouye
Ervin packwood
Fong SCOtt,
Goldwater Wllllam L.
Gravel Sparkman
Griffin ·Stafford
Hartke Young
Hatfield

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion to re
commit with instructions. The yeas and
nays have been ordered.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I am
sure that is subject to a point of order,
but I am perfectly w111ing to have a vote
on the matter, on the motion to recom
mit, because it does suggest matters that

Mr. President, I send to the desk a
.motion to. recommit,. with instmc;tions
that are designedtofuject into 'this some

·sort of equity as between inCumbents and
challengers. .. ,,' . " "

Mr. MANSFIELD.. Will the Senator
yield for lnunute?

..Mr..BUCKLEY~ I Yield. ",
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President"; I ask

''unanimous consel}t. that while the.. first
vote will take 15 minutes, that .the sec
ondvote, wh1chTuilderstand mar well
follow, be limited to 10. minutes. ' .
, The PRESIDING QFFlCEIt. Without

':opjection,It is. so ordered.
Mi. MANSFIELD.' Vote.

'. Mr. BUCKLEY. Iwould like to say
what this motion does, Mr. President. It
,would merely provide that challengers
'would be allowed .to spend 30 percent
more. than the limitations that are ap
plicable to incumbent candidates. ."

: 'Mr. LONG. Mr.' President, I wish' to
congr'atulate the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON) and his associates for the
very fine job that they did under' the
leadership of the distinguished chair
man of our conferees, for their very fine
work in moving forward in an attempt
to assure that the person. who, is the
President of the United States wUl be
President be.cause a majority of the peo
ple agree. with the arguments that he
has to make, and not because someone is
better able to contribute to someone's
camPliJgri fund than those available to
contribute to the other man.

I have been working in this area for
a nUlIlberof years now, Mr. President,
since1966. ' '

, . I would like to discuss the background
· ~nd the history of this, and the contri
bution made by a number of Senators.

<' ..'rhe PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to call, up his motion to
recommit?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I call up my motion
to recommit.

The'PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
wUl report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
MOTION To RECOll4MI'l' WITH INSTRUCTIONS

That the conference report on the bill (S.
3044) be. recommitted to conference, with
instructions to the Senate conferees to in-

· sert the folloWing subsection at the appro
priate place 1Ii section 608 of title 18, United
States Code, as amended by the conference
report: .

"( ) (1) .The expenditure limitations under
this section apply to incumbent candidates.
Nonincumbent. candidates are sUbject to an
expenditure llmltatlon of 130 percent of any
limitation appllcable to an incumbent can-

· dldate. '
"(2) For purposes of this SUbsection, an

,.lncumbentcandIdate Is a candidate Who-
"(A) 'holds an ofilce to which he seeks re

election, ..or holds publlc elective omce for
which the voting constituency is the same
as, Qr includes, the voting constituency of
the omce to which he seeks election or

"(B) has, within the 5 years preceding the
election, held such an ofilce....

this ll1easwe Without. considering alter
cIla.~ive·'ll1eilns.le!'s drastic. in .their scope,
ofaccoll1plishing ~liei.J:pufposes.The fe~r
of,overlr, persu8.siveqamp~ilins, partlcu
l~'iiy wli~neiIJress~dby incimibent ll1em
'bers of. ,.C(mgi-~ss, strike~.· dangeroqsly
'close to prohibited suppre~ion.of·speech

because otIts co~tent.. It. mUst certl!-lilly
f;ive the supr~nieCourtpii.uS~ wherithe'y
see. officehol~ers\Vith Yest~dinterests.in
remalIiing,officeholdeX-6 pa.s~ng. JeglSla':'
tion that restrictS the abiUtY.Of.potential
oPPoIlentsand average, citizens alike. to
alter the political" mak~uP·'.of. the.' Son.-
gress·"':,,,·i: ":'; .". .

The Supreme COllrt· in numerous cases
has held, that. thefir~t.!J.ll1endmentin
cludes within its ambit a freedom of asso
ciation, and that suchrreedom'ls cruqial
to political activity. By .Setting)irilitson
individual contributions, •.Whe~erorl}ot
such contpbutions are tocandidates.or
to independent. groups; the. conference

.committee bill directly irifringes on the
freedom of as§ociation. are we really pre
pared to tell, the American people that
they maY participate financially melec
tions only if tlleyworkthroughthe can

;didates' existing organization? After
learning of the activities' ofth.eGom
mittee to Re-elect.~hePresidentin 1972,
this is· tx-uly.anamazing "reform" to
emerge from Watergate. . .,." ,

At the very. least. Mr. President: we
should seek equity between challenger
and incumbent., To this,end, I am mov
ing to recommit the bill· to the confer
ence committee with instructions that I
will set oukWe must insure that elected
officials are responsive to their constit
uents; incumbency-particularly as
buttressed by the bill as presently writ
ten-does much to destroy responsive
ness. At a time when many Americans
question their basic pOlitical institutions,
weakening the consent of the governed
is the height of foolishness. As frof.
Alexander M. Bickel has recently noted:

What IS above all important is consent"'
not a presumed theoretical consent, but a
continuous active one, born of continual re
sponsiveness. There is popUlar sovereignty,
and there are votes In Which majorities pre
vail. but that is not nearly all. Majorities are
in large part fictions. They exist only on
election day and they can be registered on a
'very few issues. To be responsive and to en
joy consent, government must register nu
merous expressions' of need and Interest by
numerous groups, and it must register rela
1;lve intensities of need and Interest.

As I have stated, this motion to re
commit does not eliminate all of the
problems inherent in the bill as written

One of the several pOints I make is
that there are still' sOme very serious
constitutional questions with this legis
lation and, secondly, with all due defer
ence to the conferees, I believe this bill
in the name of reform is an act of un
precedented cynicism.

It is hard to imagine a measure that
is better designed to protect incumbents.
I say this on the authority of Common
Cause which presented figures showing
that the only successftil challenges in
House races 2 years ago were'those that
spent in exc~ of ·$100,000 on the aver
age, to. overcome the: notorious advan
tages of incumbency. '

At least I' shall try not to be negative.
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So Mr. BUCKLEY'S motion to recommit
the conference report with instructions
was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion recurs on the adoption of the con
ference report. The yeas and nays pave
been ordered. .

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, just 1
minute. I should like to clarify some
thing, if I may, with the manager of the
bill.
'. A provision of this bill amends section
'1502 of title 5 relating to the activity of
State or local employees in Federal cam
paigns. Specifically, it takes,out subsec
tion (a) (3), which prohibits a State or
local officer or employee from taking an
active part in political management or
political campaigns, and sUbstitutes for
that a prohibition from being a candidate
for Federal office.

It is my understanding, and I should
like to ask the manager of the bill, my
friend from Nevada (Mr. CA~NON). if he
agrees th{1t this means that State laws
which prohibit a State employee, or local
laws which prohibit a local employee,
from engaging in Federal campaign ac
tivities and Federal campaigns are still
valid?

What we are doing is taking out of the
Federal law the prohibition against State
orlocal employees from taking an active
pal-tJn political management or political
campaign? Is that correct?

I think it is quite important, because
many of Our States have the so-called
little Hatch Act, and it was ,not our in
tent to repeal those "little Hatch;Acts,"or ,to modify them, but to .take it 'out of
the Federal law so that Federal lawdoes
not prohibit those activities, leaving ~t up
.to the State to do so. .
, Mr. CANNON..The Senator is absolute
ly correct. Section 401 of the ,House
amendment amended Section 1502 of title

'5, U.S. Code,relating to infiuencing elec
tions, taldng part in political campaigns,
prohibitions, and exceptions, to provide
that State and local officers and em
ployees may take an active part in politi
cal 'management and' in political cam
paigns,except that' they may not be
candidates for elective office.

The conference SUbstitute is the same
as the House amendment. !twas the in
tent of the conferees that any State law
regulating the political activity of State
or loc~lofficers or employees is not pre
empted, but, superse!ied. We did want to
make it clear that if a State has not pro
hibited .those kinds of activities, it would
be permissible in Federal electiol1&. '

This would get away from the situation
in-which the Federal Government gives
the Stateflll1ds toward many ,different
programs, and some of those employees
have· been fearfUl that. they could not

. par'HCipate in Federal 'campaigns. This
would elilllinate that problem.

Mr. STEVENS. It is up to the State to
determine the extehttO.which they may
participate in Federal elections? '

Mr. CANNON. The Senator is right.
The States make that determination.

