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Wischnewski, Hermann Schmidt, Dr.
Richard von Weizsacker. May I also pre
sent His Excellency Berndt von Staden,
the Ambassador from the Federal Re
public of Germany to the United states.

(Applause, Senators rising).
RECESS f'OR 2 MINUTES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a 2
minute recess for the purpose of greet
ing our distinguished visitors, and that
the distinguished Senator from lllinois
(Mr. STEVENSON) retain his right to the
floor.

There being no objection, at 2:06 p.m.,
the Senate took a recess until 2:08 p.m.,
whereupon the Senate reassembled when
called to order by the Presiding Officer
(Mr. HELMS).

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD Ehort biographies of each
one of our distinguished guests.

There being no objection, the biog
raphies were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

RENGER, ANNEMARIE (SPD)
President of the German Bundestag.
Social Democratic Party.
Born October 7,1919.
Widow.
Employed in pUblishing business.
From 1945 to 1952, private secretary of Dr.

Kurt Schumacher.
Member of Bundestag since 1953.
From 1959 to 1966, member of the Advi

sory Assembly of the European Council and
the Assembly of the Western European
Union.

Until April 1973, member of the Executive
Committee of the Social Democratic Party
and the Presidium.

Since December 13, 1972, President of the
German Bundestag.

Member of the Executive Committee of
the Party's representation in the Bundestag.

Vice President of the International Coun
cil of Social Democratic Women In the So
cialist Internationa!.

KATZER, HANS (CDU)
Member of the German Bundestag.
Christian Democratic Party.
Born January 31,1919.
Married.
Technical School (Textile Industry) .
1950, Secretary General, since 1963 Chair

man of the Social Committee of the Christian
Democratic Workmen of Germany.

Deputy Chairman of the Christian Demo
cratic Union of Germany.

Board member of RUhrkohle AG.
Since 1957, member of the German Bundes

tag.
From 1965 to 1969. Federal Minister of

Labour and Social Affairs.
Deputy Chairman of the Christian Demo

cratic Party/Christian Social Union group in
the Bundestag.

Regular member of the Committee for the
Preservation of the Rights of the Parlia
mentary Representation according to Article
45 GG (Constitution) and of the Joint Com
mittee according to Article 53A GG.

HOECHERL, HERMAN (COU/CSU)
Member of the German Bundestag,
Christian Democratic Party/Christian So-

etal Union.
Born March 31, 1912.
Married.
Lawyer.
StUdied law In BerUn, Alx-en-Provence and

Munich.
Member of the CSU Bavarian Executive

Committee.

Member of the Advisory Councn of the
Bayerische Verelnsbank and of the Direc
torate of the Bayerlsche Treuhand AG.

Member of the German Bundestag since
1953.

1957-1961 Chairman of the CSU group in
the Bavarian State Parliament and Deputy
Chairman of the CDU/CSU Bundestag group.

1961 to 1955, Federal Minister of the In
terior.

1965 to 1969, Federal Uinister of Food,
Agricul ture and Forestry.

1969 to 1972. Deputy Chairman of the
CSU group In the Bavarian State Parllament
and Chairman of the Mediation Committee.

Since 1970, Chairman of the Committee
BUdget, Taxes, Money, and Credit of the
CDU/CSU group.

RegUlar member of the Finance Com
mittee.

DR. EHRENBERG. HERBERT (SPD)
Member of the German Bundestag.
Social Democratic Party.
Born December 21, 1926.
Married.
Political Economist, stUdied Sociology in

Wilhelmshaven and G6ttlngen, Dr. rer. pol.
From 1964 to 1968, political-economic divI

sion at the General Board of the Industrial
Trade Union (Construction Workers' Union).

Member of the Committee for Political
Science with the SPD Executive Committee
and member of the expanded Committee of
the Society for Social Progress.

From May. 1968 to October 1969, Director
of the sub-division Structural Policy in the
Federal Ministry of Economics.

October 1969 to April 1971, Director of the
Division Economic, Financial, and Social
Policy In the Federal Chancellory.

May 1971. to December 1972, State Secre
tary at the Federal Ministry of Labour and
Social Affairs.

Since December 1972, member of the Ger
man Bundestag.

Deputy Leader of the Bundestag group of
the Party.

Deputy ChaIrman of the Economics Com
mittee.

RONNEBURGER, UWE (FOP)
Member of the German Bundestag.
Free Democratic Party.
Born November 23, 1920.
:Marrled.
Farmer.
Since 1970, Chairman of the FDP Party

Schleswig-Holstein and member of the Exec
utive Committee of the FDP.

1966 t::> 1972, member of the General Synod
of the United Protestant-Lutheran Churches
of Germany, since 1972, member of the Synod
of the Lutheran Church of Germany.

Member of the German Bundestag since
December 1972.

Deputy Chairman of the FDP group of the
Bundestag.

RegUlar member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee.

Regular member of the Committee of Food,
Agrlcul ture and Forestry.

WISCHENEWSKI, HANS-JiJRGEN (SPD)
Member of the German Bundestag.
Social Democratic Party.
Born July 24, 1922.
Married.
1953 to 1959, secretary at IG Metall.
1959 to 1961, Federal Chairman of the

Young Socialists.
1968-1972, member of the Executive Com

mittee of the Party.
Member of the German Society for Foreign

Policy.
Since 1957, member of the German Bun

destag.
From 1961 to 1965, member of the European

Parliament.

From 1966 to 1968. Federal Minister for
Economic Cooperation.

Member of the Executive Committee of the
Part)' gr::>up in the Bundestag.

RegUlar member of the Foreign Policy Com
mittee.

Regular member of the 1st Investigation
C;)mmltte~.

Deputy Chairman of Committee I for For
eign and Security Policy, Inter-German rela
tions, Europe and Development PoHcy.

SCHMIDT (WURGENDORF). HERMANN (SPD)
Member of the German Bundestag.
Social Democratic Party.
Born February 6,1917.
Married.
Manager, Colonel (res.).
From 1946. business manager of the "West

ftillsche Rundschau" in Slegen.
From 1948, temporarily municipal. magis

trate, and district representative.
Since 1962, district president and in this

capacity Chairman of the Board of Directors
of the Transport Society South Westfalla.

1950-1961. member of the Parliament of
Nordhein-Westtalen

Since 1961, member of the German Bundes
tag

Member of the European Council. of the
Western European Union and of the North
Atlantic Assembly.

From 1969-1972, Deputy Chairman of the
Defense Committee.

Since February 1, 1973, Chairman of the
Defense Committee.

DR. VON WEIZSACKER, RICHARD (CDU)
Member of the German Bundestag.
Christian Democratic Party.
Born April 15, 1920.
Married.
Lawyer.
Studied law in Oxford, Grenoble, and

G6ttlngen.
Dr. jur., board member of several corpora

tions.
1964-1970, President of the German Lu

theran Convention.
Member of the Synod and the Council of

the Lutheran Church In Germany.
Member of the Executive Committee and

Chairman of the Commission on Rules of the
Christian Democratic Party.

Member of the German Bundestag since
1969.

Deputy ChaIrman of the Christian Demo
cratic Party/Christian Social Union group
in the Bundestag.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (S. 3044) to amenl
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to provide for public financing of
primary and general election campaigns
for Federal elective office, and to amend
certain other pi'ovisions of law relating
to the financing and conduct of such
campaigns. . .

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani,.
mous consent that tiuring further con
sideration of the pending bill, Burton
Wides of my office, be permitted the priv
ilege of the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it is soordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.
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Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the
amendment will be printed in the REC
ORD.

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows:

On page 10, beginning with line 17, strike
out through line 6 on page 11, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

"(b) (1) Every eligible candidate who Is
nominated by a major party is entitled to
payments for use in his general election
campaign in an amount equal to the sum
of-

"(A) (I) in the case of a candidate for
election to the office of President, 40 per
cent of the amount of expenditures the can
didate may make in connection with that
campaign under section 504, and

"(II) In the case of a candidate for elec
tion to the office of Senator or Representa
tive, 25 percent of the amount of expendi
tures the candidate may make in connec
tion with that campaign under section 504,
and

"(B) the amount of contributions he and
his authorized committees received for that
campaign.

"(2) Every eligible candidate who Is nom
Inated by a minor party is entitled to pay
ments for use in his general election cam
paign in an amount equal to the sum of-

"(A) an amount which bears the same
ratio to the amount to which a major party
candidate for election to the same office
Is entitled under paragraph (1) (A) as the
total number of popUlar votes received by the
candidate of that minor party for that of
fice In the preceding general election bears to
the average number of popUlar votes received
by the candidates of major parties for that
office in the preceding election, and

"(B) the amount of contributions he and
his authorized committees received for that
campaign.

On page 11, beginning with line 19, strike
out through line 23 on page 12 and insert
in lieu thereof the following: to the sum of-

"(i) an amount which bears the same
ratio to the amount to which a major party
candidate for election to the same office Is
entitled under paragraph (1) (A) as the num
ber of popular votes received by that can
didate (other than as the candidate of a ma
jor or minor party) In the preceding general
election for that office bears to the average
number of votes cast in the preceding gen
eral election for all major party candidates
for that office, and

"(il) the amount of contributions he and
his authorized committee received for that
campaign.

"(4) An eligible candidate who is the
nominee of a minor party or whose eligibility
is determined under section 502(d) (2) and
who receives 5 percent or more of the total
number of votes cast in an election, is en
titled to receive payments under section 506
after the election for expenditures made or
incurred In connection with his general elec
tion campaign In an amount equal to the
sumof--

"(A) an amount which bears the same
ratio to the amount to which a major party
candidate for election to the same office Is
entitled under parargaph (1) (A) as the num
ber of popUlar votes received by that can
didate in the election bears to the average
number of votes cast for all major party
candidates for that office In that election, and

"(B) the amount of contributions he and
his authorized committees received for that
campaign.

"(5) For purposes of this Bubsectlon-

"(A) in the case of a candidate for election
to the office of President, no contribution
from any person shall be taken into account
to the extent that it exceeds $250 when
added to the amount of all other contribu
tions made by that person to or for the bene
fit of that candidate fcr his general election
campaign; and

"(B) in the case of any other candidate for
election to Federal office, no contribution
from any person shall be taken Into ac
count to tha extent that It exceeds $100
when added to the amount of all other con
tributions mada by that person to or for the
benefit of that candidate for his general
election campaign.

"(6) No candidate may receive payments
under paragraph (2) (B), 3(B) (i1), or (4) (B)
In excess of an amount which bears the same
ratio to one-half of the difference between
the amount to which the candidate is en
titled under paragraph (2) (A), (3) (B) (i), or
(4) (A) (whichever Is appllcable) and the
amount of expenditures the candidate may
make In connection with his general election
campaign under section 504 as the amount
to which he Is entitled under paragraph
(2) (A), (3) (B) (i), or (4) (A) (whichever is
appllcable) bears to the amount to which a
candidate for election to the same office is
entitled under parr-graph (l) (A).

On page 12, line 24, strike out "(5)" and
insert In lieu thereof" (7) ".

On page 78, after the matter below line 22,
insert the following: .

EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS

SEC. 305. Effective on the day after the
date of enactment of this act, section 615(0.)
of title 18, United States Code, Is amended
to read as follows:

"(a) (I) No Individual may make a con
tribution to or for the benefit of a candidate
for use In his primary election campaign, or
for use In his general election campaign
Which, when added to the sum of all other
contributions made by that individual for
use in that primary or general election cam
paign, exceeds $3,000.

"(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (c) (3), no person (not an Indi
vidual) may make a contribution to or for
the benefit of a candidate for use in his
campaigns for nomination and for election
to Federal office which, when added to the
sum of all other contributions made by that
person for use in either or both of those
campaigns, exceeds $6,000.".

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
offer this amendment on behalf of my
self and Senators TAFT, DOMENICI, MON
DALE, CRANSTON, HUMPHREY, and BEALL.

The purpose of public financing is to
eliminate the large and potentially cor
rupting contributions of big money from
our politics. This amendment would ac
complish that purpose but it would not
eliminate the innocent, small .contribu
tions which are a healthy form of par
ticipation in our political system.

This amendment would limit the cam
paign contributions of individuals to
Federal campaigns to $3,000 in primaries
and $3,000 in general election cam
paigns. In that respect, it does not alter
the provisions of the bill reported by the
Rules Committee.

It would also limit the contributions
of committees to $6,000, which could be
allocated between a general election
campaign and a primary election cam
paign as the committee sees fit.

This amendment then establishes a
system of partial public financing as
opposed to the 100 percent public fi
nancing which Is established in the bill

reported by the Rules Committee. In
stead of 100 percent public financing,
congressional candida tes would receive
a front-end subsidy 25 percent of the
expenditure limit applicable to congres
sional campaigns. In addition, private
contributions of $100 or less would be
matched with public funds on a dollar
for-dollar basis.