Mr.JAVITS. Mr. president, I believe
S. 3044 ,represents a real step for\\,ard in
campaign reform. However, I am dis
appointed that it does not provide public
financing at the very least on a match-

ing basis for Senate and House races. "League oiB'nai B'rith; William Lawless,
I remain convinced that this ls the only former Stat~' supreml! court justice and
way to trulY reform political campaigns former dean of Notre Dame School of
and I ihtendto work for that reform. Law; Cynthia Lefferts,-New York State

The bill provides "limits on expendi- legislative director for Common Calise;
turesanti on contributions which.I sup- Seraphin Maltese, executive director of
port but I am going to work, on measures the c conservative party;' Charles G.
to more nearly equalize incumbents and Moerdler, a New York City attorney;
challengers than under the present bill. Whitney. North Seymour, Jr., former
A most important feature of the bill is U.S. attorney' and president of the New
the independent FE!deral Elections Com- ,York State Bar Association; Gary Sper
mission which will enforce the new law. ling; executive director 'of' the Citizens'
The Commlssion will have the power to Union; Cyrus R;:;Vance, former Deputy
bring civil suits under the' new law and 'Secretary" of Defense; Ambassador, and
will be a gl'eat. improvement ovel' the current president of the Association of
present weak system. ,theBar of the Cityof New York; Charles

I also believe that the extension of E: Williams 'III, assistant counsel of
the tax checkoff to the Presidential NAACP 'Legal Defense and Educational
nominating system is useful and at least Func;l;and Judith T. Younger, dean of
a step toward totalpubJic financing. Syritcllse'University College of Law, all
Finally lldditionaldisclosure after an under',tliechairmanship of Robert M.
election has been added to the lawl'tnd "Kaufman, my former legislative assist
it was my amendment in the, ,Senateaht:who'ls now chairman of the Special
which. was incorporated in the finalyer- Committee on Campaign Expenditures
sion in slightly difi'erent form. of the New York City Bar Association.

Congress has now passed its second Mr..PresidentiT ask unanimous con-
campaign reform bill in 3 years after 'sentthat,the text of the state of New
no a,ction in this area since 1925: I be-York fair campaign code, together with a
lieve,' that is progress and sh,ows that 'forwardaridi'elated material, be printed
CongreSs is living. up to Its respon~ibili- in the RECORD:'"
ties and is trying to refol;m oure'am- Thi:ii'e being no objection, the material

. paign practices to avoid the trl'tgedies was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
of Watergate. I. intend to dedicate my- as follows: . " ,
self to the further improvement of our STAri:\OF NEW YORK FAIR CAMpAIGN .CODE
political system through greater. cam- 'State' board of elections: Arthur H.
paign financing changes in the future. Schwartl!:, .Chairman; Remo J. Aclto, Vice

Mr. President, the .concern of the legis- .. Chail'man; Donald Rettaliata, William H.
lative leaders of both parties in the State McKeon.
o! New York "that New York political SEPTEMBER, 1974.
campaigns be free from the':dirtytricks" FOREWORD
and other regrettable incidents of Water- The State Board Of Elections was changed
gate led the legislature to apPOint ,a Citi- by law wlthpromulgl;ttlng and adopting a
zens Advisory, Committee in 1973 to rec- ."Fa.lr :Oampalgn Code"setting forth ethical
ommend a,revision.,o! f the.New York "tandards o!.<;onduct for persons, political
State campaign laws. parties' and, commit~ees engaged in election

Among the recommendations, o!that,:<;aW~gl~~iion Hi the' Code, as 'set forth in
committee was the enactment of il. fair thi:r pamphlet, Is. the' culmination of a
campaign code. Following the issuance of lengthY developmental process, a process that
that report, New 'York State'in 1974 has included: the holding of pUblic hearings
adopted a strict new campaign law un- "in NeW York City" Buffalo, .and Albany, con
d~r theadministrl'ttionof anew State "sultation with various state and national 01'-
board of electIons.' ," ganizations interested In the area of election
. . , .' . '.. t reform.'including.the Senate Select Com-

> One of the firstol;>ligati~ns of he 'mlttee OJ;l Presidential Campaign Activities.
"State board of elections was to adopt a the Fall' Campaign Practice Committee,both
fair campaign code, setting forth ethical of which have had e1'perlence in the national
standards of conductior those engaged area, the Secretary of the United States Sen
in election campaigns in the State. The ate, the.Clerkof the.Pnited States House of
code is subject to enforcement by the Representatives and tile Controller General;

. board of elections and includes 'civil pen- recel1t!reports;.recommending action in the
alties of UP to$l;GoOforviolatlons 'onhe areE'. of reformlngcampsign practices; exam

. cod.e. Ibeliev,e this, "code' is.'.,ot. int,·.e,rest to ination of pertlne)1t r<,gulatlons and legisla.tionadoptedbyour'slster states; . the aid
'the entire coqntry" , .~a.ndadvlce of a political science consultant

The code was prepared by the new of recognlzQdexperience and stature In this
board of elections and under the chair- ,field' and finallY,the opportunity for reView
manship of former Supreme Court Jus- :.anct 'commentbya broad-based citizens' ad-
tice Arthur Schwartz, Vice Chairman '"lSOrypanel'-, <" ::...
Remo J. Acito,an,d Comlllissioners Don-.Tl),iS Is the first Fair Campaign Code which
aId Rettaliat.a ..• and William., .H.. '. Mc.Keon. Is reinrorced,b~ regulatlQllsandcompllance

. . .'.. with which Istnandated.Itis one which car-
To insure that the proposed cede had rIeswith It "an oblig"lition by those involved

the bl~oadestinput fl:om these pest qtlali- In political campaigns to obey or else run the
fied to comment on these issues, the l',isk ofcrltlclsm,dEln.unclation, or a fine, In
board established a special advisory com- 'l;tdditlon to ptherpenalpes, criminal l;tnd ciVil,
mfittee retPresTenhting .·dR .broad spect~tm ~~f~~a~tlh~ill~~~~~~~.depending upon the
o expel's. e a VlSOry comml ee A fundamental 'J:lltrpose of the Code is, to
members were Congressman HERMAN protect the public against immoral and un
BADILLO; Mrs.Myrn~ BarQn. of the New ethical actiVities, and as stated by the Legisla
York City League ofWomen Voters; Ben ture. rtQ mal!1taln" citizen confidence In and
Davidson, executIve director of the lib- fUll partlylpatlon,ln the political process of
era.! party; Seymour Graubard, national our state to the end tnat the government
chairmall of the Anti-Defamation of, this state be, and remain ever regionable
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to the nee~s and dlctates, oOts resIdents in the endorsementshall be,filed withi,l\ twenty"
the highest a.nd n()l;Jle~t tradltlons, of a free four hours of t!:le,endorsement in theollice'
society:'"' ,', " ,', " " " in which the' candidate is required to; filt'!

The Board believes that this Code provides his statements under, section four hundred
an excellent vehiclE; through which to achieve seventy-seven of the election law.
this purpose. We are', well aware;. however, .7. Misrepresentation of, the content 'or
that for the Code to be successfUl, it must results of a poll relating to any <:andidate's
receive the active support of candidates, their elec~ion; '; also", failure' to disclOf;&, suchln~
committees and agents, as well as that of formation 'relating tO,a poll published. or
th!'l people Of, this stl\te. To that end, the otherwlSl:1 p'UbHcly disclosed by a candidate;
Board shall ,exercise ',Its' pqwer ,to ensure your pqlltical" pa,rty ,or, 'committee •.,,as, required
cooperatiqn l\lld iun co~pliancewith both' to be disclosed by rUle or regulation of the'
the la,tter and the spirit of the CC>de's pro- ' New York State Board of Elections, '
visions:' '" 8. Any'acts in.tendedto 1llrider bi prevent

FAm CAMPAIGN CODE any eligible person from registering to vote,
In orderthatalf', political campaigns be enrolling to vote or voting.

condllcted under a 'Climate promoting dls- Statutory authorization:
cussion~ of the'issues, presentation of the "The State Board ot Elections, after public
records' and policies of the various candi- hearings, shl!:H adoI!t a 'fl!:ir campaign code~

dates, stimulating just debate with respect to setting forth ethical standards of conduct
the views and quallfications,of the candi- for persons, polltical parties a,nd committe'es
dates' and without Inhibiting, or interfering engaged in election campaigns inclUdIng, b'Ut
With the right of every qualified person and not limited to, specific prohibition~ against
political party to fUll and equal participa- pr'actices of political espionage and other
tlOll in,the electoral process, the following political practices involving subversion of
is •hereby adOp~dby ~he •• New York state the,politlcal parties and process, attacks
Board of Elections pursuant to section four based on racial, rellgious or ethnic, back
hundred seventy-two of the election law as; ground, and deliberate misrepresentation of
the Fair, Campaign' Code for the State of a candidate'squal1fications, position on a
New York.~ political issile, party affillation or party en-
No person, political party ox: committee dur- dorsement."
ing the course of any campaign for nomina- Penalties:
tion or election to public office or party posi- "In addition to any other civil or criminal
tlon shall, directly or Indir!}c.tly, whether by. penalty which may be provided for by law,
means of payment ,of money or any other the State Board may impose a civil penalty,
consideration, or by means of campaign lit- not to exceed one thousand dollars, upon any
erature, media actvertisements or broadcasts, person found by the Board, after a hearing,
public speeches, press releases, writings or to have Violated any of the provisions of such
otherwise, engage In,or commit any of the' code."
following: , For further information, Contact: New

1. Practices of polltical espionage includ- York state Board of Elections, 194 Washlng~
inO' but not limited to the theft of cam- ton Avenue, Albany, New York 12225.
palgn materials or aSset;, placing one's own Mr. HUMPHREY.' Mr. President, the
employees or agent in the campaign organi- election of 1972 and the, ,Watergate rev-
zation of another candidate, bribery of mem- '
bers of another's campaign staff, electronic 71ati~ns s~nce" th<:n, h~ve hamzt1e~ed an
or other methC>ds of eavesdropping or wire- llldellble 1l1lIlreSSlOn lllto the mmd of
tapping. '.', eyery American citizen about the election

2. Political practices involving subversion process and how campaigns are financed.
or undermining ot political parties or the Secret funds, illegal contributions, 'slush
eiectoral process InclUding, but not limited funds,and laundered millions, only begin
to, the preparation or distribution of any the. long list of affronts to the American
fraudulent, forged, or falsely identified writ- people. Mr. Jeb Stuart Magruder when
ing or the use of any employees or agents ..' ,:
who falsely represent themselves as support- as~ed by the Senate Watergate Com
ers of a candidate political party or com- mlttee what he considered to be the ma
mittee.' jor impetus for his and other question-

3. Attacks on a candidate based on race, able election activities, simply replied,
sex, religion or ethnic background. "Too much money."

4. Misrepresentation of any candidate's Mr. President today this Congress has
qualifications InclUding, but not limited to, , h th
the use of personal vilification, character addressed that problem directly wit e
defamation Whispering campaigns libel most comprehensive campaign finance
slander, or 'scurrilous attacks on any candl~ reform measure in the history of the
date or his staff or his personal or family United States, the Federal Election Cam
Ufe. use ot the title of an olllce not presently paign Act of 1974. Some critics will say
held by a candidate, use of the phrase "re- that too much money has been compro
elect" when, in fact, the candidate has never mised by the conferees on this legisla
been elected to the ollice for which he is a tion. Personally I would have preferred
candidate. t ' t f th bill5. Misrepresentation of any candidate's the s ronger ~ena eversion 0 e .
position including, but not limited to, mis- But it.is now time to focus uI?on the prog
representation as to political ,issues or his ress m reform which will be made
voting record, use of false or misleading quo- through this act. No single piece of legis
tatlons, attributing a particular position to lation before this Congress in this ses
e. candidate solely by virtue of such candl- sion has more potential for cleaning up
date's membership In any organization other American politics and restoring confi
than his polltical party which might have dence in the integrity of our political
issued a statement advocating or opposing th' d' id I h k f
any partiCUlar position. ~ystem and, e III IV ua s w 0 wor or

6. Misrepresentation of any candidate's It.
party affiliation or party endorsement or All elected public officials know that
endorsement by persons or organizations in- scrounging for funds to bring your case
elUding, but not limited to, use ot doctored to the electorate is a demeaning expe
photographs or writings or fraUdulent or rience. We all dread asking people for
untrue endorsements. In any case where a i
person or organization endorsing the candi- money to help us finance our campa gns.
date has been paid by the candidate or some~ As one who has run for ma)'or, Senator
one on his behalt, a statement signed by the and President, I can appreCiate, perhaps
candidate and stating the consideration for more than some others, the importance

of tlte changes which we, are making in
the, campaign finance process here today.

It, was, Out of a strOng concerp f0l"' re
form,in our campaign finance system
that. I supported legislation initiatihg
the dolla.r checkoff and authored the
aD.lendment, which put it' on ,the front
of. the income tax form where people
coUld see it and welt. '

The amount'of Illoney a politicHm can'
rai~'e is nO, measur~ of democratIc, re
sponsibility by a candidate for publicof~
fice. With the passage, of the Federal, '
Election'Campaign Act amendments, we
can help restore the faith of the people
in their Government. The linkage be
tween the electorate and elected pubUc
officials will be improved by this bill.

¥r. l;'resident, it is gratifying for one
who, has. labored long in the vineyard of
public campaign finance to see such a
progressive and creative reform in our
system· of election campaigns. I have
been a vocal advocate of expanded pub
lic financing of, Federal elections 'for "
many years. I strongly support the pro
visions of. the legislation which calls'for
the, use of public funds for the financing
of Presidential election campaigns. I
fully agree with provisions setting strict
limits on spending and contributions. I
also have been a strong advocate of the,
establishment of an independent super
visory' board to administer the law, which
is part of this bill.

I think the Federal Election Campaign
Act, Amendments of 1974 does the job
that needs to be done. There is room for
improvement, but it permits Congress to
take a big step hl. the right direction of
campaign finance reform.
ANOTHER STEP TOWARD A REFORMED POLITICAL

SYSTEM

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I rise
to support the, conference bill on cam
paign reform reported by the conference
committee on which I served.

This bill will conclude another chap
ter in our efforts toward a reformed po
litical system for America. It cannot be
the last chapter, unfortunately, for the
bill before us is not as broad in scope
as the problems which Watergate so
starkly presented for all Americans.

But this bill does represent a major
step forward. For the first time, we will
have a strong and independent commis
sion to oversee all Federal elections and
enforce Federal laws pertahing thereto.
For the first time, we will have reason
able limits on both campaign contribu
tions and campaign spending. For the
first time, we have insured that Presi
dential campaigns, both in the primaries
and the general election, will not be de
pendent on huge gifts of money from
special interests.

These are historic reforms. They are
possible today only because thousands of
Americans cared enough to devote their
time and effort to the cause of bringing
this bill before us today. Organizations
such as Common Cause. the National
Committee for an Effective Congress, the
Center for Public Financing, the League
of Women Voters, and business and labor
organizations throughout, the country,
have all played a major role in giving us
the opportunity to vote on this legisla
tion today.
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AGrAm FIRST STEP
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this is

an historic day for the Senate. 'The cam-

Nor shOuld the earlier voices. raised in
this cause be forgotten. President Theo
dore Roosevelt called for public ftIllincing
in 1907 and a generation later Senator
Henry Cabot Lodge renewed the fight
that is being won today.

These organizations have been joined
by thousands of individual citizens, who
demonstrated that they are as dedicated
as. were our constitutional framers, to a
system of free, vigorous, fair, and mean
ingful elections. Without the support of
these citizens, we would not have this
bill before us.

In 1971 I was pleased to join many of
my colleagues in working for the Federal
Elections Campaign Act of 1971. That
bill, which· contained some 13 amend
ments which I offered on the Senate
fioor, established for the first time the
principle that all large. contributions
should .bepublicly disclosed:-that cam
paigns were public business. It was fol
lowed by the "tax checkoff" amendment
to the Revenue Act of 1971 which per
mitted an individual American to ex
press support for a system of public
fimincing for Presidential campaigns by
designating $1 of his or her taxes
for this purpose. The response to the
checkoff has been very encouraging, and
it is appropriate that this bIll extends
the'scope of the checkoff to primary cam
paigns, and insures that.all money desig
nated by the taxpayer will be available
for candidates, if needed. .

In 1972,. I cochaired, with Senator
STEVENSON, the Ad Hoc Committee fOr
Congressional Reform. During the public
hearings of this informal committee, we
focused on the need for legislation of the
type which we will vote on shortly. As a
result of these hearings, and of the wide
spread concern evidenced throughout
Maryland, I·introduceda bill'With Sena
tor STEVENSON, and another with Senator
HART, which together· contained the
major features of the legislation before
us.

The public response to these initiatives
was strong and positive. I testified before
the.. Senate Rules Committee last· Sep
tember,in favor of this legislation, and
joined with the distinguished members
of that committee in supporting the bill,
S. 3044, which was reported to the fioor.

In one major area, however, I feel that
the bill before us now is insufficient. That
is the area of public financing for con
gressional campaigns. The Senate ex
pressed its view overwhelmingly in sup
port of such a system when S. 3044 was
before us last spring. Gallup and other
nationwide polls have demonstrated that
the American people support public
financing for Congressional races by a
majority of almost 2 to 1. And I have
found very strong support for this basic
reform as I have :talked to citizens
throughout my State.

Unfortunately, however,· the House
conferees were adamant that this bill
contain no such provisions. As conferees
for the Senate, we explored every pos
sible alternative with the House. We of
fered to reduce the extent of public
financing, to limit it to general election
campaigns only, to postpone the effective
date to 1978 or 1980, and even to limit
it to Senate campaigns only. Yet the
House conferees unanimously rejected

each of these attempts at compromise, paign finance reform legislation we will
and it became clear that the only way vote on thisaftemoon r'epresents months
to ,enact the major reforms which this alld years of work by many dedicated
bill contains was to recede from the Sen- people, both in and out of the Congress.
ate's position in favor of Congressional It is our best and most constructive re
public financing. I regret the necessity sponse to the terrible abuses of Water
for such action, but I feel confident that gate.
our position will prevail in time. I am especially pleased that the·· bill

FinallY,I want to thank a number of incorporates the provisions for public
my colleagues whose support of this financing of Presidential primaries spon
legislation has been of vital importance. sored by Senator SCHWEIKER and myself
These include the Senator from Nevada in the Senate, and by Congressman JOHN
(Mr. CANNON), the Senator. from Penn- BRADEMAS in the House. ..
sylvania (Mr. HUGH SCOTT), the Senator This blended system ofpublic and pri
from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) , the Senators vate financing of Presidential primaries
from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL and Mr. will encourage. small private contribu
PASTORE), the Senator ·from Massa- tions, and lessen the dependence of can
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY)" the Senator didates on wealthy and powerful special
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER), the interests. Candidates will be free, as they
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON), should be, to serve only their conscience
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), and their constituents.· :. ..
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF- While Irt:gret that pU~licfinancing
FORD), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. was not extended to House and Senate
CLARK), and the Senator from California elections;'l believe thQ legislation we will
(Mr. CRANSTON). Appreciation should be ·approve today has laid. 'the needed
extended as well to the comrilittee. staff groundwork ,for public. financing· of aU
headed·by Mr. James Duffy. Federal elections. It is only a first step,