Presidential candidates would receive
a 40-percent entitlement and matching
funds for private contributions of $250
or less, again on a dollar-far-dollar basis.
That means that congressional candi
dates could receive up to 62.5 percent
and presidential candidates up to 75 per
cent of the respective expenditure limits
from public sources, instead of 100 per
cent.

This amendment strikes a fair balance
between those who want 100 percent and
those who want nothing. It decreases the
cost to the Treasury of the financing of
campaigns for Federal office. If this
amendment prevails, the amounts from
the checkoff would be more likely to
cover the total cost of public financing.
It does not in any way affect the com
mittee bill's treatment financing of pri
mary election campaigns. It preserves
the healthy and innocent participation
of small contributors. It eliminates the
dangerous participation that comes as
a result of large contributions to cam
paigns for Federal office. It would more
clearly be constitutional than any
measure which effectively prohibited all
public funds, no matter how small.

The prospect of waiting for the Treas
ury to send $950,000 to a candidate for
the U.S. Senate in lllinois is offensive. It
is offensive to me. It would be offensive,
I daresay, to many members of the
public, and it is dangerous. A candidate
could then literally buy a campaign.
Candidates ought to be under some com
pulsion to seek small contributions from
the people, and the people ought to be
permitted that form of political partic
ipation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that William Staszak of my staff
be permitted the privilege of the floor
during the consideration of this amend
ment.

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

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TAFT) and the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI) have
worked long and hard on this proposal.
It is a compromise. It is intended not
only to eliminate the corrupt influence of
large money in our politics but also is
intended to end the debate which has
swirled around this bill. It will not make
everybody satisfled, but it does give us
an opportunity to get an important job
done and to get on with the rest of our
business in the Senate. Senator
DOMENICI and Senator TAFT have been
my pa.rtners in this endeavor. They have
worked at great length on it, and have
done so very resourcefully.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield?

Mr. STEVPNSON. I yield to the Sen
ator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT).
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I commend

the Senator from illinois for his initia
tive in this matter as well as the Sena
tor from New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI)
and others who have agreed to cosponsor
this amendment to the pending cam
paign reform bill. We hope it wlll serve
as a basis for compromise on public fi
nancing and thus move the debate for
ward considerably.

The pending bill, without our proposed
amendment. provides Federal matching
payments for all contributions of $100 or
less for primary election congressional
candidates-$250 or less in the case of
Presidential candidates-who collect
certain minimum amounts of private
funding on their own, and 100 percent
public financing for the general election
campaigns of major party candidates, up
to overall spending limits. Limitations on
private contributions would be $3.000 for
individuals and $6,000 for any organiza
tion such as COPE or BIPAC.

By contrast, our amendment would
restructure public financing for general
elections. so that major party congt'es
sional candidates could receive 25 per
cent of the campaign spending limit in
Federal funds upon their nomination
witli no matching required, and $1 of
additional funding for each dollar col
lected in private contributions of $100 or
less for congressional races. A similar ar
rangement, with a 40 percent downpay
ment and matching contributions up to
$250, would be applied to Presidential
general elections. As under the present
bill, minor party candidates would op
erate under the same sYstem but be eli
gible for proportionately less Federal
funding in general elections, based upon
their performance. Limitations on con
tributions for organizations would be
lowered from $6,000 in primary and gen
eral elections separately to $6,000 total.

I believe that basic reforms in cam
paigns financing are essential so that our
citizens will be certain that their Gov
ernment is not being operated to mthfy
the interests of the few large contrib
utors, rather than the Nation as a whole.
The most important step we can take in
this direction is to place strict limitations
on the amounts which any single indi
vidual or organization can contribute to
a candidate. The bill before the Senate
attempts to do this, but has been loop
holed with an amendment allowing con
tributions of up to $6,000 form organiza
tions.

The bill before us also provides public
financing, in recognition that these limits
in themselves wi!l exacerbate the task of
raising enough campaign funds for both
incumbent and challenger to make their
views known to the public. However, I am
concerned that the bill will allow private
contributions too high to eliminate the
abuses it seeks to correct; allow more
public financing than necessary for gen
eral elections; foster a mushrooming of
wasteful campaign expenditures at tax
payers' expense and the proliferation of
campaign expert firms which have grown
up already to an alarming extent; and
unnecessarily eliminate a meaningful
role for small private contributions.

The system we are proposing would
clamp down on the size of private con-

tributions; provide full public financing
for the crucial initial portion of cam
paign expenses but force heavy reliance
upon small private contributions for re
maining expenses; continue and increase
the importance of the role of grass roots
activities, and the small contributors in
volved, in cJmpaign finance; and reduce
Federal costs over the present bill by
thousands of dollars for each campaign
in fact, so far as the Presidential and
possibly even senatorial races are con
cerned, by millions of dollars.

I am hopeful that the merits of this
particular public financing approach will
appeal to both supporters and opponents
of full public financing.

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

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do
wish to commend the Senator from Illi
nois and the Senator from Ohio for the
work they have done on this amendment.
I have just a few thoughts to add to
theirs.

First of all, I have supported the idea
of public financing of Federal elections
from the very beg-inning. But I have
looked very carefully at what we were
trying to do when we moved in the direc
tion of public financing and found at
first we were trying to get of the very
large contributions that really or to the
American people were having an inordi
nate effect on the political system. I think
publiJ financing would do that, and our
amendment would do that, but no one
who was a proponent of public financing,
to my knOWledge, has said there was
anything wrong with a candidate for
public office taking contributions from
small contributors, indeed, in large num
ber. In fact, many of those who have been
proponents of public financing have been
equally strong proponents for the in
volvement of the average citizen.

What concerns me- about the bill with
out the amendment of the Senator from
Illinois, the Senator from Ohio, me, and
others, is that basically it is saying, "We
do not want participation by the average
citizen: $100, $200, $300, $500." It has
been said here with regard to other bills
before us that we frequently throw the
baby out with the bathwater. In this
instance, unless we not only permit small
contributions but also encourage and en
tice them, we will, indeed, be doing that.

In campaigns across the country the
average citizen has said, "I like that can
didate. I want to give him a small con
tribution:' Instead of that kind of con
tribution, which is basically at the heart
of participation, and putting small money
where the mouth is, and letting a citi
zen's personal endeavors in behalf of the
candidate follow, we would eliminate
that in the bill before the Senate, where
candidates could, if they choose, get pri
vate contributions. But as a matter of
fact there is no incentive 01' encourage
ment because if the candidate does not
he will get a check from the Federal
Government for 100 percent.

I believe there is nothing. wrong with
the $100 matching all the way uP. with
encouragement to get a $1.000 contribu
tion, or up to $3,000. This would narrow

and cut back on the effect that Federal
tax dollars would have on the total
amount to be used.

The same reasoning can be used with
respect to Presidential campaigns. Thel"e
is nothing miraculous about 25 and 40.
To encourage the $100 and the $250 for
Presidential races minimizing the $6 000
contributions groups can give, leavin'g it
at $6,000, but not permitting it in pri
mar~ an~ general elections. and upping
the mdivIdual to $3,000 is a significant
stroke in the direction of individual citi
zen participation. But it eliminates the
thing we started out to eliminate.

With reference to my campaign for the
Senate, indeed, I had large contributors,
but I believe my campaign stands in the
State of New Mexico as a record for the
number of small contributors that con
tributed to my campaign. For a small
State like mine, it would approach 5000
individual donors. We went out and adked
them, and they. in turn. asked others,
and from them came the nucleus of those
who had a genuine interest, with small
amounts of $100 to $150.

I truly do not want to be a part
of eliminating that kind of participation
which I think is salutory and has a good
effect. I hope those who are genUinely
interested in public financing will under
stand this is a genuine effort to start in
a new direction where we have not had
one, and start in a reasonable way for a
reasonable amount of public money, and
leave the ingredient of participation that
comes from the contribution of many
small Americans who still take politics
and candidates seriously. and who would
prefer to give their money, $100 or what
ever, to their candidate and still make
~,hem feel it is important, and not say,

You do not have to contribute if yoU do
nut want to; we will get it all from the
Treasury:'

That is the answer we will get from
other than those who do not want any
public financing. That is what we will be
saying to the smaller contributor. We will
be saying, "You are not important be
cause if yoU do not give, we will get it
from the Treasury."

Those who favor this approach will
understand it is possible to move from
zero to 100 percent. The amendment of
the Senator from minois the Senator
from Ohio, and the Senaior from New
Mexico would be a good and salutary
start t{)ward preservation of that which
is good in the present system.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
wish to commend the Senator from New
Mexico for recognizing that it is possible
to eliminate the large contributors from
politics without eliminating small con
tributions. Far from being a source of
corruption, the small contribution 1s a
source of involvement by people in their
politics.

The purpose of the amendment is to
drive the big money, but not the people.
out of our politics.

I wish to ask the Senator from New
Mexico if he does not agree that to elimi
nate the $1 or $2 or $3 contributions
from campaigns might very well be un
constitutional. It is not only that, but it
seems. to me there is a constitutional
right of people to contribute in small
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amounts to the candidates of their
choice. Without some basis for saying,
"No, it is wrong; it is unreasonable to
make small contributions."-and-I see
no basis for such an assertion-it is pos
sible it could be held to be unconstitu
tion to take that approach.

Mr. DOMENICI. My answer is in the
affirmative. I think there are serious con
stitutional objections to a provision
which would prohibit it. I think from a
legal and practical point of view, if a
citizen cannot contribute, regardless of
whether he wants to contribute, small or
large, it is both practical and unconstitu
tional.

There is evidence which would justify
drawing the line somewhere, I think
$3,000 and $6,000. Those are a matter of
proper legislative judgment on the facts
that have been developed in the history
of this Nation, but to say, "One cannot
give; we will take it all from the tax
coffers" would place this matter in seri
ous jeopardy.

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the Senator.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield? .
Mr. STEVENSON. I yield to the distin-

guished senior Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Junior now.
Mr. STEVENSON. Junior.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

have over the past few days been visiting
from time to time with the distinguished
Senator from illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)
about this amendment. Earlier today I
talked with the Senator from New
Mexico about it. I have been a strong
proponent of what we call public financ
ing of election campaigns, but I have
been in this Body long enough to know
when we are really trying to get results
or whether we are just going to have an
issue. I think the question before the
Senate is, Do you want an issue or do you
want an accomplishment? Do you want
to make some progress or do you want to
spin your wheels?

I would prefer to have 100-percent
financing of Presidential elections par
ticularly. While some say large contribu
tions are a source of corruption, the fact
is they are alwaysa source of suspicion,
and in the times in which we live, that
sense of suspicion has been intensified.

Therefore, it is necessary for the Con
gress of the United States to reform the
campaign election laws, to limit the size
of contributions, to establish machinery
that will supervise our elections fearlessly
and honestly, and at the same time try to
make use of our checkoff system, which
we have already legislated, a checkoff
fund or trust fund to which hundreds of
thousands of taxpayers have already
made payments, and to use that check
off fund sensibly and honestly in the elec
tion campaign or in the campaign
process.

So, Mr. President, I came to the con
clusion that if you just want to talk cam
paign financing, then go the whole way
and make Ivory soap seem to be con
taminated and float right out of the
stream of public life and private sensi
bility; but if you want to get some reform
that will do the job that we need to do,
namely, to limit the sIze of contributions,
to have an accounting of every dollar
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that comes in as well as every doUar that
is expended, to set limits on how much
we can spend on a campaign per voter,
and at the same time assure some private
interest on the part of individuals in the
campaign and election process, then we
have to make some changes along the
line of the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Illinois and other Senators.
I am very proud to be a cosponsor of the
amendment.

I have talked with the Senator, as I
said, a number of times, and last week
indicated my desire to be associated
with that amendment. I want to say great
pressure has been brought on some of us
not to be associated with it. Some peo
ple that are associated with what we call
gOod government or clean government do
not want me to go along with this pro
posal, but as I had to tell one of them,
"I have to do the voting in the Chamber,
and you are the very people who have
told me we should not be influenced on
the outside." So I am not going to be
influeneed. The only influence is going to
come from the inside-what I know to be
right. What I know to be right is what
we are attempting to do here. We have
to close this debate and get to voting
some responsible, sensible campaign re
forms that the Ametican people want of
us. We have the duty to accomplish
it in this session of Congress.

Everyone knows the other body is not
going to go along with some of the things
we have voted for here, but I have said
privately to some colleagues in this body
that what we have been doing will not
sell. It will not wash. It makes good head
lines. It pleases people who say, "You
are doing 100 percent. Perfect. You are
good and pure." But it will not pass.
Do we want to get result;:; that will rem
edy the infection in our body politic, or
do we just want to talk, talk, and talk,
and have an issue to try to gO out and
prove that we were purer than the other
fellow?