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am pleased but it is a giant one.
to add my firm support to the conference Mr. CLARK. ·Mr. President, I ask
report we are considering. unanimoUs consent to have printed in'

As a conferee, I had the privilege of the RECORD the following material which
sharing in the deliberations between has been prepar~dbythe.CeIlter for Pub":
Senate and House which led to the lie ·Firianeing of EleCtions: A summary
agreements we have reached. of the campaign reform bill; an article

I am disappointed that the .Federal entitled "Public Financing of the Presi
Election Campaign Act Amendments of. dential Campaign"; and a chart showing
1974 does not contain .stronger provi- the spending limits for Senate candi-
sions for public ftDancing. I continue to dates.' . ... .
believe in this goal as a most important There being no objection, the material
priority for the future. was ordered to be printed iIfthe RECORD,

As chairman of the Senate'Subcom- as follows: . . . .
mittee oIl Elections, and as the one whose THE CAMPAIGN REFORM BII.I.'-A SUMMARY
legislation formed the basis for commit- (FEDERAL ELECTIONS CAMPAIGN ACT AMEND-
tee consideration of public financing, I MENTS<lF1974)
worked to extend this significant concept : bONTRIBUTION LIMITS
and reform to congressional electiops. I Lim"itson 'individual cdntributions
believed that the time was especially·pro- ' $1,000 llmit on amount an individual may
pitious for this action. contribute to any ;candidate for .U.S. House,

The House conferees, howe~er, were Sen(l.te, or· President in primary. campaign
unanimous in their opposition. To me (Presidential primarJestreated as single elec
the question was betweell achieving a tion).
bill with some measure oftruly meaning- $1,000 limit on contribution to any federal
ful reform and no bUl at all.' candidate in general election (run-offs and

I am pleaSed we have achieved som.e speci(l.l elections treated as separate elections;
separate $1,000 llmit applies).

notable success: No individual may contribute more than
First. We have extended publicftnanc- $25,000 for aU federal campaigns for entire

ing to Presidential primaries. . campaign period (inCludes contributions to
Second. We have I1gTeed to aFederal party organizations supporting federal candi

Election Commission: with an ability to dates) .
act independently, an.d.y,rith some-'-lf not No more than $1.000 in independent ex
all-Of the enforcement authorityrec- penditures on behalf of any 011e cl\ndidate

, for federal office per entire campaign.is per-
ommendedby the Selll1te. ...: ,. mitted.. '

Third. We have achieved new~ "realis- .dertr:in uln-l~.ind" cQlJ.tributions (up to
tic and salutoryUmits to campaign $500 per cap.dVlat~ per election) are exempt
spending. In so doing we have reduced frorn contribution Illnits.
the possibilities of corruption by 'special Limits on Organization Contributions (to
interests, and the possibilities of abuse qualify as an organization, must be regis
of power by those subject to such corrup- tered with Elections Commission for six
tion. months, recetve contributicms from more

The bill may not be a giant stride for- than 50 persons and, except for, state party
organizations, malw contrihi.!tions to at least

ward in election reform-I believe the five candidates).'
Senate bill. could have provided such a $5,000 limit on amount an organization
major advance. But the legis~ationwhich may ~OI1tribute to any candidate for U.S.
has emerged from our conference, none- House,Senate,orPresident in primary elec
theless, takes very important and his- tion campaign (Presidential primaries treated
tory-making new steps in the right as single election).
direction. $5,000 limit on contributions to any fed-

eral candidate in general election (run-offs
and special elections treated as separate elec
tions; separate $5,000 limit applies).

No more tha.n $1,000 in independent ex·
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penditures on behalf oiany one federal can
didate during entire campaign period.

No llmit on aggregate amount organiza~

tions may contribute in . campaign period,
nor on amount organizations may contribute
to party organlzatiohssupporting federal
candidates.

Certain "in-kind" contributions (up to
$500 per candidate per election) are exempt
from contribution limits.
Limits on candidate. contributions to own

campaign
President: $50,000 for entire campaign.
Senate: $35,000 for entire campaign.
House: $25,000 for entire campaign.

Limits on party contributions
National and state party organizations lim

ited to $5,000 in actuai contributions to fed
eral candidates, but may make limited ex
penditures on behalf of its candidate in gen
eral election [see spending limits].

Spending limits (Existing limits on media
spending repealed. Total candidate spending
limit includes basic limit, plUS 20 percent
additional permitted for fund-raising, plus
limited spending by parties in general elec
tion.)

Party Conventions: $2 million for national
nominating convention.

Presidential candidates
Primary: $10 milllon basic limit; in addi-.

tion, candidate allowed to spend 20 percent
above limit for fund-raising-total $12 mll
lion. In any presidential primary, candidate
may spend no more than twice what a Sen
ate candidate in that state is allowed to
spend. [See chart for Senate limits.]

General: $20 mlllion basic limit. (Presi
dential candidate not opting to receive pUb
lic financing would be allowed to spend an
additional 20 percent for fund-raising.)

Party: National Party may spend 2¢ times
Voting Age PopUlation, or approximately
$2.9 mIllion, on behalf of its Presidential
nominee in general election.

Senate candidates
Primary: 8¢ x VAP of state or $100,000,

whichever is higher. Additional 20 percent
of basic limit allowed for fund-raising. [See
attached chart for state by state amounts.]

General: 12¢ x VAP of state or $150,000,
whichever is higher. Additional 20 percent of
basic limit allowed for fund-raising.

Party: In general election, 2¢ x VAP or
$20,000, whichever is higher, by national par
ty, and 2¢ x VAP or $20,000 by state party.
[See attached chart for state totals.]

House candidates
Primary: $70,000. Additional 20 percent of

limit allowed for fund-raising. (Total-$84,
000.) House candidates running at large per
mitted to spend same amount as Senate can
didate in that state.

General: $70,000. Additional 20 percent al
lowed for fund-raising. (Total-$84,OOO.)
House candidates running at large permitted
to spend same as Senate candidate in that
state.

Party: In general election, $10,000 by na
tional party and $10,000 by state party on
behalf of House candidates.

PRESIDENTIAL PUBLIC FlNANCrnG (FROM
DOLLAR CHECK-OFF FUND)

General election
$20 mUllon in pUblic funds; acceptance op

tional. Major party nominee automatically
quallfies for full funding; minor party and
Independent candidate eligible to receive
proportion of full funding based In past or
current votes received. If candidate receives
full funding, no private contributions per
mitted.

Conventions
$2 million; optional. Major parties auto

matically qualify. Minor patties el1gible for

lesser amount base<1 on proportion of vote$
received in past or current election.

Primaries
Federal matching of private contributions

up to $250, once candidate has qualified by
raising $100,000 ($5,000 in each of 20 states)
in matchable contributions. Only first $250 of
any private contribution may be matched.
The candidates of anyone party together
may receive no more than 45 percent of total
amount available in the Fund; no single can
'didate may receive more than 25 percent of
total aval1able. Only private gifts raised after
January 1975 qualify for matching for the
1976 election; no federal payments wlll be
made before January 1976.

Enforcement
Creates 6-member Federal Elections Com

mission responsible for administering elec
tion law and publlc financing program, and
vested with primary civil enforcement.

President, Speaker of House, and Presi
dent Pro-Tem of Senate each appoint two
members (of different parties), all subject to

. confirmation by both Houses of Congress.
(Such members may not be officials or em
ployees of any branch of government at time
of appointment.)

Secretary of Senate and Clerk of House to
serve as ex-officio, non-voting members of
the Commission, and their officers to serve as
custodian of reports for candidates for sen
ate and House.

Commissioners to serve full-time, six-year,
staggered terms. Rotating one-year chair
manship.

Commission to receive campaign reports;
make rules and regUlations (subject to re
View by Congress within 30 days); maintain
cumulative index of reports filed and not
filed; make special and regular reports to
Congress and President; serve as election in
formation clearinghouse.

Commission has power to render advisory
opinions; conduct audits and investigations;
subpoena witnesses and information: initi
ate ciVil proceedings for relief.

Criminal Violations to be referred to Jus
tice Department for prosecution; provision
for advancing cases under the Act on the
court docket, and judicial review.

REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE

Candidate required to establish one cen
tral campaign committee; all contributions
and expenditures on behalf of candidate must
be reported through this committee. Also re
qUires designation of specific bank deposi
tories.

Full reports of contributions and expendi"
tures to be filed with Commission 10 days
before and 30 days after every election, and
within 10 days of close of each quarter unless
committee has received or expended less than
$1,000 in that quarter. Year-end report due
in non-election years.

Contributions of $1,000 or more received
Within last 15 days before election must be
reported to Commission Within 48 hours;

Cash contributions over $100 prohibited.
Contributions from foreign national pro

hibited.
Contributions in name of another pro

hibited.
Loans treated as contributions; must have

co-signer or guarantor for each $1,000 Of out
standing obligation.

Requires that any organization which
spends any money or commits any act for
the purpose of influencing any election
(such as the publication of voting records)
must report as a politcial committee. (This
would reqUire reporting by such 10bbyiDg
organizations as Common Cause, EnViron
mental Action, ACA, etc., and perhaps many
other traditionally non-electoral organiza
tions) .

Every person who spends or contributes
over $100, other than to or through a candi-

date or political committee, is reqUired to
report.

OTHER PROVISIONS

No elected or appoirited official or employee
of government may accept more than $1,000
in honorarium for speech or article, or
$15,000 in aggregate per year.

Removes Hatch Act restrictions on volun
tary actiVities by state and local employees;
in federal campaigns, if not otherwise pro
hibited by state law.

Corporations and labor unipns which. are
government contractors are permitted to
maintain separate, segregated voluntary
polltical funds in accordance with 18 USC
610. (Formerly all contributions by govern
ment contractors were prohibited.)

Permits use of excess campaign funds to
defray expenses of holding federal office or
for other lawful purposes.

Prohibits sollcitatlon of funds by franked
mall.

Pre-empts state election laws for federal
candidates. This section takes effect upon
enactment.

PENALTIES

Increases existing fines to maximum Of
$50,000.

Candidate for federal offices who fails to
file reports may be prohibited from running
again for term of that office plUS one year.

Effective Date: January I, 1975 (except
for immediate pre-emptiol1 of state laws).

PUBLIC FINANCING OF THE PRESIDENTIAL
CAMPAIGN

Public financing of the 1976 Presidentia.l
election is provided under the new Campaign
Reform Bnl. Here is the way it works:

General election
Each candidate for President is limited to

campaign expenditures of $20 mlllion.
Nominees of the major parties are eligible

to receive the full $20 milllon in public
funds. Public financing is not mandatory;
the candidate may solicit all donations
privately. If the candidate "goes private,"
however, individual contributions are limited
to $1,000; organization contributions, $5,000.

Candidates of minor parties (those re
ceiVing at least five percent Of the vote in
the preceding election) are eligible for
partial funding based on the percentage Of
the vote received. A third party receiving at
least five percent of the vote in 1976 w1ll be
eligible for partial reimbursement of their
expenses.

Nominating conventions
Political parties are limited to expendi

tures of $2 mlllion for their presidential
nominating conventions. A major party is
ellgi!':lle to receive the full $2 mlllion in pUb
lic funds; however, a party may opt to fund
its convention privately. The existing law
permitting corporations to take a tax dedUC
tion for advertisements in conventions pro-
gram books is repealed. '

Presidential primaries
Each candidate for the Presidential nomi

nation is limited to campaign expenditures
of $10 mlllion. In each state, he may spend
no more than twice the amount permitted a
Senate primary candidate. In other worda.
the candidate may spend no more than
$200,000 in the New Hampshire primary;
$928,000 in Florida.

To be eligible for public funds, a candidate
must declare himself a. candidate for hill
party's nomination and begln soliciting small
contributions ($250 or less). When the Fed
eral Elections Commission certifies that the
candidate has received at least $5,000 from
contributors in each of 20 states-for a total
of $100,000 in matchable funds-the secre
tary of·the Treasury wlll authorize a match
iDg payment of $100,000 from the Dollar
Check-Off Fund. Subsequently, each eligible
contribution of $250 or less Will be matched
from the Treasury.
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While an individual may contribute $1,000

and an organization may give $5,000 during
the pre-nomination period, only the first $250
will be eligible for matching. No cash contri
butions will be matched; all contrIbutIons
must show the taxpayer's Idcntlficatlon
number.

In addition to the $10 million spending
Ilmit, the candidate Is permItted to spend an
additional 10 percent-$2 million-for fund
raising costs.

Only contributions raised after January I,
1975, will be eligible for matching. No pub
lic funds will be given out until January I, .
1976.

SOUTce 01 public lunds
The source of all public funding is the

PresIdential ElectIon Campaign Fund. No ad
ditional appropriatIons legislation is required
of Congress. The Fund was establlshed in
1971 and is funded by taxpayers who check
olf LIne 8 on ms Form 1040, designating $1
oftheir taxes ($2 on a Joint return) forthis
purpose.

ThIs Dollar Check-OlI Fund now contains
$30.1 million. If taxpayers check olI Line 8
at the same rate as last year, there will be
a minImum of $64 million In the fund in
tIme for the 1976 election, ant! very llkely
more.

SPENDING LIMITS FOR SENATE CANDIDATES

Early in 1976, $44 mlllion wlll be earmarked
for the General Election and the Conven
tions. The remaining funds wlll be desIgnated
for the prlmar1es. No more than 45 percent
may go to candidates of any political party.
No candidate is eligIble to receIve more than
one-fourth of public funds available for
primaries.

All spending Ilmits are subject to cost-of
livIng increases, using 1974 as the base year.

The Fund Will be under continuing re
view by the new Federal Election CommissIon
to insure that ellgible candidates receive
eqUitable treatment and that adequate
money Is available to meet obligatIons re
quired by the Act.

Primary limit General eleclion
(8 cents times limit (12 cents

VAP or Additional times YAP or Additional Party spending Actual spending
1974 projected $100,000, spending for $150,000, spending for permitted in limit by

voting age whichever is fundraising whichever is fundraising candidate's candidate
State population greater) (primary) greater) (general) behalf! (general election)

Alabama...... __ .....•..• __ . _•••...••....• __ ....... , _. __ .. __ .•.. 2,392,000 $191,360 $38,272 $287,040 $57,408 $95,680 $440,128Alaska...... ______ • ___ .... __ ." .. ____ .. __ .... ______ .... _____ ... 206,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000Arizona.• ____ . ______ ••• __ . __ .. __ . ______ .. __ . ____ ...... _____ •. __ 1,442,000 115,360 23,072 173,040 34,608 57,680 265,328
Arkansas... ____ . __ ._ •••.... ___ . __ . __ ....•. _........ -•••.. ___ •.. 1,417,000 113,360 22,672 170,040 34,080 56,680 260,800
California... __ . ____ ..•... __ •.•...• __ ' ___ .. __ •.... _•. -•.... ___ .•• 14,509,000 1,160,720 232.144 1,741,080 348,216 580,360 2,669,656
Colorado•...•. __ ....•••... _••.. __ ....... _.•••• __ ...••.•... _... , 1,719,000 137,520 27,504 206,280 41,256 68,760 316,296
Connecticul.__ ... _. ___ ... _____ .. __ .•••...... _•.....•........ -•.• 2,124,000 169,920 33,984 254,880 50,976 84,960 390,816
Delaware..... ____ .•.••.. _______ .. ___ ....... _•••.....•.•.. __ .•.. 391,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000
Florida__ .• _"" __ .•.•.....•.•.. _'" _•......_....... - .. -.. _. -... 5,799,000 463,920 92,784 695,880 139,176 231,960 1,067,016

, ~:~:Ii~'_~~=:= === ====:::::: =:::=:=:: :::===:: =::: =::=::::: =: =:===
3,227,000 258,160 51,632 387,240 77,448 129,080 593,768sn,ooo 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000