I think the proposal before us does the
job that needs to be done. It will give us
some results. It will permit both the sen
sible use of public financing on the one
hand and include private small contri
butions on the other. If the American
political process is going to be corrupted
by $100 contributions, then we have al
ready gone dovm the drain. It is not going
to corrupt the American political process.

Further, I thinlt we should know that
public financing in other countries has
not been on an individual basis. We ought
to make the record quite clear on that.
Public financing of campaigns in coun
tries like Great Britain, the Federal Re
public of Germany, and others, goes to
political parties that are highly orga
nized, disciplined party units under the
parliamentary system. There are not
many Senators who want public financ
ing just coming to the political party.
Many of us hope to run independently
and hope that people from both parties
will join in putting us in office.

So what we have before us, I think,
is a reasonable adjustment and com
promise. In this day and age anybody
who says "compromise" may be con
demned, but the whole sYstem of this
Government is based on intelligent

compromise. That is the way we got our
Constitution, and I am not going to be
driven to the wall by somebody who says
that if one compromises or if he trims
down a little bit, somehow or other he
has sold out. We are not selling out, but
we are not going to permit people to buy
in, either.

What we are doing is trying to do a
job that needs to be done. We have been
up this hill and down this hill a half a
dozen times and we have as yet very
little to sho\~ for it. The chance is now
before us to have something to deliver
to the American people.

I would have hoped, as I said to the
Senator from Illinois and to the Sena
tor from New Mexico, that we might
have had in the Presidential fund 50
percent public financing. I do not think
there is anything particularly magical
about 40 or 50 percent, but I would have
thought it might have been a better fig
ure. Be that as it may, the issue before
the U.S. Senate is simply, Do you w~nt
to have a continuing issue on WhICh
there are no results, or do you want to
ha;e results and be able to build on that
from practice and experience? I think
we have the chance now to get re~ults
and to cleanse the stables of AmerIcan
politics and to get away from the de
meaning and disgusting business of go
ing out and raising millions of dolla~s of
campaign funds from huge contl'1~u
tions and then having somebodY pomt
the finger at you and saying, "You are
a crook or can't be trusted."

I think the Senate of the United
States ought to face up to the fact that,
whether big money is the source of cor
ruption, it is the source of growing sus
picion, and a big country lik~ ours can
not live on suspicion and dIstrust. We
have to implant into the system trust
and confidence, and remove distrust and
cynicism.

The amendment proposed by the Sen
ator from lllinois-and I compliment
him for his practicality-will remove
doubt and suspicion and cynicism and
it will put us on the high road t~ a
cleaner system of politics that will 111
volve both private and public financing
and public participation.

'10.1r. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.
Mr. CRANSTON. I want to say that

the Senator from Minnesota has stated
very, very eloquently the rea~ons for my
supporting this bill and why It should be
enacted.

In relation to the pending amendment,
I would like to compliment the Senator
from illinois, the Senator from New
MexicG, and the Senator from Ohio !or
coming up with a formula that I thmk
deals with two very important .aspects
of the measure now before us m ways
which I think had not been handled in
the most appropriate way in the measure
in its present form.

First, I am very concerned about the
first amendment's right to express one
self not only by what one sa~'s, but by
what one does. I fear 100 percent man
datory publlc financing would deny that
right to indhiduals who "'ish to speak out
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by making contributions-hopefully
small contributions-which we will be
moving to under this measure.

Second, I think it is very important
to reduce the overall cost of public fi
nancing so that the measure cannot be
subject to attacks that it is costing too
much or that it is a raid on the Treasury.
I do not believe that it is either of those
two things, but I do believe that this
amendment, by reducing the total cost of
public financing, serves a valuable pur
pose in that respect, as well as contribut
ing in other respects. For these reasons I
am glad to join the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. STEVENSON).

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.
Mr. ABOUREZK. By way of informa

tion, does the existing legislation require
mandatory public financing? Is there not
a provision that allows for small contri
butions to be raised?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; in the congres
sional.

Mr. ABOUREZK. How about the
Presidential?

Mr. HUMPHREY. One hundred per
cent.

Mr. ABOUREZK. It is optional, as I
understand it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, optional. But
this is mandatory. The subject matter of
the Stevenson amendment is a man
datory provision. That is the difference.

Mr. ABOUREZK. But existing legisla
tion does not prevent small contributions
from being made?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is right
in this instance. But in congressional
elections, it is optional.

Mr. ABOUREZK. I wonder what all
the fuss is about concerning small con
tributions being made under existing
legislation. It seems to me that this
amendment is being sold on the basis
that people cannot contribute small
amounts, and thereby take part in the
public process. If what I read is correct
I wish the Senator from Illinois were
in the Chamber-25 percent for congres
sional elections will be publicly financed
and raised, and also be raised with small
contributions.

Mr. HUMPHREY. For matching, 25
percent is the immediate amount one
is entitled to, and the rest is under a
matching formula.

Mr. ABOUREZK. What is it in the
Presidential race?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The same thing.
Forty percent is immediately public fi
nancing under the formula in the bilI,
and the balance, as I think the Senator
from Ohio would tell the Senator, up to
$250,000 is matching. In other words, if
one gets $250,000 in contributions, he
gets $250,000 in matching.

Mr. ABOUREZK.1f one is a challenger
in a race against an incumbent, he does
not have access to the sources of con
tributions that many incumbents have,
such as the various committees around
the country-the labor committees, and
so on. He has to have a very large mail
ing list in order to keep up with what the
incumbent has already raised. Is that a
correct statement?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The formula for the
primaries remains the same as it is in
the bill.

Mr. ABOUREZK. But it would be very
tough for a challenger to raise the money
under this provision.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not think it
would be any tougher than it is now.

Mr. ABOUREZK. It would be a great
deal easier if he had a mailing list, be
cause the limit placed on contributions
is much stricter than it is now.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate that
the limit is $3,000 for an individual and
$6,000 for a group contribution, whether
one is an incumbent or a nonincumbent.
Matching funds are exactly the same. If
one is a challenger in a Senate race, it
is $100 matching funds to $lOO-up to
$lOO-but he gets 25 percent right off the
top of the table, so to speak.

Mr. ABOUREZK. But an individual
could count on only $200 in a congres
sional race.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor
rect; whether he is an incumbent or a
challenger.

Mr. ABOUREZK. If he is a challenger,
he would not have access to those sources
of money I have referred to. He would be
out of luck, so to speak. If I might just
say if I might offer an observation, that
this is not an incumbent's amendment.
But a challenger would have a difficult
time raising money to challenge an in
cumbent.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not one bit more.
An incumbent has some advantages,

but he also has some disadvantages.
There are the yea and nay votes. There
are no "maybe" votes. If he is out in the
countryside, he can say, "Yes, that is a
reasonable position. I am sympathetic to
that position." "But I do feel you have
merit in your position."

But if one is an incumbent, they
say "Thank you very much but you voted
'nay' or you voted ·yea'." There is not
a great deal of advantage when in riding
oIT on a white horse with a great big
spear. When one is a challenger, he can
always say "maybe." Gee, I have always
wished that we had a vote, not "yea,"
or not "nay," but "maybe." Would I not
be the happiest Senator?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota a question. It looks as
though, with the 25-percent financing,
even in congressional. races, and the
matching thereafter to be a maximum
there would be a matching of 62.5 per
cent in Federal funding.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That would be the
maximum only.

Mr. ALLEN. Actually, that would be
the maximum only, so what the mini
mum would be would be a sort of bar
gain basement 37.5 percent discount
amendment to the American taxpayer.
Is that about the size of the amendment?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is good. I
might say that in this time of infiation,
that is a welcome discount.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is giving the
American taxpayer a 3D-percent discount
in the bilI.

Mr. HUMPHREY. He gets something
else. The Senator has a way of capsu
lizing some of these issues. We are giving

the taxpayer something else. We are
giving him good, clean politics. We are
removing the element of doubt and
suspicion.

Mr. ALLEN. Does the Senator feel that
candidates would be subject to in:proper
infiuences during their campaigns?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have never be
lieved; but I \\ill tell the Senator that a
great many folks I know do believe that.
I do not happen to believe it, but I be
lieve the Senator from Alabama makes
a valid point. But I wish I could convince
everybody who writes to me.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator said that in
being for this amendment he had to re
sist certain entreaties and demands cer
tain pressure groups that were demand
ing all or nothing, I believe the Senator
said. I want to commend the distin
gUished Senator for not being completely
in the pocket!; of those pressure groups.

Mi'. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor.

Mr. ALLEN. Some Senators are not
quite as brave as the distinguished Sena
tor from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Sometimes bravery
is only rewarding this body by blows, in
juries, and defeats. I have suffered a lit
tie of that in my life. One more will not
hurt, so long as it is not final.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I
think I have the fioor.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
have the fioor, but I shall yield the fioor
so that the Senator from South Dakota
may continue with his argument in sup
port of the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an inquiry?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a parliamen
tary inquiry. Has any time been set to
vote on this amendment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is no time
limitation on this amendment. I assume
there will be plenty of time.

Mr. DOLE. Before the vote on cloture?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Before and after tl~~

vote on cloture.
Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I yield

to the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
should like to take a few moments to ex
plore and to inquire about what the as
pects are and whether the Senator from
Alabama's 62.5 percent is indeed what
would really happen.

First of all, there is an incentive to
give some small contributions in the con
gressional races-$100 for small contri
butions. However, in congressional races
one is entitled to receive contributions
up to $3,000. However, of this ·amount,
only $100 is matched, unless someone
were to receive his entire campaign con
tributions in amounts of $100 or less.
Then he would have less than 62.5 per
cent Federal tax dollars involved. If one
went out and got $10, $15, or $20 thou
sand raised in small contributions of
$100, only $100 of each would be credited
to matching; $900 each would go in the
campaign fund would be part of the total
in arriving at that which he could
spend. But to the extent it was in excess
of $100, it would not be matching. So the
idea is that 62.5 percent Is the absolute
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maximum. So there will be contributions
in addition to the 62.5 percent.

The same reasoning applies to the
Presidential campaign, $250 is matched.
You cun receive $3,000 contributions, but
to the extent that you are successful in
garnering contributions over $250 from
private sources, all of that extra money is
charged to your total allowable, but is
not matched with Federal dollars.

I would also say to the Senator, who is
wondering about incumhents and chal
lengers, that in each of these cases the
incumbent and the challenger would
start with a 25-percent entitlement. The
challenger today would have no cer
taintY-I am speaking of today, without
any public money-he would have no
money to start his campaign, to do the
things the Senator was speaking of, to
get ready to go out and solicit contribu
tions from the small contributor; but
under this bill, he would start with one
fourth of that which he was entitled to,
both to gear UP for the campaign and to
solicit large and small contributions
looking toward his total amount, which
is exactly the same for challenger and
incumbent.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. ABOUREZK. I yield.
Mr. TAFT. I would like to elaborate a

little bit on a point made by the Sena
tor from New Mexico. The Senator from
South Dakota has expressed concern
that the incumbent would automatically
have access to more private financial
support than challengers would have.

I point out that the matching factor
of the $100 limitation would probably
eliminate that. Any challenger who is
to have a. reasonable chance is going to
be able to go out and get those contribu
tions up to $100. That is the kind of con
tributions he can get. He might not have
as much background and resources in
getting larger contributions over that
amount, and I think the Senator from
South Dakota would be more properly
concerned if we were matching gifts
over $100. But with the $100 limitation or
matching. it seems to me that there is
not a very serious threat that any chal
lenger with a reasonable chance of suc
cess is going to be put at practical dis
advantage in relation to the incumbent
insofar as that size of contribution is
concerned.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President. I do
not think in my State of South Dakota.
for example. that there would be any
difficulty for a challenger to raise the
small amount necessary, but I wonder
if the same is true for New York, Ohio. or
any of the larger States. It seems to me
that it would be extremely difficult to get
that many small contributions in such
States.

Mr. TAFT. We have all been challen
gers at times---

Mr. ABOUREZK. I was born an in
cumbent; I was never a challenger.

Mr. TAFT. I would think that. with the
limitations introduced by the senate, the
amounts necessary for a reasonably fi
nanced campaign could be provided. In
fact, that is about the kind of amount
they could come up with.

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

Mr. ABOUREZK. I ~'ield to the Sena
tor from Iowa.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose this amendment because I think
it could mean the total destruction of
what we have accomplished in public
financing here in the last 10 days.

An amendment such as this ought not
be taken lightly. It ought to be discussed
at considerable length, because it flies in
the face of the Rules Committee bill and
the compromise worked out there.

We have heard about the necessity to
compromise. That is exactly what this
bill is-it is a compromise. No one is
totally happy with it. But to compromise

. it further and further, and above all,
not even to allow the option of public
financing, really destroys the intent of
the Rules Committee bill.

The committee spent a great deal of
time considering the need for public fi
nancing and the best method to achieve
it. The result, S. 3044, is an excellent bill
which represents a balanced view and a
considered view. This amendment would
clearly undo the Rules Committee effort.