Idaho_._ ... __ ._._ .•.. ___ .... __ . __ ..•.....•. _.. _...•• _..... _- ••• 519,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000
lIIinois_ ••.. __ .' _••• __ ................................ -. __ .• ____ 7,646,000 611,680 122,336 917, 520 183,504 305,840 1,406,864
Indiana. _••. __ .. ___ ..... __ •_••. ".' _......... _.... __ .••.... _. -. 3,603,000 288,240 57,648 432,360 86,472 144,120 662,952
lowa.... __ ... _____ •••. ___ .••... __ ...•.• ____ . _., . __ ............. 2,002,000 160,160 32,032 240,240 48,048 80,080 368,368
Kansas_____ .. ____ .•. __ ... _............... __ .•...... -. -....... _. 1,601,000 128,080 25,616 192,120 38,424 64,040 294,584

~~~it~~~~===: :===:= === =: === =:: == == =: =: ==: === =:= =::= ===:: == ===: ==
2,296,000 183,680 36,736 275,520 55,104 91,840 422,464
2,457,000 196,560 39,312 294,840 58,968 98,280 452,088

Maine _. __ ......... __ . ________ .. __________......... ----..... --- 700,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000
Maryland.. __ ......... __ •______ .•.... __ .•..•........ -......... -. 2,781,000 222,480 44,496 333,720 66,744 lll,240 511,704
Massachusetts _• ____ .... ______.. __ .. __ . __ • __ .. __ •.... -----. ----- 4,086,000 326,880 65,376 490,320 98,064 163,440 751,824
Michigan .. __ .......•• _. __ .. ___""" _.•.. ___ .•.•.. -............ 6,037,000 482,960 96,592 724,440 144,888 241,480 1,110,808

~:~~~~rJ~i=:= :=== === === =: =: =::::==::===:::::: =:=::::: =:::=:::::
2,634,000 210,720 42,144 316,080 63,216 105,360 484,656
1,495,000 119,600 23,920 179,400 35,880 59,800 275,080

Missouri. .... __ . __ . ______ . __ • __ .. _. ___ . __ ....••...•. _•.••.....•• 3,296,000 263,680 52,736 395,520 79,104 131,840 606,464
Montana. _....___ . _.... _____•. __ ••• ___ ••. _............ -.... --.- 484,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000

~:e~~~~a.-_~==:: :==== =: =====: ===: =====1..:=:=:: =: =: =::: ==::====::
1,068,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 42,720 222,720

382,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000
New Hampshire.........__ ....... __ .... __ ........... -........... 550,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000
New Jersey..... __ .. __ .. ______... __, ____ ... ____ •.... ---- .._.. ___ 5,099,000 407,920 81,584 611,880 122,376 203,960 938,216
New Mexico_ .._______________... ______ ... __ .. _.. -- ... -- .•...--. 731,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000
New York_ .._.. ____ .. ________ . ____ ._ .... __ ...... __ -- ........ --. 12,700,000 1,016,000 203,200 1,524,000 304,800 508,000 2,336,800North Carolina. ________ .... __ ..•. _.. ___ .. ___ •••. __ •... ___ .... --. 3,635,000 290.800 58,160 436,200 87,240 145,400 668,840
North Dakota. _....__ . _____ ...... __ ..____ • _••. ___ ........ __ ....• 431,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000
Ohio•• ___ . _____ ••••. __ . __ •__ .. ___ ....... _••••. __ ....... ___ ... -. 7,281,000 582,480 116,496 873,720 174,744 291,240 1,339,704Oklahoma. ___ .• _. __ • _____ .... ___ ...... ___ .. __ . _. __ "'_"" - __ .. 1,879,000 150,320 30,064 225,480 45,096 75,160 345,736
Oregon.... ___ . __ ... _______ •__ ...••.•.... __ . -- .• _. -. -- ........ -. 1,587,000 126,960 25,392 190,440 38,088 63,480 292,008
Pennsylvania•• _. ___ ... ___ •.. __ ..............._. ___ """ -. -. - -. 8,336,000 666,880 133,376 1,000,320 200,064 333,440 1,533,824Rhode Island.. ________________________ . __ . _____ .. _____ .. ____ ... 691,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000South Carolina ___.. __________ •• _________ . ____ •..• __ ... -- .....--. 1,831,000 146,480 29,296 219,720 43,944 73,240 336,904
South Dakota. _•.. __ ._ ....... _.......... _...•• __ .......... -.. --. 464,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000
Tennessee.___________.. __ . ___•.•..•. __ •...• __ . --...... -•.•..... 2,881,000 230,480 46,096 345,720 69,144 115,240 530,104
Texas__ ... _..•.•. __ .• _. ____ .••.. __•.•... ___ ...... -- -- --. - -..... 8,050,000 644,000 128,800 966,000 193,200 322,000 1,481,200
Utah.____ ••.•. ___ .. ____ .. __ •.•... ____ •__ .• __ ••. -- ..• , .• __ -••... 746,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000

~r:gfn~~~·__.=:= ====:= ====:= =::: :== == =: == == == =:::= =: ==::=:::: =: =: =
3t6,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000

3,331,000 266,480 53,296 399,720 79,944 133,240 612,904Washington.. __________ ... __ .• ___ . ____ •.. __ . __ ••• ,_. -.... __ - ... _ 2,377,000 190,160 38,032 285,240 57,048 95,080 437,368

~r~to~~i~~~a. ~========: ===== =: ==: ===== === ===== =: =:========== ====
1,238,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 49,520 229,520
3,121,000 249,680 49,936 374,520 74,904 124,840 574,264

Wyoming. _."" ___ •___ ......_. _""" "__............... ___ ••• _. 244,000 100,000 20,000 150,000 30,000 40,000 220,000

I State and national political parties are each permitted to spend in behalf of their nominee for Note: Voting age POPulati.on estimates are taken from "Population Estimates and Projections,"
the Senate an additional 2 cents times the voting age population or $20,OOo-whichever is greater. Department of Commerce, Social and Economic Statistics Administration, Bureau of the Census,

Series P-25, No. 526, September 1974.

SPENDING LIMITS FOR HOUSE CANDIDATES

Each congressional district..__ .. . _•.•..•••••. _•.. • .

I $10,000 from State party and $10,000 from national party.

Actual spending
limit

Additional General Additional Party spending by candidate
Primary' spending for election spending for in candidate's (general

limIt fundralsing limit fundraising behalf! election)

$70,000 $14,000 $70,000 $14,000 $20,000 $104,000

Note: In States with a single con-gressional district, candidates for the House are subject to the
same limits as candidates for the Senate.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the signif
icance of this Federal Elections Cam
paign Act will be that this act moves us
one long stride forward in the area of
public financing.

The act, makes the appropriations of
the money checked off on individual tax
returns automatic and implements the
action taken already with regard to the
Presidential campaign checkoff proposal

of $1 optional with each taxpayer. The
bill provides also that $2 million would be
made available to each of the two major
parties, with a formula as is spelled out
elsewhere in the checkoff system for
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appropriate reimbursement for third
parties, to provide for expenses of
nominating conventions.

Now, the significant thing about this
measure is that it provides that here
after candidates seeking to be nominated
for President of the United states may
obtain Federal matching once they have
achieved enough individual small can';'
tributions to merit the thought that they
are serious candidates.

To be specific, a candidate must raise
$100,000 in contributions of no more
than $250, and that candidate must raise
as much as $5,000 in 20 States todemon
strate, in effect, that he is a serious
candidate and that he has support
beyond the immediate State or region
from whence he hails.

As I understand this provision, once a
candidate had raised the first $100,000
as stipulated, the amount that is raised
under the checkoff system and, there
after, every small contribution of $250 or
less is matched by an equal amount up to
$5 million so that the candidate could
raise a total of $5 million and have $5
million made available to him through
Treasury financing.

Mr. President, that is an extension of
what this Senator sought to initiate in
1966, almost 8 years ago now, when the
then junior Senator from Lou1sian~

brought in an amendment to a revenue
bill suggesting that the general election
of the President should be financed by
a $1 tax checkoff-type proposal as is now
the law. That proposal became law as an
amendment to a major revenue measure.
In time, I believe, the significance of that
amendment will dwarf the bill itself and
all other amendments that were on it.

I believe that was a bill which was sub
sequently referred to as the first Christ
mas tree bill because it came late in the
year and it had so many amendments to
it that one of the writers of the Wash
ington Post said:

When the bUl hIt the floor it lit up like a
Christmas tree.

There were many amendments on the
bill that were wanted on behalf of many
of their constituents.

In the year 1967 there were some Dem
ocrats who felt that they made a miS
take in permitting the tax checkoff to fi
nance the Presidential election to be
come law, and they joined forces with
those Republicans who had opposed this
proposal in what developed into a rather
lengthy debate to prevent this new law
from ever going into effect.

It was with considerable disappoint
ment that the Senator from Louisiana
saw that there were a lot of good peo
ple who should be supporting that first
public campaign financing measure be
cause of their liberal background and
their political philosophy who were, for
one reason or another, opposing it.

There was the then Senator from Ten
nessee, Mr. Gore, for example, who was
one I would have thought would have
favored this very strongly and who, in
fact, had voted for it in the committee
and then saw fit to lead the fight against
the proposal.

There was the former Senator from
New York, Mr. Robert Kennedy, who
saw dangers that aroused his fears that
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till~ could be used in an improper man
ner.

There were quite a few on thiS side
of the aisle who, at. that time, had be
come disillusioned with· the then Pres
ident Lyndon Johnson, who felt that
this \Vas. something that pre~ident.J ohn
son wlltlted for 111s own advantage.

Now that, in my judgment, was not the
.trUth... I had discussed this matter with
President Johnson on occasion. He told
me he thought I was right about it. He
said he was capable of rai~ing whatever
campaign funds he' cared to raise, but
that the time would come when the
Democrats would have another Harry
Truman running for President of the
United states. He recalled how dimcult
it was for President Truman, even as a.
dedicated president, to .' raise enough
money· to pay transportation expenses
to move the Truman train around the
country in order to take his message to
the people in that very dimcult election
when he fought an underdog race and
survived that race to become one'of our
great Presidents after his reelection.

So, Mr. President, after that long de
bate of about 7 weeks, the Senate finally
voted for an amendment to say that tills
public financing proposal would not be
come effective until Congress has pro
vided further guidelines.

Thereafter, President Nixon was
elected President of the. United states.
I have oftentimes thought, had it not
been for the support of a number 'of our
liberal Democratic friends who thought
this might be something that President
Johnson wanted for his own advantage,
and therefore voted to negate the pro
visions of that bill, Richard Nixon would
not have been President of the United
States because Senator HUMP:aREY ran a
very close race, very poorly financed, Qut
very close.

Had HUBERT HUMPHREY had the funds
to make an equally impressive presenta
tion on television, as that available to
his Republican opponent, it is fairly
clear to all of us at this point that Hubert
Humphrey then Vice President would
have been elected President of the
United States.

It was, in my jUdgment,largely because
some of our good friends on the Demo
cratic side of the aisle, and I am sure
for good conscientious reasons, voted to
prevent the public financing checkoff
proposal from going into effect, that the
Democrats lost the next Presidential
election of 1968.

Now, a few years thereafter. with
reference to campaign financing anli re
form proposals, our majority leader (Mr.
M.u'TSFIELD) proposed to some of us that
we should initiate a proposal to make
available equal time to the candidates for
both sides running for President of the
United States and that we should make
some tax deductions and tax credits, to
help encourage small contributions to
political campaigns.

As chairman of the Committee on
Finance at that time, I made it clear
that I did not expect to support any
proposal of that sort unless we made
some forward progress toward justifying
some form of publ1c financing tUlder the
checkoff proposal, or some similar pro-

posal, because, ..~ my judgment, it is
only when we· finance campaigns in a
way where the outcome of the campaign
does not depend in. any respect on who
has· the most money, or who has the
greatest' appeal to the vested interests,
that onecari feel that the voice of the
public and the' people are electing a man
not because' of the financial power be
hind him but because'what he has to
say makesthe<best' sense and appeals
most to the heal'ts and minds of the
Atnerican people....'.. :

So I ins.isted tlls:t if' I were to support
something of that sort it ought to have at
least a $1 checkoff proposal as part of the
package.

So, in due course, in considering a debt
limit bill, as I recall it, it was agreed that
the Senator from Rhode Island (1\11". PAS
TORE) would offer tills package of amend
ments which would provide a deduction
and a tax credit for small contributions
and would implement the tax checkoff
approach which we had previously en
acted and put on the statute books in
1966.· .

After a really heated and lengthy de
bate on the checkoff proposal. this pro
vision finally passed. We were a.lerted at
that time that the President of the
United States expected to veto the debt
limit bill if need be, rather than permit
the tax checkoff to pay the expense of the
two candidates. making their campaigns
and expressing their views, as they· saw
it, to the public in 1972.

So while the Senate had passed the
measure intending that it should be ef
fective in 1972, by threat of Presidential
veto we were compelled to settle for an
effective date in 1976.

Mr.. President, the .checkoff proposal
is on the books and people are marking
it in sutncient numbers to make the as
surance of adequate financing for the
1976 election a certainty. So much so that
'we now find we can provide that more
than the general election can be financed
under a system whereby taxpayers mark
their own tax returns that they would
like to have $1 of their tax money spent
in a fashion that would help to assure us
a President beyond the reach of undue
influence of large financial contributions.

We will have that kind of election for
the first time in 1976.

Mr. President, there are some who
have expressed disappointment and will
continue to express disappointment that
this bill did not extend the public fi
nancing concept to the election of Sen
ators and Members of Congress. I voted
for that proposal. In the long run, Mr.
President, if I am around here another
6 years, I hope to be one of those who
help put it on the statute books. It is
just as well that it does not happen
now.

I say that because these major issues
should not be decided based on who is
right; it should be decided because we
agree on what is right.

We v.ill best know how to implement
a public financing approach when we
have had experience with the checkoff
in the election of a President in the
year 1976.

Mr. President, the vote on this meas
ure demonstrates the enormous for-
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I also announce that the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT), and
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF
FORD) are absent on official business.

I further announce, that if present and
voting, the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BAKER) and the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. DOLE) would each vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 60,
nays 16, as follows:

[No. 466 Leg.]
YEAS-60

Abourezk Huddleston
Bayh Hughes
Beall Humphrey
Biden Jackson
Brock Javits
Brooke Johnston
Burdick Kennedy
Byrd. Robert C. Long
Cannon Magnuson
Case ' Mansfield
Chiles Mathias
Clark McGee
Cranston McGovern
Domenici McIntyre
Eagleton Metcalf
Fulbright Metzenbaum
Hart Mondale '
Haskell Montoya
Hathaway Moss
Holllngs Muskie

NAYS-l6
Allen Eastland
Bartlett Fannin
Byrd., Gurney

Harry P., Jr. Hansen
cotton Helms
curtis Hruska
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR. AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-l
Buckley" against.

NOT VCiTING-23
Aiken Dole Hatfield
Baker Dominick Inouye
Bellmon Ervin packwood
,Bennett Fong Scott.
Be'Iitsen Goldwater William L.
Bible Gravel Sparkman
Church Griffin stafford
Cook ' . Hartke Young

So the conference report was agreed to.
Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which the
conference report was agreed to.

Mr. CANNON. I move to lay that mo
tiollon the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr:', MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
passage of S. 3044, the Federal Election
Campaign. Act amendments, represents
another significant breakthrough in re
:forming the ;pplitical processes of this
Nation. So many in the Senate have been
in the forefront·· of this great refol'm
effort,but ;r \\fish at this time to pay trib
ute to those 'who worked so hard on this
conference committee under the great
'leadership of the distinguished Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON). All mem
bers of that committee are to be com
mended, but Senator CANNON particularly
for the broad representation he solicited
even from outside his committee. The

, great breakthrough in public flnancilig
Of Federal Presidential proceeds as well
as general elections is truly the great
first step toward creating a totally
changed climate for future elections. The
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LONG) has been the real champion
of the doIlar checkoff over the past sev
eral years and played such an important
role in the conference con:1mittee in re-

ple'm&rit"th~;t~pe'of suggestion that w~
illlPlicit in the $1 checkoff proposal. That
is ~hat every citizen should have an equal
amo'4ntof influence, and every pe~son
elected to p~blic office shOUld be equally
obligated. to.' all citizens; that no one
should' have 'any greater influence be
cause of hi's money, and that no publici
servant should be in any greater measure
beholden to someone because ,of that
money.,'. ..,.,'

This is a red-letter day forou.rdemoc
racy, .Mr. President, and I am very
pleased to have played a' part in the im
plementation 'of something that we
started 8 years, ago.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I would
like to express my appreciation to the
conferees fo"r, the tremendous assistance
they gave .to all of the conference during
the subject under discussion.

We have very divergent views, on, the
conference conmiittee, and we had those
who were opposed to publicflnancing,
those who favored it, those who wanted
tighter disclosure provisions, and so on.
However,despite the differing views we
'had very coopefative people and co
operative staff, and I want to express ap
preciation to.allpfthe conferees and to
0llr fine staff people who. assisted us in
developing what I thilik is a very fine
campaign reform pill: ' . ,
',The,' .•:p~E~IpI~g QFFICER' (Mr.
ABOURE2ilj:),: 'rAe 'question is on agreeing
to the t:btrferencereport. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays.have been ordered,
and the cler~ will call the roll.
, T~e second ,assist,ant legislative clerk
calIeqthe roll. . '
~ ,:~~. BUCKLEY (when his name was
ca~ed) . Mt.President, on this vote I have
a pair with the Senator f~'ornOregon
'(Mr. HA1F:rELD). If he were present and
voting,he would vote "yea." If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." There
fore, I withhQld my vote. ,."

M.r. ROBERT C,.' BYRD. I announce
that'the'Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT
SEN):, "the Senato~. from Nevada, (lvlr.
BIBLE) ,the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
c.riuRCH), the Senator from North Gato
'lina (Mr. ERVIN). the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), and the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) are nec
essarilyabsent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiima (Mr. HARTKE) is absent on
officia'l business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. ERVIN) .and the Senator from In
diana '-(Mr. HARTKE) would each vote
~(yea.'_~

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I announce that
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN),
theSenatQr from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) ,
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL
MON), the Senator from utah (MI'. BEN
NETT) , thl;l Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOK), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DOLE), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK). the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER) , the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sen
ator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
YOUNG) are necessarily absent.

CONGRESSlnNiL'RECORD-" SENATE34392
ward progress as'anldeapecomes un
derstoodbypeople., '\ ", ".:

In that lo~ 7, weeks~ fight in 1967,
with the President oftlie Uni.tedStates
supporting the checkoff approach, most
of us who were supporting it, won about
hall of the votes. On seven. rollcall votes
one 'side won four times arid the other
side won three tinies. ,

It was a matter of who had the' most
troops in town that decided how each
vote would go, and on every second vote
one group would win and on every alter
nate vote the other group would win.

.Now we see a measure that can muster
a margin of approximately 4 to 1 in the
U.S. Senate. Some of that margin
now represents those who did not think
it was a, good idea at the time.
That is 'a mark of tolerance and a mark
of ability of people to change with
changing times and to recognize with ex
perience that there is something to be
said for the other fellow's side of the
argument.. .

Undoubtedly, the Watergate scandal
contributed to this. We, now see, Mr.
President, that not just a matter of dis
closure that. is needlld to giye us a gov
ernment of the people and by the people
in this country.,' :

The disclosure provisions really have
in fact made it difficult for challengers