By passing this amendment, the Sen
ate would be reversing many of the gains
that it has made' over these last 10
days. We cannot now sUddenly change
our minds about the alternative to total
public financing-not on a few hours
notice with a few minutes debate. The
majority of the Members of the Senate
clearly support public financing, and
they have expressed that sentiment time
after time.

Let us adopt cloture. Let us show the
people we represent that we are com
mitted to reforming a tired and treach
erous system of private financing.

By agreeing to this amendment, we
would be going back after we have ac
complished so much. and saying, "We
want more private money." That is par
ticularly true in the Presidential race.
Right now. the law says that the 1976
Presidential election will be totally fi
nanced by public funds. If we agree to
this amendment, we will go back to a
system--

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

Mr. CLARK. I yield.
Mr. TAFT. I would like to call to the

attention of the Senator from Iowa what
I think is a misunderstanding on the
Senator's part.

The language of this amendment is
not such that a candidate for Congress
or the Presidency would be foresworn
from deciding to take any public funds
if he decides to do so. It just sets up a
formula if he wishes to take up the pUb
lic financing, If he desires, he would re
ceive the public funds; there is no differ
ence from the Rules Committee bill in
that respect.

Mr. CLARK. No; I do not think there
is no misunderstanding. The amend
ment would forbid any candidate from
taking total public financing in any gen
eral election.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is correct if
that is his impression. I was afraid that
the Senator was under the impression

that there was not an alternative, be
cause Such an option does exist under
the amendment.

Mr. CLARK. No; I understand that,
and that a candidate. if he could raise
the money on bis own, could get up to
62.5 percent in the case of congressional
elections or 75 percent in Presidential
elections.

But the law already says that in the
1976 election there will be total public
financing of the Presidential election.
If we pass this amendment, we are go
ing back and saying, "You must have
private money, at least to the tune of 30
percent, in Presidential elections."

To insist on haVing greater private
financing in elections is not a step in
the right direction, especially not after
what has happened in the last 18
months.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a unani
mous-consent request?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent. on behalf of the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) ,
that Jim Verdier, of his staff, may have
the privilege of the fioor.

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

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

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. COOK. My problem is the same
as that of the Senator from Iowa and
the Senator from South Dakota. I can
not figure out whether this amendment
is fish or fowl.

I think we are debating whether we
should have public financing. If so, let
us vote that issue up or down, and let
the country appreciate what we are do
ing. If Senators will pardon the use of
an old country expression. this is like
being a little bit pregnant; I cannot fig
ure it out. This seems to be a method of
trying to get cloture so that we could
consider something like this. and after
cloture is obtained, to almost emascu
late the bill we have all worked on.

I have many problems about public
financing, and the Senator from Cali
fOlnia says he has some problems with
first amendment rights. But, Mr. Presi
dent, the bill we debated, modified,
adopted overwhelmingly. and sent over
to the House last ;'y'ear took the first
amendment and wrapped it around every
tree and every telephone pole from pre
cinct to precinct.

I must say that I agree wholeheart
edly with the Senator from Iowa that
what we are really saying now is, "Let
us give ourselves some kind of mixed
bag," and we are holding that mixed
bag until after 4 o'clock to see what the
result is. The beginning is rather fright
ening.

\Ve are saY1l1g that somehow or other
we are putting on a limitation, and a
man can only get matching funds on
$100 or less, and the President on $250
or less, after he has got so much money.
All he has to say to people Is, "Don·t
write me a check of over $250 or over
$100; get all the kids and grandchildren
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to write me checks for $100 each, so that
we can get it matched," and the Federal
Government can do it.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. COOK. I yield to the Senator from

Iowa because we are going to quit at 3
O'Clo~k. But I think when we take this
up after the cloture vote at 4, regardless
of the outcome of the cloture vote, we
ought to decide whether we are going
to join the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN) and say there shall not be any
public financing in the United state~, or
say with the House of Repersentatlves,
"Let us try public financing and see
whether it works." If it does not work,
certainly Congress can change it. But
let us not take some crazy amalgamation
that no one of us can understand or com
prehend and I doubt very seriously
whether any American voter will com
prehend.

I thank the Senator from Iowa.
CLOTURE

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HELMS). Under the previous order, the
hour of 3 o'clock having arrived, the
Senate will now proceed to debate the
question on invoking cloture on S. 3044,
with the time to be equally divided and
controlled between the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) and the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON).

Who yields time?
Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

yield myself 1 minute from the time of
the Senator from Nevada to ask, what is
the parliamentary situation after the
vote on cloture is concluded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It de
pends on the vote, but we return to the
amendment of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. STEVENSON).

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu
sion of that vote, the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON), the
author of the amendment, be recognized.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts will state it.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it in order for me
to send an amendment to the desk to the
amendment of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. STEVENSON) ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; if
someone will yield to the Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. Further, Mr. Presi
dent, would the amendment to the
amendment of the Senator from Iliinois
then be the pending business?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry--

Mr. KENNEDY. I send an amendment
to the desk--

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Presidel,t, the hour of
3 o'clock having arrived, not calling for
a vote at this time, I would suggest that
the action of the Senator from Massa
chusetts is not in order without a unani
mous-consent request being granted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no order for a vote at this time, but for
1 hour of debate on the cloture motion,
to be equally divided between the Sen-

ator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) and the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON).

The clerk will state the amendment
of the Senator from Massachusetts to
the amendment of the Senator from
lllinois.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
In the amendment proposed by Mr. Ste

venson;
Amend subsection (b) (1), proposed to be

inserted on page 10, beginning with line 17,
to read as follows:

"(b) (1) Every eligible candidate who is
nominated by a major party is entitled to
payments fer use in his general election cam
paign in an amount equal to-

"(A) in the case of a candidate for eJec
tion to the office of President, 100 percent
of the amount of expenditures the candidate
may make in connection with that campaign
under section 504, and

"(B) in the case of a candidate for elec
tion to the office of Senator or Representa
tive, the sum of-(i) 25 percent of the
amount of expenditures the candidate may
make in connection with that campaign un
der section 504, and

"(li) the amount of contributions he and
his authorized committees received for that
campaign."

At the end of paragraph (6) in such sub
section, insert "or (B)" before the period.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 6 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama is recognized for 6
minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, it is quite
obvious that cloture should not be in
voked on this bill. The very pendency of
the amendment of the Senator from Il
linois (Mr. STEVENSON), joined in by the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HUMPHREY), shows clearly that
there is no strong unanimity of opinion
as to the bill the Senate should agree
upon. For the first time, this monolithic
bloc of Senators who are determined to
get public financing has shown some
signs of breaking up, so that the issues
can be determined on their merits.

Earlier today, the Senate reduced the
amount of permissible contributions in a
Federal election-that is, House and Sen
ate, Presidential nomination, or Presi
dential general election, by 20 percent.

Now Mr. President, this amendment of
the di~tinguished Senator from Illinois
and the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota would give a further potential
37.5-percent reduction in the Federal
subsidy in congressional races, and a 30
percent potential reduction of the Fed~

eral subsidy in Presidential races.
So, Mr. President, for the first tir,ne,

amendments are coming in that are bemg
considered on their merits and not in the
rush pell mell to ram this public subsidY,
this taxpayers' subsidy bill, through the
Senate.

Well Mr. President, if the Senate will
vote td allow this debate to continue, it
may well be that we will end up with a
fairly decent campaign reform measure.

The pending bill, S. 3044, is not cam
paign reform, that is, that aspect. of ~t

having to do with the Federal subSIdy IS
not. Is it campaign reform merely to say
that we \ViII turn this bill for the cam.
paigns of Members of the House and

Senate and the Presidential nomination
and the general election campaign over
to the American taxpayers?

That is changing the system, Mr. Pres
ident, but it is hardly reform.

Reform would be to cut down on the
amount of the overall expenditures, to
cut down on the amount of individual
contributions.

Mr. President, the Senator from Ala
bama has been trying day by day to get
the overall permissible expenses reduced.
That was accomplished today. The Sen
ator from Alabama has an amendment
that he will put in-already filed at the
desk-seeking to reduce the amount of
individual contributions in the variClils
races.

So, Mr. President, with the discount
bill of the distinguished Senators, giving
this further reduction in the amount of
the Federal subsidy pending, the Sen
ator from Alabama believes that it would
be a great mistake to cut off debate when
we are now haVing an exchange of ideas
and not just voting by bloc.

One of my distinguished friends in the
Senate, in voting for the amendment cut
ting the permissible expenditures by 20
percent, indicated that possibly that was
the first time in 5 years he had voted for
an amendment which had been proposed
by the Senator from Alabama. But it is
indicative of the fact that Senators are
beginning, for the first time, to determine
these amendments and these measures
on their merits.

If we will fail to vote cloture-if wewiIl
vote against cloture this time-it· is
hoped that the distinguished majority
leader will set the bill aside.

It would be the better part of wisdom,
since dire predictions have been made on
the floor of the Senate as to what the
House will do, to wait until the House
acts on S. 372, which is pending in the
House now and does not provide for a
single penny of Federal subsidy. The
House may want to go along with that.

Why does the Senate want to change
its position? It was against a Federal
subsidy by a record vote in the Sen'lte
back in July when we passed S. 372.

So, let us see what action the House
takes on S. 372. Let us see what action
they take, if any, on public financing. But
financing by the taxpayers of this Na
tion and paying up to $7.5 million for
each candidate for the Presidential nom
ination of the two major parties-and
that is what the bill would permit-that
is not campaign reform, in the view of
the Senator from Alabama.

So, Mr. President, I hope that up
wards of 33, 34, or 35 Senators will vote
against invoking cloture so .that we can
get down to debating some of the issues
on their merits, which apparently Sena
tors are more willing to do, at this time,
than ever before during this debate.

1\1:r. President, I feel that this state
ment of mine may not do the amend
ment a great deal of good, but the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senators from Illinois and Minnesota is
a good amendment and moves. in the
right direction of eliminating Federal
subsidies. It does not eliminate enough.
It eliminates 37.5 percent in congres-
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sional races in general elections and 30
percent in Presidential elections. which
is a step in the right direction.

If we stay here a few more days and
debate this issue we may eliminate public
financing altogether.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, having been
on the fioor a good deal in the course of
these debates, I would hope that the Sen
ator from Alabama would not take of
fense if I said that when he says we are
now voting on the merits, I think maybe
in some instances we are not voting on
the merits, but voting on exhaustion.

I stand here, on this side of the aisle,
as a member of the Republican Party,
and I hear the Senator from Alabama
say that it is going to cost the taxpayers
of the United States $7.5 million to help
finance Presidential campaigns.

We should remind the Senator-and
we have all been reminded of it very
much-that we in the U.S. Senate have
already appropriated almost $6 or $7 mil
lion of the taxpayers' funds to the Water
gate Special Investigating Committee.
The House has given itself a million dol
lars or more and will give itself more.
I suppose the Federal court system will
spend a few million dollars in impanel
ing grand juries and bringing in indict
ments. That will all be spent, and it will
all be taxpayers' money, and it will be
done to seek a remedy for what occurred
as a result of the Committee to Reelect
the President.

Some other cases have been brought
up of some gentleman on the other side
of the aisle who received funds in that
campaign during 1972 who either failed
to report them or took some other ac
tion-perhaps some paid them back or
something or other.

But I have to say to the Senator from
Alabama that when we speak of how
much money we are going to save the
taxpayer, the best analysis we have to
make Is the analysis of the system as
we look at it today. We have seen some
remarkable people in the United States,
very fine businessmen, who, by reason of
some degree of sweet persuasion on the
part of some people in the political sys
tem, made corporate contributions. They
have been fined; their corporations have
been fined. Yet, we have not stopped
that. Probably, in the long run we have
an opportunity to save the American
taxpayers much money.

As I say, I am a strange person to
stand here and talk this way, because I
have very serious reservations about this.
But I believe that we can try it; and if
it does not wOI·k. we can get rid of it.
That is the legisaltive process; that is
the way we function in this country.

When a few problelllS occUlTed with
daylight saving time, it did not take very
long for enthusiastic supporters of day
light saving time to come to the fioor
with suPport for getting rid of daylight
saving time. I expect that we will do that
in short fashion, and we will realize that
we have made mistakes.

So I say to my colleagues that we see
here an opportunity to try something
different. We see an opportunity that
some people in the Nation like and that

some dislike. Some people are violently
opposed to it.

With all due respect to the Senator
from Illinois, the amendment that will
be pending at 4:10 or 4:15 is another
effort to mollify a proposal that I know
some of the supporters do not really
enthusiastically feel ought to be a part
of the law; but they feel it is a way to
compromise. I doubt seriously that those
amendments have all the meritorious
effect to which the Senator from Ala
bama alluded.

The Senator from Alabama just said
that he was delighted, for example, that
the amendment was before the Senate,
because it was a way to save money and
it was a way to change the basic formula
of the bill, which he does not like. But
I have a notion that even if the amend
ment by the distinguished Senator from
Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) and Senator
HUMPHREY, Senator DOMENICI, Senator
TAFT, Senator CRANSTON, Senator BEALL,
and Senator MONDALE is adopted, the
Senator from Alabama will not vote for
this bill on final passage. So it is slight
praise for the amendment, in all fairness.

I am going to vote to end debate, be
cause I think we ought to get on with
the legislative schedule. What really
bothers me, may I' say to the Senator
from Alabama, is that we have already
sent one bill over to the House of Rep
resentatives, and the bill is lifeless; and
I am afraid that if we send this bill over,
it also will be lifeless. To that extent,
I think that the pressure by the people
of the United States should not particu
larly be on us but should be on the Mem
bers of the House of Representatives to
do something in regard to campaign
reform.

We have talked here on many occa
sions about these elections, and it has
been my contention that the first thing
we should. do and the first thing the
House should do is to pass the bill we sent
them to reduce the time for campaigning.
If, in fact, we established our primaries
in August, established our national con
ventions in the first week in September,
we would not bore the American people
totally and completely to death by cam
paigning for a year or two.

When we talk about how much money
it costs to run for office in California
and New York, I am of the opinion that
if we are talking about a million dollars
in a primary, there is no way that one
could spend a million dollars if his cam
paign for the primary were 8 weeks long.
It would be the last week of August, the
4 weeks of September, and the 4 weeks
in October. That would be 9 weeks, basi
cally. I do not see how tremendous sums
of money could be spent. I do not see
how candidates in my State, for ex
ample, could spend $900,000 or more, as
they did the last time they ran, if they
were campaigning for 9 weeks. It is easy
to spend that much when you have a pri
mary in May and all of a sudden you are
off and lUnning. Some States have pri
maries in January.

Part of reform really is to eliminate
the necessity for long campaigns. We
have that proposal in the House, and we
cannot get anywhere with it.

I voted to end debate before. I will vote

to end debate again today, because I am
afraid that what ultimately will be a re
sult of this continuation, what we will
really wind UP with, is an emasculation
of the matter, something no candidate
in the United States will be able to live
with, whether incumbent or challenger.
We will wind up with an abomination. If
a challenger really wants to be a sound
challenger, the first thing he will have
to do will be to get an office full of law
yers and CPA's and have them on duty
at all times. He will have to have some
body who does absolutely nothing but
live with a timetable as to when and
how much he has to report and to whom
he has to report. All this wlll be mixed
in at the same time with whether this is
entitled to a Federal matching fund or
whether this is not entitled to a Fed
eral matching fund; whether he made
his last report so that he can get his
next report; so he can get his contribu
tion based on what he has collected in
the last month.

In that whole conglomeration, I think
the American people will not be able to
view a campaign but will be able to view
candidates who are spending all their
time seeing whether or not they are
abiding by the law.

Therefore, I believe we ought to end
debate and send some kind of bill to the
House, so that the American people can
have an understanding that we can bring
things to a conclusion; that we do not
act on exhaustion but in fact on merit;
and I have a notion that exhaustion pre
vails at this time.

Mr. President, I yield such time to the
Senator from Kansas as he may desire.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from Kentucky
and share his view that it is time the
Senate went on to something else. When
we consider that we spent a number of
days on whether we shOUld have a pay
raise and have spent more than 2 weeks
on whether the Treasury should finance
our campaigns-both of which measures
I opposed-I think that it is time we
went on to something else.

I am against public financing. But I am
also against spending the rest of this
month on this legislation, so I intend to
vote for cloture as I did previously.

Also I would suggest with reference
to the timing of this bill and the proper
procedure for considering legislation in
the Senate that this bill is before the
Senate at the wrong time. I recall the
opening statement of the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN) and the Sen
ator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) on the
first day of the Watergate hearings on
May 17, 1973. The distinguished Senator
from North Carolina said:

Of necessity the committee's report will
reflect the considered judgment of the com
mittee on whatever new legislation is needed
to help safeguard the electoral process.

The distinguished Senator from Ten
nessee said:

ThIs committee was created by the Senate
to-flnd as many of the facts, the circum
stances and the relationships as we COuld, to
assemble those factS into a coherent and In
telligible presentation and to make recom
mendations to the Congress for any changes
in statute law or the basIc charter document
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or the United States that may seem Indi
cated.

The Watergate Committee was charged
with the job of advising the Senate on
campaign reform legislation. The com
mittee's report is not due until May 28,
and the deadline may be extended if
there are other areas to investigate. But
the thrust of Senate Resolution 60, at
least as the Senator from Kansas viewed
it, was to delve into the election of 1972,
let the chips fall where they may, and
then come forward with a report and
recommendations for legislation to be
passed by Congress based on that re
port.

It seems to me that the legislation be
fore us is premature. The amendment
just offered by a group of distinguished
Senators seems to indicate a lack of any
strong feeling for public financing. But
as much as I oppose the concept I believe
it should be disposed of, because there is
much more to do in this session. I believe
the people in my state would like me to
come home during the Easter recess and
talk about something other than how
much tax money the Senate has been
able to get of the public Treasury for its
campaign, or if we have been able to pro
cure a pay raise, and things of that kind.
They are more concerned about taxes,
gasoline, inflation, and the possibility of
impeachment than the financing of our
campaigns.

Having said that, I shall vote to shut
off debate and thereafter offer a substi
tute to the pending legislation. The
junior Senator from Kansas believes that
if we give the legislation passed in 1971
a little time, if we make full disclosure
of our contributions and expenditures
and strengthen other features of the
present law there will be great and con
structive change in the American po
litical system.

I have great faith in Members of Con
gress in both parties, in their integrity,
honesty, and character, and I do not be
lieve we purify politics by placing it in
the public Treasury.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 16 minutes remaining.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, on Febru
ary 1 of this year the distinguished
majority leader (Mr. MANSFIELD) said:

We shall not finally come to grips with the
problem except as we are prepared to pay ror
the publlc business or elections with pUblic
funds.

Mr. President, it has been 18 months,
now, since a small group of men broke
into the Democratic Party's national
headquarters setting in motion what has
become the most serious and devastating
episode of political scandal and corrup
tion in this country's history. Since that
day in June, the revelations and criminal
charges have not stopped-bribery, per
jury, illegal wiretapping, burglary, and a
score of illegal campaign contributions.

Through the efforts of the Special
Prosecutors' Office, the Senate Select
Committee, Judge Sirica, and the grand

juries and now the House Judiciary
Committee, everyone knows just how
widespread the disease has been. The
evidence is not all in, of course, and the
investigations and trials will continue.
But the people of this country have heard
enough and seen enough to expect that
something be done to change the politi
cal practices that allowed this to flourish.
They expect a significant change and
they expect the Congress to make it, if
only because the administration cer
tainly is not going to lead the reform
effort.

A few weeks ago, we listened to the
President's reflections on the state of
the Union. It was ironic that he would
ignore one of this country's most criti
cal problems: the public's widespread,
growing distrust for public officials and
Government. It is not enough to pro
claim: "One year of Watergate is
enough," and then to say that we should
end the investigations before they are
complete; and to "get on with the busi
ness of the country" is to say that trying
to prevent political corruption is not the
country's business. Unfortunately, it is
very much a part of it.

Like political corruption, the liabilities
of a political system like ours-based on
private financing-are not limited to the
executive branch. The impact of the pri
vate dollar on the legislative process has
been pervasive, and there probably is not
g single Member of the U.S. Congress who
has not felt it or wished that it might be
changed.

Many people across this country, feel
disillusioned, frustrated, and angry. They
are upset about the energy situation and
the high profits of the oil companies, but
they become even angrier when they
learn that oil companies financed a sig
nificant part of the President's reelection
campaign. As a result, people do not trust
the administration-or Congress, for that
matter-and they do not believe that the
Federal Government can even deal with
the energy emergency, the inflationary
economy, and any number of problems
that face the Nation today.

They strongly suspect that Govern
ment's principal interest is not their in
terest. And that suspicion is gradually
becoming disdain and apathy. Already
this country has the lowest voter par
ticipation of any country. The events of
the last year have had their strongest
impact upon young people, and I am ter
ribly afraid that unless we move decisive
ly to improve the political process, to
make it more responsive, more and more
young people are going to stay away from
Government and public service. If they
do stay, if they do decide that the politi
cal process is simply not worth the effort,
what is this country going to be like 20
years from now?

At the heart of that public distrust is
a fundamental suspicion of the political
process that provides for the election of
public officials heaVily dependent on pri
vate contributions. "You don't get some
thing for nothing," as the saying goes,
and too many people have applied it to
Government.

Mr. President, late in December, the
Senate recognized the· problems of the
present system and came very close to

passing a limited public financing pro
posal, one advanced by Senator KEN
NEDY and Senator HUGH SCOTT of Penn
sylvania, with the support of a number
of Senators who have introduced their
own public financing legislation.

If the need for public financing was
well-established then, it is even more so
now. This is a new year, and it presents
new opportunities for improving the po
litical process that has been so crippled
oyer the last 18 months. If we do not take
advantage of the opportunity, the result
may be even more tragic than the legacy
of Watergate. In just a few minutes, Mr.
President, the Senate will have yet an
other opportunity to change and improve
the political process.

We have been debating S. 3044 and the
concept of public financing for Presi
dential and congressional elections for
more than a week now. A majority of the
Senate supports the bill and the con
cept. It is time to end the debate, adopt
cloture, and pass this historic legislation.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Massachu
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
extremely hopeful that the Senate will
end this debate and permit the Members
of this body to act on the committee bill
and the amendments at the desk. A
thoughtful, constructive, and imagina
tive proposal for clean and honest gov
ernment has come from the Committee
on Rules and Administration. It has the
substantial support of Members on both
sides of the aisle, Democrat and Repub
lican alike, and it deserves to go forward
to a final vote.

This issue has been amply debated.
The fundamental issue goes back to the
discussions and debates which took place
here in 1966 and 1967, again in 1970 and
1971, and once again last year as an
amendment to the'Debt Ceiling Act.

There are no new issues to be discussed.
There may be some variations in the for
mulas or changes in the percentages, and
so forth, but there are no new issues to
be further debated or discussed. The
Committee on Rules and Administration
acted in a responsible way in considering
all the various alternatives. They pro
vided remarkable fleXibility in the con
struction of this legislation. Those seek
ing public office may take advantage of
the public financing provisions, or they
may reject them, rely on private financ
ing for their campaigns.

The bill provides this flexibility. It
provides an element of voluntarism for
Members of the Senate or the House, and
for challengers. The public will under
stand if candidates choose one form or
the other. It does not force anyone to
adopt any particular method of financing
his campaign.

Above all, the bill provides a significant
legislative answer that we in Congress
can make to the Watergate tragedy. It
has been said of our political system that
it is the best system that money can buy.
That is a tragic indictment of a system
that has served this country well for
200 years. I think any of us who have
run for public office understand the sinis
ter forces at work in the field of cam
paign contributions.
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So, Mr. President, I am hopeful that
the Senate will act this afternoon. As I
mentioned, this issue has been debated.
I think it is to the credit of the mem
bers of the Committee on Rules' and
Administration that there is strong sup
port for it by Democrat and Republican
alike. It is really the best opportunity
we have to try to restore some degree
of confidence on the part of the Ameri
can people in the election system.

The proposal has been criticized on the
ground that it is going to cost millions of
dollars, $90 million a year and $360 mil
lion over a 4-year period. That price tag
is a bargain. It is the equivalent of
only one-tenth of 1 cent a gallon of gas.
That is all the American public pays.

The committee bill makes sense. I be
lieve it would be the soundest invest
ment of taxpayers' funds that Govern
ment can make. I think we have the re
sponsibility to act on this proposal this
afternoon. The debate has really been
completed. It is high time to move ahead
and end the debate.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. COOK. How much time do I have
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 6 minutes.

Mr. COOK. I reserve the remainder of
my time.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Kentucky, in starting his re
marks a moment ago, said that the Sen
ator from Alabama had said this meas
ure would cost the Treasury $7.5 million
in the Presidential race. Well, either the
Senator has not listened to what the
Senator from Alabama has said, or he is
not familiar with the contents of the
bill, but what the bill will do is provide
up to $7.5 million for each person who
seeks the Presidential nomination of
either of the major parties and who is
able to get a starting fund of $250,000
in contributions of $250 or less. Actual
ly, there are some 8 or 10 potential can
didates for the Presidency here in the
Halls of Congress. So really, to get the
figures of what the Presidential nomina
tion contest would run, it could run up
to $75 million or $100 million, because
Senators can rest assured that there will
be a whole lot of special interest groups
espousing the candidacies of various
people, because it would take just a cam
paign fund of $250,000 to start getting
one's hand in the Public Treasury.