to challenge incumbehts. It was well dis
cussed in a very thoughtful article by
David Broder a few days ago.

Disclo~ure, pas created. as m.any prob
lems as it has'solved. While incumbents
have been able t6raise adequate funclS .to
finance a campaign, the disclosure 'in'or
visions have made If;verydifiiGult, and
far more difficult thaneyerJ.>efore, for
the challengers to .raise funds to.finance
their partof the campaign, but the public
financing features properly implemented
will; I am sure, make it possible f()r, eVery
,¥ember who enjoys the benefit of the
.public financing approach to be cOlll~

pletely the master of his own conscience;
to reject thoseproposals which are lack
ing in logic, and to support instead those
things which he' believes to be best for
his nation. ' ,

As I say, Mr. President, I am. not at all
dismayed that this Congress is not at
this time implementing'. the public
financing approach to. the election of
Senators and Members' of the House of
Representatives. I am satisfied that we
will learn something from experience.

The experience that we wiII have in
electing a President of the United States
by· a public financing approach, where
each taxpayer indicates that he wants $1
to be spent in aWay where the Pl'esident
will be .equally obligated to" all citizens
and especially obligated to none, wiIIlead
us to finance, in time, our congressional
campaigns in a way that will have equally
as much merit.

'With experience, the public will under
stand it better. In the last analysis, Sen
ators and Congressmen .want to do what
the public wants. The puplic wiII be in a
better position to advise tis What ~t thinks
about this type of campaign financing
when it has had expei'ience with the out
come and with' the implementation of
what we start ill 1976, which, in my judg
ment, is a very appropliate time to 1m-
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consideration
of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, yes
terday the House of Representatives
passed House Joint Resolution 898. It
has come over to the Senate and is now
pending before the Senate.

This resolution honors the secretaries
of the Nation, an honor that is justly
due.

I am very pleased that the House
passed it, and I hope the Senate will see
fit to pass it, too.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 898
NATIONAL LEGAL SECRETARms'
COURT OBSERVANCE WEEK

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a joint resolution
authorizing the- President to proclaim
the second full week in October 1974,
as National Legal Secretaries' Court
Observance Week, and ask unanimous
consent for its immediate considera
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution wllI be read for the informa
tion of the Senate.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 898)
was read the first time by title and the
second time at length, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House 0/ Rep
resentatives 0/ the United States 0/ America
tn Oongress assembled, That the PresIdent
Is hereby authorized and requested to Issue
a proclamation desIgnating the second full
week in October, 1974, as "National Legal
Secretaries' Court Observance Week", and
call1ng upon the people of the United States
to observe such week with approprIate cere
monIes and actIvities.

TRAVEL EXPENSE AMENDMENTS
.ACT OF 1974

Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives
on S. 3341.

The Presiding Officer laid before the
Senate the amendment of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S. 3341) to
revise certain provisions of title 5, United
States Code, relating to per diem and
mileage expenses of employees and other
individuals traveling on official business,
and for other purposes, as follows:

Strl1,e out all after the enacting clause, and
Insert: That thIs Act may be cIted as the
"Travel EKpense Amendments Act of 1974".

SEC. 2. Section 5701(2) of tItle 5. UnIted
States Code, Is amended to read as follows:

(2) "'Employee' means an indIvidual em
ployed In or under an agency including an
individual employed intermIttently in. the
Government servIce as an expert or consult
ant and paid on a dally when-actually-em
ployed basis and an IndivIdual serving wIth
out payor at one dollar a year;"

SEC. 3. Section 5702 of tItle 5, UnIted States
Code. is amended to read as follows:
"§ 5702. Per diem; employees travellng on

official busIness
"( a) An employee while travellng on official

business away from hIs desIgnated post of
duty is entitled to a per dIem allowance for
travel insIde the continental United States at
a rate not to exceed $35. For travel outside
the continental United States, the per dIem

TRANSPORTATION SAFETY ACT OF
1974

Mr. MANSFIELD. DUrIng the consid
eration of S. 4057 yesterday, Senator
HARTKE withdrew an amendment to
S. 4057. Inadvertently, the incorrect
amendment was Withdrawn. Thereafter,
H.R. 15223 was considered by the Senate
and the text of the Senateb1l1, as
amended, was. subst.ituted for the lan
guage in the House bill. Therefore the
bill as passed contains several mistakes.
Section 208 (d)' of' 'the bill should be
deleted as should title 4 of the bill.

Therefore, I ask tinarlimouS consent
that the Senate reconsider the passage
of B.R. 15223 including the third reading
and that section 208(d) and all of title 4
of S. 4057 be deleted, and that the bill as
thus corrected be repassed.

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

taining this provision. In future years, .. allowance shall be established by the AdmIn- Branch ApproprIatIon Act, 1957 (2 U.S.C.
with his continued leadership, lam con- Istrator of General Services, or his designee, _ 68b), is amended by striking out "$25" and
fident that thisconceptwill be expanded for each localIty where travel is to be per- "$40" and Inserting In lIeu thereof "$35"
to all Federal elections. ' formed. For travel consuming less than a full and "$50;', respectively.

My colleague, the distinguished .Re- . day, such rates may be allocated proportion- . SEC. 8. Item 5707 contaIned In the alillJysls
ately pursuant to regulations. prescribed of SUbchapter 1 of chapter 57 of title 5 18

publican leader (Mr. HUGH SCOTT) is to under section 5707 of thIs title. amended to read as follows:
be commended for his great leadership "(b) An employee who, while traveling on' "5707. Re.,gul.a.tlons and reports....
on the bill and on the overall program Official business away from his desIgnated
of reforms of the political process. He post of duty, becomes Incapacitated by m- Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
and Senator KENNEDY have provided the ness or Injury not due to hIs own mIsconduct, Senate,aftef some effort, passed S. 33.41
leadership to this Congress on public is entItled to the per diem allowance .lind relating to per diem and. mileage ex

'financing and their contributions have appropriate transportatIon expenses untll penses on September 19. The House was
such time as he can again travel, and to the h dul d t k si 11 b

been immense." To Senators' CLARK, per diem allowance and transportation ex- sc e e 0 ta. e UP a 00 ar 111, H.R.
MATHIAS, PASTORE, BYRD, GRIFFIN and penses during return travel to his designated 15903, under stlSpension of the rules on
STEVENS, the Senate owes its sincere post of duty. Monday, October 7. Discussion with
thanks for the completion of this land- "(c) Under regulations prescribed 1,lnder. House staff indicates that the b111 will
mark legislation. . . section 5707 of this title, tlle Administrator _ pass iIi its present form, and it has

The country shall be better for the of General Services, or hIs designee, may pre- passed in its present form.
work th Senat h I ted t d scribe conditions under which an employee I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-

e e as comp e 0 ay on may be reimbursed for the actual and neces-
S.3044. sary expenses of official travei when the maxI- ate disagree to the amendments of the

mum per diem allowance would be less than House, and hfilreby request a conference
these expenses, except that such re'imburse- on the disagreeing votes.
ment shall not exceed- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

, "(1) $50 per day for travel wIthIn the objection, it is so ordered.
continental United States when the maxi- Mr. MANSFmLD. On behalf of the
mum per diem otherwise allowable Is de- Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF)
termlned to be inadequate (A) due to the I a,sk unanimous consent that Mr. MET
unusual circumstances of the travel asslgn- CALF, the Senator fro.00 Kentucky (Mr.
ment, or (B) for travel to high rate geo-
graphical areas designated as such In reg- HUDDLESTON), and the Senator from n
ulatlons prescrIbed under section 5707; or !inois (Mr. PERCY) be appointed as con-

'~(2) $20 per day plUS the localIty per ferees.
diem rate prescribed for travel outside the There being no objection, the Presid-
continental United States. ing Officer appointed Mr. METCALF, Mr.

"(d) ThIs section does not apply to a HUDDLESTON, and Mr. PERCY conferees
JustIce or judge, except to the ext,ent pro- on the part of the Senate.
vided by section 456 of title 28....

SEC. 4. SectIon 5703 of tItle 5, UnIted
States Code, is hereby repealed.

SEC, 5. Section 5704 of title 5, UnIted States
Code, is hereby amended to read as follows:
"§ 5704. Mileage and related allowances

"(a) Under regulatlonil prescribed under
section 5707 of this tItle, an employee who
Is engaged on Official, business for the Gov
ernment Is entitled to not in excess of-

"(1) 9 cents a mile for the use of a prI
vately owned motorcycle; or

"(2) 18 «entS a mlle for the use of a
privately owned automobile; or

"(3) 24 cents a mlle for the use of a
privately owned aIrplane;
Instead of actual expenses of transportation
When that mode of transportatIon Is au
thorized or approved as more advantageous
to the Government. A determination Of ad
vantage Is not requIred When payment of a
mileage basIs is limited to the cost of travel
by common carrier including per dIem.

"(b) In addition to the mlleage allow
ance authorized under sUbsectIon (a) of thIs
section, the employee may be reimbursed
for-

"(I) parkIng fees;
"(2) ferry fees;
"(3) bridge, road, and tunnel costs; and
"(4) airplane landing and tie-down fees....
SEC. 6. Section 5707 of tItle 5, United States

Code, Is hereby amended to read as follows:
"§ 5707. Regulations and reports

"(a) The AdminIstrator of General Serv
Ices shall prescribe regulations necessary for
the adminIstration of this SUbchapter.

"(b) The Administrator of General Serv
ices, In consultation with the Comptroller
General of the United States, the Secretary
of Transportation, the Secretary of Defense,
and representatives of organizatIons of em
ployees of the Government, shall conduct
periodIc stUdies of the cost of travel and the
operation of privately owned vehicles to em
ployees while engaged on official business,
and shall report the results of such stUdies
to Congress at least once a year....

SEC. 7. The seventh paragraph under the
heading "AdministratIve Provisions" In the
Senate appropriatIon In the LegIslative
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