The Senator from Kentucky also
talked about a lot of people being in
court, convicted, one thing and another,
in connection with Watergate, and that
this bill is necessary to cure the evils of
Watergate. Well, the way to do that is
not to put one's hand in the public
Treasury, but the way to do that is to cut
down on the amount of authorized ex
penditures and cut down on the amount
of permissible contributions. The Sena
tor from Alabama has been trying to do
that all along, but without the help of
the distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky, who has been voting against these
amendments.

The Senator from Alabama. tried to
get an amendment adopted that would

have cut contributions down to $250 in
Presidential races and $100 in House
and Senate races, but with little help
from those who say they are for reform.
I submit it is not reform just to turn the
bill for political campaigns over to the
American taxpayers. What would con
stitute reform would be to cut down on
the amount of overall contributions, to
cut down drastically on the amount of
individual contributions, provide for
strict disclosure and reporting of all con
tributions and expenditures, and set up
an independent election committee.

We passed such a bill and sent it over
to the House last year, without the bene
fit of any public funds. I would feel that
if we would stand firm on that theory of
campaign reform, we would eventually
get a bill.

I want to appeal now to the distin
guished sponsors of the pending steven
son amendment, Senators STEVENSON,
HUMPHREY, DOMENICI, TAFT, CRANSTON,
MONDALE, and BEAU.. If these Senators
expect to get the amendment that they
have at the desk given any consideration
with any chance of adopting it, then it
would serve them in good stead to vote
against applying cloture, because once
cloture is agreed to, the great steamroller
will bowl over this amendment, and they
would end up with no amendment what
soever. If the Senator from nlinois would
Yote against cloture, he would be in a
commanding position to insist on the
adoption of his amendment, and I submit
that suggestion to the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois and his colleagues.

I was interested, too, Mr. President, in
the remarks of the distingUished Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), who
talked about all this pressure from pres
sure groups that he was receiving by rea
son of being for this 37.5 percent dis
count amendment that he and Mr.
STEVENSON have put in, because it would
reduce potentially the Federal subsidy
in congressional races, House and Senate,
by 37.5 percent, and 30 percent in Presi
dential elections.

So apparently there are great pressure
groups at work in behalf of public financ
Ulg, and I think we know who those
groups are. I see them in consultation
with Members of the Senate from time
to time. They have not consulted with
the Senator from Alabama. However,
there are great pressure groups involved
here, as indicated by the statement of
the distinguished Senator from Minne
sota.

I would like to see the Stevenson
Humphrey-et al. amendment adopted,
but we are not going to get it adopted if
cloture is invoked. If cloture is not in
Yoked, I think they can be sure that those
who are for Federal subsidies would
agree to adding the amendment. I think
if the Senator is serious and is not just
making a play on this amendment, but
wants to get it adopted, he will vote
against applying cloture, because before
the debate was over, he would be able
to get his amendment agreed to.

The distinguished Senator from Kan
sas says he is against a public subsidy
bill, but is for clotUl'e. Well, if there ever
was a non sequitur uttered on the floor
here, that is it, because if a person is

really against public financing, he would
vote against cloture, because I have a
feeling that the majOlity leader, if we
were able to defeat cloture today, would
not bring it up more than one more time.
So the way to defeat it, I would say to
the distingUished Senator from Kansas
(Mr. DOLE), would be to Yote against
clotUl·e. Then we will get on to some
thing else earlier than if cloture were
invoked.

The distinguished Senator from Kan
sas said-and this is what I really
planned to say-that the Senate ha.d
spent quite a lot of time in considering
pay raises for Senators.

The Senator from Alabama voted
against the pay raises for the Senate
5 years ago and also voted against a pay
raise for the Senate this year. However,
the strong force of public opinion is what
caused the Senate to vote against that
pay raise. It was a modest pay raise
something like $2,500 a year. It was the
first pay raise in more than 5 years.
However, the Senate, sensing the wishes
and views of their constituents, voted
against that pay raise and turned
thumbs down on it.

If the people disapprove of a raise of
$2,500 for the Senators, what will they
think about the provision of the distin
guished Senator from Califomia which
provides for subsidizing the Senate race
in his State, subsidizing each candidate
for the Senate in a general election by
$2,121,000?

So if the people disapprove of a $2,500
pay raise for the Senate, the distin
guished Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON) would not be covered by that
law since it was passed during the term
in which he was serving office.

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

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I think

the Senator from Alabama ought to rec
ognize that his amendment was adopted.
So the figure for California would not
be $2,121,000. It would be $1,697,000 for
the general election, in light of the Sen
ator's own amendment.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator. The
Senator from Alabama was so surprised
that his amendment was adopted that
he did not charge his memory with the
figures.

So the Senator from California under
the amendment of the senator from
Alabama would have to struggle along
with a subsidy and a check for $1,697,000
just as soon as he became a nominee.
That is what he would have to stlUggle
along \\ith under the amendment offered
by the Senator from Alabama.

If the public does not approve of a
$2,500 pay raise for the Senate, what is
the public going to think of subsidizing
a public campaign for the Senate in the
amount of $1.697 million. I do not think
that they will approve of it.

So if we are going to shake together a
bill-and it looks as though there is some
chance of getting a better bill, because we
have lopped 25 percent off the public ex
penses .earlier, and the distinguished
Senator from Illinois has an amendment
that would chop off up to 37.5 percent of
the Federal subsidy in congressional i
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races, and up to 30 percent in Presi
dential races-maybe if the debate is al
lowed to continue a few more days we
might be able to get an amendment
through to withdraw 100 percent of the
Federal sUbsidy.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, first let me
say that I was aware of the $1.7 million
for one candidate. In fact, I used it in
terms of one candidate.

The senator asks about the cost to the
public. But what amazes me, when we
talk about tills, is that the public does
not understand what is in the bill. It
gives the public the impression that the
minute one becomes a candidate they
will write a check for $1,700,000, and
they will write it automatically.

If the Senator reads the bill, there is
quite a procedure that one has to go
through. There is quite an accounting to
go through. He is not immediately able
to put $1,697,000 in ills pocket and say,
"All right. Now I am a candidate for the
general election."

I must say in all fairness that we
should at least equate the bill with real
ity. We did not work in the Rules Com
mittee on the bill and, as a matter of
fact, the Senator from Alabama worked
hard along with us, hard and arduouslY
along with us. He has worked hard all
along.

There is no question about how the
Senator feels. And I must say that I re
spect him for how he does feel. I must
say that we have been on the bill now
for 2 weel{s. And I am rather chagrined
that the Senate of the United States
must spend that much time on a bill
that deals with the electoral process in
the United States with regard to presi
dential candidacies and Senate and
House candidacies. However, I do know
one thing.

The Senator says that we could chop
at tills thing, that we are getting closer
to it, and that we are getting smaller
contributions and trying to get the
candidates to get smaller contributions.

May I remind the Senator how we
tried to get away from the tremendous
subsidies to the great big farms in the
United States and said that there would
be a limit on the amount of subsidies
that a man could get. However, a man
could divide up a great big farm, and in
stead of getting $100,000, for one big
farm, he could get subsidies for a lot of
little farms.

How many times have we done that in
the past? Now, we say that we are trying
to help the American taxpayer and see to
it that no one can get over $100.

How do we resolve that problem?
Somebody told me one time that he

did not have trouble about getting the
money for a campaign.

Somebody told me one time that he
was never able to find out how many
campaign checks he had given. He would

say, "How much do you want," a.nd he
went through checkbook after checkbook
after checkbook writing check after check
after check.

The ability to control this is the hon
esty of the man h1mself. Is the man go
ing to be an honest candidate for public
office, or is he not. That is the determina
tion the individual makes.

Are the people that contribute to him
going to be honest about the contribu
tions they give?

I think that is a determination each
individual must make for himself. I do
not think it can be made in any other
way. We have tried. There is over-reac
tion in this bill but over-reaction is bet
ter than no bilI at all.

The reason that we have a bilI con
sidered in one branch and then in the
other branch is so that the over-reac
tions can be ironed out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, has all time
expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I reserve the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If no time
is yielded, time will run equally against
each side.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, how much
time remains to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama has 10 minutes
remaining.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, on July 30
of last year, the Senate passed by a vote
of 82 to 8 S. 372. That bill provided a
$3,000 limitation on contributions. It
provided that no contributions in cash
couId exceed $50. It provided the same
limitations that this bill formerly pro
vided on the amount that couId be ex
pended; namely, 15 cents per person of
voting age in the general election and
10 cents in the primary election.

During the course of the passage of
that bill here in the Senate, an amend
ment was offered providing for public
financing, and that amendment was de
feated by, I believe, a vote of 52 to 40.

That bill is still pending in the House
of Representatives, and before it is even
acted on by the House, we have before
us now S. 3044, which changes the entire
thrust of the so-called campaign reform
legislation. Whereas the bill that we
passed last year, that is now pending in
the House of Representatives, provided
for financing in the private sector, the
bill before us provides for public financ
ing.

Mr. President public financing, letting
the taxpayers pay the bill, requires a tax
payer to SUPPOl·t a candidate with whose
views and with whose philosophy he dis
agrees. Mr. President, we already have
public financing in a sense. We have the
checkoff. That is available for Presi
dential elections right now, and they say
there is enough in the fund, or will be by
1976, to finance the campaigns of the
major parties and of the minor parties.

Mr. President, the committee bill does
not apply t<> Members of the House of
Representatives and the Senate in the

1974 elections. It does not go into e1Ied
until the 1976 elections. So what is the
hurry about the bill? Why ram it through
the Senate now? Why not lay it aside
and get on to other measures?

Mr. President, we have the checko1I.
We have a system-and all the taxpay
ers, I am sure, are familiar with this,
having been working on their tax re
turns in recent days and weeks-{)f cred
its or deductions available for campaign
contributions, I believe a $12.50 credit
for a single person or $25 for a couple,
an absolute credit, and tills bill original
ly provided for doubling that amount.
That bill 'will be coming back from the
House of Representatives before long.
And on the matter of deductions, it pro
vides $50 for a political contribution
made by a single person or a $100 deduc
tilm for a couple.

So we already have public financing of
elections, one big difference being that
the taxpayer can make his contribution
under those systems, either the credit or
the deduction, to a candidate of his
choice. But that is not provided for in
the 100 percent public financing as pro
vided by the pending bill.

Mr. President, we do not need any
more public financing than we already
have. I believe it would be the better part
of wisdom for us to wait until the House
of Representatives passes something, be
cause we have heard time and time again
that the House may not approve this
measure, or may not take it, that it may
get tied up over there. .

What is the hurry? It does not apply
until the 1976 elections. Let us see what
the House does with S. 372. Let us see
what the House initiates on its own, and
then possibly we will be in less of a legis
lative jam when such a bilI comes to the
Senate.

Mr. President, there is no grand rush
about passing this legislation. I am hope
ful that cloture will not be invoked, so
that we can give serious consideration to
the Stevenson-HumphreY-Cranston et a1.
amendment, willch does provide for a
possible reduction of 37.5 percent in
House and Senate races, a reduction in
the public subsidy of up to 37.5 percent,
or up to 30 percent in Presidential elec
tions.

If we do not invoke cloture, we will
have an opportunity to consider that
amendment. If cloture is invoked, the
amendment will be steamrollered, with
no chance of passage whatsoever, and in
my judgment some of the sponsors of the
amendment possibly might not even vote
for it when the pressures that the Sena
tor from Minnesota was talking about
are applied to them. Mark the word .of
the Senator from Alabama that some of
the sponsors may well vote against their
own amendment.

Mr. President, the fallacy of this bill
is that here is a bill providing for paying
for elections out of the taxpayers' pock
ets, and it is posing as reform legislation
when in fact it is not. It is just taxpayer
financed elections, pure and simple. It Is
not campaign reform. It is campaign re-

. form in that it changes the law, but it is
not campaign reform, and there is quite
a distinction.

Mr. President, those who have spon-
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sored this raid on the taxpa~'ers'pocket
books have not been interested in cut
ting down the overall campaign expendi
tures, save the distinguished Senator
from Nevada, who did support that
amendment. They have not been in
terested in reducing the individual con
tributions, because they had opportu
nity after opportunity to cut down those
figures, and the Senator from Alabama
has another amendment pending that
will be considered whether cloture is in
voked or nut, which would cut contribu
tions in Presidential races from a maxi
mum of $3,000 down to $2,500, and in
Huuse and Senate races from $3,000 down
to $1,250. Perhaps that would suit the
tastes of a majority of the Members of
the Senate. We have tried cutting them
down to $250 in Presidential races and
$100 in congressional races, and that
failed. We then tried--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two min
utes.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. CANNON. If the remaining time
is yielded back now, does the quorum call
commence immediately?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The quo
rum call is supposed to begin at the hour
set.

Mr. CANNON. At the hour set?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With 1

minute to go.
Mr. CANNON. A further parliamen

tary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it.
Mr. CANNON. If time is yielded back,

what happens in the interim of 1 min
ute before the hour stated?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The rules
prescribe that at the set hour, the Chair
must instruct the clerk to call the roll.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I hope
the cloture motion will be sustained, and
that cloture will be invoked. We have
been on this bill for a considerable pe
riod of time. We have had a test vote on
almost every conceivable issue that I can
think of in connection with the matter.
We certainly have had every opportunity
to debate every conceivable issue in con
nection with this matter.

OTHER PEOPLE'S MONEY

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in my
more than 20 years in politics I have
learned a thing or two about campaign
financing. My knowledge has been
acquired in several capacities-as a can
didate, a fund r~iser, and most recently,
a member of an lllvestigating panel look
ing to campaign finance practices. My
knowledge leads to an inescapable con
clusion-our present system of financing
our elections is unfair, 1U1democratic
and unacceptable.

As a candidate I have r1U1 for elective
office seven times. By the grace of God
and the good graces of the voters of
Hawaii, I have been successful in each
election. Because I am not a man of in-

dependent wealth, in each election I
have had to rely on other people's money
to finance my campaign efforts. As the
chairman of the Democratic Senatorial
Campaign Committee in 1970, I learned
the Importance of other people's money
in all senatorial and congressional cam
paigns. And during the Watergate hear
ings we all learned that other people's
money fueled the campaigns of the vari
ous Democratic candidates for the Presi
dential nomination. It provided the Com
mittee to Re-Elect the President the
wherewithal to present Richard Nixon to
the American electorate in the manner
he wished to be presented. CREEP also
used other people's money to create a
string of scandals unprecedented in
American politlcal history.

The high cost of campaigning has es
calated in the last two decades at a more
rapid rate than the cost of living. Today
a competitive campaign for a House seat
can cost each side well over $100,000,
while a Senate contest can cost each
campaigner a minimum of $250,000 even
ill a relatively small State. And as the
Senate Watergate panel discovered over
:j;100 million was spent in the Presidential
campaign of 1972.

Television, radio, direct mail, telephon
ing, printed pamphlets, newspaper ad
-vertising, transportation, and other es
sential means of modern communication
used to present a candidate to the vot
ing public are very expensive. Somebody
must pay these campaign bills. The trend
throughout the 20th century has been
toward other people's money, that is
small numbers of large contributors pay
ing these bills. The damage to our de
mocracy that the reliance on large con
tributors in elections has caused Is plain
for all to see.

The American people have never been
more alienated from their political sys
tem than they are today. A smaller per
centage of our people go to the polls than
in any other industrial democracy. The
decline of people willing to identify them
selves with either of our major parties
has been striking. The majority of Amer
ican men and women hold politics and
politicians in low esteem. Politics is very
much a dirty word in today's lexicon and
the belief that all politicians are corrupt
Is dangerously widespread.

We politicians did not need Watergate
and the Agnew tragedy to learn that
something was rotten in Washington. We
have been aware of that for some time,
but most of us have preferred to close
our eyes to the campaign financing prac
tices which have shamed our once hon
orable profession and-yes, let us face
it-corrupted our system.

Let us look at how the reliance on
other people's moneJ-' to finance our cam
paigns has-and by its nature must
corrupt our present political process.

Since the Tillman Act of 1907, there
haye been limitations on the sources of
campaign contributions. The Corrupt
Practices Act of 1910 first reouired can
didates for Federal office to' report on
campaign income and expenditw·es. Yet.
in every election ~'ear candidates for Fed
eral office have avoided, circumvented,
and occasionally evaded just about every
State and national law that regulates the

political fund-raising process. The tech
niques of avoidance may be complex, but
they are well known. Secret condUits,
spurious committees, and other forms of
deceit and subterfuge come into existence
to assure candidates the money needed to
reach the voters. Honest men, with the
best intentions, unwittingly take money
from sources that are proscribed against
giving it. It comes in prohibited quanti
ties and much, if not most, of it goes un
reported and even unrecorded.

A recent New York Times editorial suc
cinctly stated the dilemma of our pres
ent System.

Try as they may to conduct these political
fund-raising activities at arm's length and to
develop multiple sources of support to lessen
their dependence on a single interest group.
politicians of necessity are constantly en
chn,ining themselves in dependent financial
relationships and potential conflicts of in
terest.

Senator RUSSELL LONG put it more
bluntly when he said:

The distinction between a campaign con
tribution and a bribe is almost a hairline"s
difference. You can hardly tell one from the
other.

Every elected official should understand
the truth in that statement.

In a democracy, the illusion of cor
ruption is as damaging to the fabric of
freedom as actual corruption. During the
Watergate hearings, I heard witness
upon witness testify that donations were
made to President Nixon's campaign be
cause the contributor feared governmen
tal reprisals or desired governmental
favors. Even if these expectations were
unfounded, a system which leads con
tributors to act In response to such ex
pectations must also lead the public to
believe that the relationship between
campaign cash and governmental deci
sions is real.

Before my participation on the Water
gate Committee, I was not fully con
vinced that a shift from reliance on pri
vate money to public money was the
proper direction for our electoral sys
tem. I have spent many long hours read
ing thousands of pages of committee
documents, executive session transcripts,
academic treatises on this subject. I sat
through days of public hearings listening
to the tragic details of the campaign
practices of 1972. During these past sev
eral months I have become convinced of
the wisdom of the call for public financ
ing of elections.

The Select Committee as a whole has
not yet considered or expressed itself on
legislative recommendations. But full
Senate consideration of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act Amendments of 1973
and 1974 has forced each member of the
committee to take a public stand on the
qurstions of election reform. As my votes
on these bills have shown, when the full
committee writes its report, I will
strongly recommend public financing of
elections as a necessary element of any
new system of campaign regulations. The
facts of Watergate as I interpret them
and the facts of political life in America
today lead to that conclusion.

I cannot accept the argument that
public financing will discourage, if not
prohibit, the individual exercise of the
first amendment right of freedom of
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political expression. A system of match
ing small private contributions with pUb
lic money will, in fact, encourage political
expression from the millions of Ameri
cans who do not now participate. A tax
checkoff system, as proposed in the leg
i3lation now before the Senate. will not
force any taxpayer to contribute to cam
paigns. It will, however, encourage the
t"xpayer to choose to participate in this
essential part of the political process.

Further, I do not believe that public
financing creates additional advantages
for incumbents. The advantages we in
cumbents have are alreadv overwhelm
ing. We have paid staffs 311d offices, free
use of the mails, frequent access to our
constituents through the news media,
and entree to the campaign coffers of
special-interest groups. The ability of
incumbents to retain their seats indicates
strongly that challengers often cannot
get enough money to finance effective
campaigns. Over the past 30 years in
cumbent Representatives have won re
election in over 90 percent of their cam
paigns, while incumbent Senators have
over an 85-percent reelection rate. In
1972 congressional incumbents were on
the average able to raise twice as much
campaign money as challengers. Public
financing may help to redress that bal
ance by making access to large contri
butors less of a controlling factor in elec
tions.

The argument that public financing
will place an additional burden on the
already heavily burdened taxayer does
not sway me. The taxpayer is now pay
ing for our system of campaign financ
ing every time he goes to the station, the
supermarket, the drugstore, and every
year as he fills out his tax form. Tax
loopholes were not written into our laws
by accident. The special interests have
not underwritten campaign costs out of
any sense of charity. And each time a
change of legislative language, or a pref
erential amendment, or a pork barrel bill
or a "Christmas Tree Act" passes
through the Congress, the taxpayer un
knowingly and unwillingly contributes to
our present system of campaign finance.
Public financing will let the taxpayer
know what he is paying. With that
knowledge he can decide if he is getting
his money's worth.

The ideal democratic electoral system
is easy to envision. It should be fair,
open, competitive, clean, and above
board. It should build support for our
political institutions and respect for the
political process. But the design of laws
which will make the ideal into a reality
is complex, if not impossible.

Watergate has opened our eyes to the
cancer that is growing on our political
system. We need drastic surgery to stem
that cancer. Watergate has given us the
impetus and the opportunity to try a
drastic cure. In 1907 President Theodore
Roosevelt first called for public financing
of campaigns. It is time to heed that call.
We may not create a panacea, but we
can begin to restore our political health.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the revela
tions of Watergate and similar political
abuses of the recent past have both
shocked and angered the American

people. They demand reform, and in
deed, refoITd we must have.

In times such as these, however, his
tory has shown that our Nation must
avoid making the remedy worse than the
disease. I fear that a lasting tragedy of
the Watergate era could be the well in
tentioned but misconceived concept of
public financing of Federal elections as
contained in S. 3044. It would be a sad
irony indeed to see a national disgrace
serve as the catalyst for establishing an
ill-conceived election process.

I oppose the so-called public financ
ing provisions in the pending bill. This
concept, while perhaps having a super
ficial appeal to some, would be unaccept
able to the American taxpayer. It should
be noted that public financing will not
necessarily end campaign abuses. Fund
ing is only one aspect to the campaign
process. Money raised from private
sources should not be necessarily sus
pect. Even under the public financing
proposal, private funds will continue to
be utilized.

Mr. President, I wish to commend the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN) for his wisdom and tenacity
in opposing the public financing provi
sions as contained in S. 3044. His careful
analysis of these provisions has been of
great benefit to me and other Members
in considering this legislation.

What is needed to help correct the
abuses of the Watergate era is reform
and strengthening of the laws that goV
ern the procedural conduct of cam
paigns. What is needed is the imposition
of reasonable limitations on individual
contributions, and greater incentives for
voters to voluntarily make such contri
butions. I cosponsored the amendment
offered by Senators ERVIN and BAKER to
provide such an incentive through a $100
tax credit on an individual return, or
$200 on a joint return. Unfortunately,
the Senate rejected this amendment.

The most acceptable form of financing
is that which consists of funding cam
paigns by small voluntary individual con
tributions from a broad cross section of
the public. This, I SUbmit, is what Con
gress should be working toward. It is pUb
lic financing in the true and finest sense
of the term. The income tax checkoff
system for financing Presidential elec
tions is one approach to such grassroots
support. Only 3.1 percent of the taxpay
ers submitting returns in 1972 chose to
exercise this procedure. Thus, only $3.9
million was designated for election fi
nancing. However, early returns for 1973
indicate that a much higher percentage
of tax returns are utilizing the checkoff.
If this trend continues, the system will go
far to financing Presidential elections in
1976.

Positive reform, together with strict
enforcement and full public disclosure,
can do much to end the past abuses of
fundraising through big contribu~ors
and special interests. We have not yet
tried such tough regulation.

It should be noted that 1972 was the
first year we required public disclosure at
the Federal level. Many persons also
overlook the fact that most of the cam
paign abuses in the 1972 election took

place prior to the April 7, 1972, effective
date for public disclosure.

Furthermore, many of the impropri
eties such as corporate contributions,
were in violation of existing law.

However, last July the Senate passed
S. 372 which provides strict limits on
campaign expenditures and contribu
tions, while leaving the financing of Fed
eral elections in the private sector.

An individual could give no more than
$3,000 to a congressional or Presidential
candidate in an election, or more than
$25,000 to all candidates and committees
in 1 year.

Senate candidates would be limited to
10 cents per eligible voter up to a ceiling
of $125,000 in primary elections and 15
cents and a $175,000 ceiling in the general
election. House candidates would be sub
ject to similar limitations with a ceiling
of $90,000 during primary and general
elections.

That measure contained other restric
tions such as prohibiting cash contribu
tions over $50 and restricting the use of
the frank in mass campaign mailings.

I believe that it would be wise to wait
until the House acts on S. 372 before
rushing ahead with public financing. If
that measure is enacted into law, it will
provide meaningful reform. After we
have experience under its provisions,
then we might find it prudent to tighten
the election laws still further. I deem it
inappropriate to make such a drastic
change in our electoral process as that
entailed in public financing without first
attempting to correct past abuses
through the reasonable procedures con
tained in S. 372.

Mr. President, it is most enlightening
to note that of the seven members of the
Watergate Committee, five, inclUding my
distinguished colleague from the State
of Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE), are opposed
to this bill's public financing provisions.
This committee has labored long and
hard over many months to 1nvestigate
campaign abuses and to determine how
to reform our electoral process to prevent
future improprieties. The Watergate re
port is scheduled to be filed in the near
future. However. the proponents of pub
lic financing refuse to defer action until
after this body has had an opportunity
to study the report's recommendations.
All too well do they realize that the re
port will not favor their view; all too
glibly do they dismiss the wise counsel of
the committee's majority; and all too
readily do they seek to expend tl1e tax
payer's dollars.

I want to point out that not one abuse
would be prevented in the upcoming 1974
election by thepending bill since its pro
visions are not effective until the 1976
election.

We have all of 1974 and 1975 to draft
additional campaign reform legislation if
it is needed. Yet, the proponents of S.
3044 urge that we rush through this pro
posal. Why? Because they wish to take
advantage of the emotional tide that has
arisen over Watergate.

Mr. President, meaningful campaign
reform should stand or faU on its own
merits detached from the emotional sway
of Watergate.
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I oppose the unnecessary and unwise

public financing provisions in this legis
lation.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, as we
continue to debate the merits of public
financing and other proposals to reform
our electoral system. I think it is appro
priate to note that the General Assem
bly of Maryland, which just this week
completed its 1974 session, enacted a
State election reform measure. Although
different in its final version than the
various individual bills that were intro
duced, the Maryland legislation does in
clude the concept of public financing for
general elections, in addition to a num
ber of other features, many of them
similar to the proposals we are consider
ing here. Needless to say, there was ex
tensive debate in the legislature, as well
as general public discussion, about elec
tion reform. Full hearings were held, at
which all shades of opinion were ex
pressed. One of the most succinct state
ments against public financing of elec
tions was submitted to the Judicial Pro
ceedings Committee of the Maryland
Senate by Ray Gill, a columnist for a
number of Maryland weekly news
papers, and a long-time observer of gov
ernment and politics in our State. I
disagree with Mr. Gill on the subject of
public financing of elections.

But his statement is a clear expres
sion of a point of view that must be
taken into account here, as it was in
Maryland. Because it is vitally impor
tant that all sides of the issue be fully
explored, I ask, Mr. President, that Mr.
GUl's statement be inserted in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY RAY GILL
Common Cause and other reform orga

nizatIons have made 1\ great Issue of how
specIal Interests influence the course of gov
ernment by contrIbuting to the election cam
paIgns of candidates for public offices.

And God knows. we have seen enough evi
dence of abuses of the system wIthin the
past year.

The problem Is that everybody has become
so obsessed wIth the lIabllltles of our free
poUtlcal and economic system that nobody
seems to remember the assets.

I am convInced that the greatest danger
we face arises from the hysterIcal manIa for
reform. agItated by many well-meanIng peo
ple and some Whose motIves are only dimly
perceIved.

At the congressIonal level and here In
Annapolis, the craze to perfect the system
threatens to strangle politIcal liberty. The
worst lunge In that directIon would be pUb
lIc financIng of electIon compalgns.

The cItIzen's right to contribute or not
to contribute would be abolished. The cash
for electoral candidates would be forCibly
taken from him by taxation.

The cItizen would also lose any choice In
the matter of whIch candidates get his
money. The funds would go to a pool for
distrIbutIon to candidates accordIng to some
formula that would Ignore the preferences
of the taxpayer.

The dollars would be distributed to candi
dates hostile to the taxpayer's own political
beUefs, as well as those he mIght favor.

I am convinced that would be unconstitu
tional and. If it Is not. then it surely ought
to be.

The courts of our land have repeatedly

held that it is unconstItutional to prohibit
the expressIon of any idea.

I daresay It is just as unconstItutional to
compel a citIzen to support candIdates whose
ideology is contrary to his own, but that's
what would happen under this pernicIous
legislation.

If public financing of presidentIal elec
tions ever comes to pass, for example. Imag
ine the chagrin of a black taxpayer when he
realizes that some of his tax dollars have
been pumped into the campaign of George
Wallace.

At the congressional level, I would surely
be pained to have even one dime of my hard
earned cash going to Bella Abzug or Parren
Mitchell.

And I can think of quite a few state legis
lators whom I would hate to support, In
cluding those who would vote for a blll such
as this.

Instead of beIng obsessed with the scandals
that have erupted lately, having been exposed
and prosecuted by due process of law, I urge
you to consider the cause of Individual
liberty.

Perhaps we all need reminding that gov
ernment is the historic enemy of freedom,
and its growing power in this nation Is some
thing we should not ignore.

Within the past 40 years, laws, rUles, reg
Ulations, guIdelines. plans and bureaucratic
decisions of government have increasingly
invaded every aspect of life.

The economic power of government has
grown to the point at which It consumes
nearly 30 percent of the gross national prod
uct of the natIon.

There are strong political forces that want
government to assume more and more power
over our lives, to tax more and spend more,
to satisfy every human want and need, to
plan your neIghborhood, to practIce sociology
on your chlldren, to regulate us all toward
some concept of what society ought to be.

These organIzatIons are well-organIzed and
well-financed natIonally. Their members re
lentlessly campaign for more and larger gov
ernment programs and for candIdates who
will support their goals. And they are quick
to denounce their oppositIon as "special In
terests."

But I would hate to thInk of a govern
ment in whIch those special interests were
not' represented.

I belleve It is fortunate that business and
labor contribute money to the electIon cam
paigns of candidates of theIr choice. So do
countless individual citizens who perceive
certain candidates to be representatives of
their Interests.

The economIc power in elections is cur
rently dispersed, as it ought to be, among a
multitude of Interests. A government elected
thusly will try to balance and accommodate
the interests at work in a free socIety.

The balance of interests checks the power
of government. restraIns It from commItting
excesses in any directIon, and preserves free
dom.

But publlc financing of election campaIgns
would eliminate important restraInts on gov
ernment and erode freedom.

I would also ask you to remember that
the people are already taxed more than
enougll to support the galaxy of publIc serv
ices and attendant bureaucracies that have
grown so vastly in recent times.

We might argue about the cost and neces
sity of some of those services, but at least
the goal Is service.

I wonder how you're going to convince the
taxpayer that your election campaigns are
public servIces for which he must be forced
to pay.

CLOTURE MOTION
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

HELMS). All time for debate having ex-

pired and the hour of 4 o'clock having ar
rived, the clerk will report the cloture
motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
cloture motion, as follows:

We. the undersigned senators, In accord
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the
standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate upon the pend
Ing b111 S. 3044, a bill to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for
public financing of primary and general elec
tion campp.lgns for Federal elective office, and
to amend certain other provisions of law re
lating to the filUmcing and conduct of such
campaigns.

John O. Pastore.
HarrIson A. Williams. Jr.
Clifford P. Case.
Abraham Rlbicoff.
'I1lOmas F. Eagleton.
.Joseph R. Biden.
Alan Cranston.
Birch Bayh.
Dick Clark.
Frank Church.
Quentin N. Burdick.
James Abourezk.
Gale W. McGee.
Edmund S. Muskie.
Phillp A. Hart.
Edward M. Kennedy.
Floyd K. Haskell.
Howard M. Metzenbaum.
Jacob K. Javlts.
Marlow W. Cook.
Edward W. Brooke.
Ted Stevens.
Joseph M. Montoya.
Hugh Scott.
Richard S. Schwelker.
Henry IvI. Jackson.
Hubert H. Humphrey.

CALL OF THE ROLL
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant

to rule XXII, the Chair directs that the
clerk call the roll to ascertain the pres
ence of a quorum.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll, and the following Sena
tors answered to their names:

[No. 126 Leg.]
Abourezk Ervin Metzenbaum
Aiken Fannin Mondale
Allen Fulbright Montoya
Baker Goldwater Moss
Bartlett Gravel Muskle
Bayh Griffin Nelson
Beall Gurney Nunn
Bellmon Hansen Packwood
Bennett Hart Pastore
Bentsen Hartke Pearson
Bible Haskell Pell
Biden Hatfield Percy
Brock Hathawa,. Proxmlre
Brooke Helms Randolph
Buckle}' Hollings Rlblcoff
Burdick Hruska Roth
Byrd, Huddleston Schweiker

Harry F., Jr. Hughes Scott, Hugh
Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey Sparkmau
Cannon Inouye Stafford
Case Jackson Stennis
Chiles Javits Stevens
Clark Johnston Stevenson
cook Kennedy Symington
Cotton Magnuson Taft
Cranston Mansfield TeJmadge
Curtis Mathias Thurmond
Dole McClellan Tower
Domenici McClure Tunney
Dominick McGovern Weicker
Eagleton McIntyre Williams
Eastland Metcalf Young

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A
quorum is present.

The question before the Senate is: Is
it the sense of the Senate that debate
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Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pe'arson
Pell
Percy
Proxmlre
Randolph
RibicolI
Roth
Schweiker
Scott,Hugh
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT
UNTIL 10 A.M.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its· business today it
stand in adjournment until the hour of
10 o'clock tomorrow morning.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I

rise to ask the distinguished majority
leader if he will give us the schedule for
the remainder of the day and perhaps
he can give us the prognosis from now
until the scheduled Easter hiatus.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
very happy to respond to the distin
guished Republican leader, and state
that we will go as long today as there
are amendments available.

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR,
AS PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-1

Bible, against.

NOT VOTING-5
Church Long Scott,
Fang McGee WiUiam L.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote there are 64 yeas and 30 nays. Two
thirds of the Senators present and vot
ing i"laving voted in the affirmative, the
cloture motion is agreed to. [Applause.]

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate and in
the galleries.

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

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (S. 3044) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to provide for public financing of
primary and general election campaigns
for Federal elective office, and to amend
certain other provisions of law relating
to the financing and conduct of such
campaigns.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair inquires as to who yields time.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. STEVENSON. What is the pend
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on the amendment
of the Senator from Massachusetts to the
amendment of the Senator from Illinois.

Mi:. KENNEDY obtained the !loar.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate wili be in order. The Senate'will be in
order. The Senator cannot be heard.

The Senator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President. as I

understand the parliamentary situation,
I do have an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
would like to withdraw that amendment
and reintroduce another amendment
which is at the desk and which has some
technical changes in it to conform more
accurately with the legislation before us.

of-and it will be very controversial and
debate well may be extended-generally
speaking, that bill will be followed by the
education bill, which likewise will be
subject to extended debate.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. We all hope that
debate on the no-fault insurance bill will
leave each of us with no fault personally.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Does the majority

leader suggest that we lay down the no
fault bill before we quit?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, and that it be
the pending business.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And that it be the
pending business when we return. Ob
Viously, we could not have votes on it be
tween now and Thursday.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct; and
may I say, following the suggestions
made by the distinguished Senator from
Washington, who is the chairman of the
Committee on Commerce and who will
be the manager of the bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And that would
mean that after the recess, no-fault
would be the pending order of business?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.
Mr. MAGNUSON. It might be super

seded by two or three matters, but it
would be the pending order of business.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; and as far as
the military authorization bill is con
cerned, that will not be taken up until
sometime after the recess.

McCleUan
McClure
Nunn
Sparkman
Stennis
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower

NAY5-30
Dominick
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Goidwater
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Helms
HoUings
Hruska

Allen
Baker
Bartlett
Bellmon
Bennett
Brock
Buckley
Byrd,

Harry F., Jr.
Cotton
Curtis

PROGRAM
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is

anticipated that the tornado disaster re
lief bill, which I understand was reported
by the Committee on Public Works, will
be taken up tomorrow after the conclu
sion of the pending business. There will
be one or two other items which will be
relatively noncontroversial. It is ex
pected that the Senate, in line with the
House action, will recess at the end of
business Thursday rather than at the
end of business Friday, as in the original
schedule.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I understand a
couple of the energy bills are on the way
out or are out of committee. If so, I as
sume they will be brought up as soon
as possible after the Easter recess.

Mr. MANSFIELD. After the no-fault
insurance bill, which will be the next
major item of business, has been disposed

on S. 3044, a bill to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to pro
vide for public financing of primary and
election campaigns for Federal elective
office, and to amend certain other pro
visions of law relating to the financing
and conduct of such campaigns, shall be
brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

may we have order in the Senate, so that
Senators who are following the count
may hear all the responses?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's suggestion is in order. The
Senate will be in order. The Chair
solicits the cooperation of all Sena
tors.

The clerk will proceed.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

we do not have the kind of Ol"der that
will allow Senators to hear the responses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All Sena
tors will take their seats. The clerk will
not proceed until the Senators are in
their seats or in the cloakroom.

The clerk will proceed.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. BIBLE (when his name was

called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE)
and the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH). If I were permitted to vote, I
would vote "nay." If they were present,
they would vote "yea." I withhold my
vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LONG), and the Senator from Wy
oming (Mr. MCGEE) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) is
necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT) is ab
sent on official business.

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

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 64,
nays 30, as follows:

[No. 127 Leg.]
YEA8-64

Abourezk HaskeU
Aiken Hatfield
Bayh Hathaway
BeaU Huddleston
Bentsen Hughes
Biden Humphrey
Brooke Inouye
Burdick Jackson
Byrd, Robert C. Javits
Cannon Johnston
Case Kennedy
Chiles Magnuson
Clark Mansfield
Cook Mathias
Cranston McGovern
Dole McIntyre
Domenicl Metcalf
Eagleton Metzenbaum
Fulbright Mondale
Gravel Montoya
Hart Moss
Hartke Muskle
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