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CONFIRMATION

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate August 8, 1974:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Jack W. Carlson, of Maryland, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.
FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION
Robert Everard Montgomery, Jr., of Vir=
ginia, to be General Counsel of the Federal
Energy Administration.
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Philip A. Loomis, Jr., of California, to be
a member of the Securitles and Exchange
Commission for the term expiring June 5,
1979.
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

James E. Dow, of Virginia, to be Deputy
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration.

(The above nominations were approved
subject to the nominees’ commitment to
respond to requests to appear and testify
before any duly constituted committee of
the Senate.)

THE JUDICIARY

James C. Hill, of Georgia to be U.S. dis-
trict judge for the northern district of
Georgla.

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate August 8, 1974:

U.S. COURT OF MILITARY APPEALS

I withdraw the nomination of William H.
Erickson, of Colorado, to be a judge of the
U.S. Court of Military Appeals for the re=-
mainder of the term expiring May 1, 1988,
vice Robert M. Duncan, which was sent to
the Senate on June 21, 1974.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, August 8, 1974

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Robert J. Robinson, First Associ-
ate Reformed Presbyterian Church, Rock
Hill, 8.C., offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, who is the source of all
excellence and who sustains us through
our daily adventures in Your world, in-
spire in us today a new spiritual initia-
tive. In the uncertainties of these days
do not let us continue to rely on our
powers, for we need a greater and more
stable strength. Remove all limits from
our search for Your wisdom and provi-
dent direction. Prevent us from following
expedient but erroneous courses of ac-
tion. Let Your Spirit grant us discretion
to discover truth, for Your word is the
truth that is the substance of our com-
mon life.

Where we are estranged in spirit and
divided in purpose we call upon You to
make us whole again and to restore us
to honor. Use these men and women of
courage fto reshape our national trust
against every evil. Help them today to
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grasp and carry the torch of justice and
righteousness for our Nation, through
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

. There was no objection.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the House by Mr. Marks, one of his
secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announeed

that the Senate had passed without
amendment joint and concurrent resolu-
tions of the House of the following titles:

H.J. Res. 1104. Joint resolution to extend

by 62 days the expiration date of the Export
Administration Act of 1969; and

H. Con. Res. 583. Concurrent resolution
authorizing the Clerk of the House to make
corrections in the enrollment of H.R. 69.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to a bill and joint and concurrent
resolutions of the Senate of the follow-
ing titles:

S. 3331. An act to clarify the authority of
the Small Business Administration, to in-
crease the authority of the Small Business
Administration, and for other purposes;

8.J. Res. 229, Joint resolution to amend the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945; and

8. Con. Res. 93. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to an inflation policy study.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
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requested, a bill of the House oi the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 16027. An azt making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and re-
late agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 16027) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975,
and for other purposes,” requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. BieLE, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr.
RoeerT C. Byrp, Mr, McGeg, Mr. MoN-
TOYA, Mr. CHILES, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. Younc, Mr. HarFiELD, and
Mr. BELLvoN to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 3698) entitled
“An act to amend the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, to enable Con-
gress to concur in or disapprove inter-
national agreements for cooperation in
regard to certain nuclear technology,”
requests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. PASTORE, Mr.
SYyMINGTON, Mr. MoNTOYA, Mr. AIKEN,
and Mr. BakeRr, to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 1604, An act to regulate commerce and
to protect petroleum product retailers from
unfair practices and for other purposes; and

S. 8548. An act to establish the Harry S.
Truman memorial scholarships, and for other
purposes,

The message also announced that the
President pro tempore, pursuant to Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 85, appointed
Mr. PAsTORE, Mr. NUNN, Mr. HucH ScortT,
and Mr, SCHWEIKER as Members, on the
part of the Senate, to attend the Day of
National Observance for the 200th Anni-
versary of the First Continental Congress
to be held in Philadelphia, Pa., October
14, 1974,

REV. ROBERT J. ROBINSON

(Mr. GETTYS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and fo revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased and honored to have the pastor
of the church to which I have belonged
all my life as Chaplain today, and I
thank Speaker ALBerT and Dr. Latch for
the opportunity.

Rev. Robert J. Robinson is minister of
the First Associate Reformed Presby-
terian Church of Rock Hill, S.C. He is
not only my minister, he is my friend.
I am glad he is in Washington with his
fine family—his wife, Mary, and his chil-
dren, Lisa, Joe, and Pat.

Mr. Robinson is the fourth pastor to
serve my church which was organized
in July 1895. The beloved Dr. Arthur
S. Rogers served the church for 54
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yvears—from 1895 until 1852, He was
followed by able men in Rev. W. P.
Grier, Jr., and Rev. Henry Lewis Smith
and now Reverend Robinson.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I am grateful to
the House for permitting me to have this
young man of God here today.

MARIANNA YOUTH CHOIR SINGS
AT CAPITOL

(Mr. FUQUA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, it was my
very great pleasure to welcome to the
Capitol the youth choir of the First Bap-
tist Church of Marianna, Fla. The out-
standing young people making up the
youth choir entertained our colleagues,
congressional staff people, and visitors to
Washington, as they sang a medley of
religious and inspirational songs. During
this time of political turmoil and uncer-
tainty, the message delivered by these
dedicated young people was especially
rewarding.

Accompanied by Mr. and Mrs. Harold
Gregg and under the direction of Mr, Eu-
gene Hattaway, minister of music, the
vouth choir joined me on the House floor
and later watched as the House of Rep-
resentatives was in session. To those of
you who joined us in listening to this ex-
ceptional group, I do not need to tell you
of their accomplished sound, I know that
my colleagues join with me in thanking
the youth choir for sharing with us their
love of life.

FULL DISCLOSURE MUST BE MADE

(Mr. RIEGLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I have
taken the well today because I think
under the current circumstances most
everyone in the country recognizes that
we need a new President at this time,
and that this will in all likelihood abort
the impeachment proceedings in favor
of some kind of negofiated resignation,
which will possibly provide immunity
from future prosecution for the Presi-
dent, and I am in favor of that.

I think that is the best alternative
under the ecircumstances, although it is
far from a perfect answer.

But I think there has to be one basic
condition that goes with it, and that is
that the coverup has to finally come
off, and that means all of the coverup,
and all of the facts and all of the docu-
mentary evidence that exists with rela-
tion to the three articles reported by the
Committee on the Judiciary, must be
made available in its entirety.

I do not want Presidential files dis-
appearing, being lost in the transition,
or anything like that. I think one thing
that this country is entitled to know is
the full truth. I, for one, am prepared to
support the grant of immunity from
prosecution, for I have no desire to see
this President hounded in any way once
he leaves office. But I want to see the
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whole truth laid on the table, and that is
an absolutely unconditional requirement,
I think, in terms of what justice means
in this country. The price for immunity
is the full truth—and it is something we
must insist upon.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 15155, PUBLIC
WORKS, ATOMIC ENERGY COM-
MISSION, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES AND COMMISSIONS APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1975

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the man-
agers have until midnight tonight to file
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
15155) making appropriations for public
works for water and power development,
including the Corps of Engineers—Civil,
the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bonne-
ville Power Administration and other
power agencies of the Department of the
Interior, the Appalachian regional de-
velopment programs, the Federal Power
Commission, the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, the Atomic Energy Commission,
and related agencies and commissions
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee ?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REFORT
(H. Rept. No. 93-1274)

The committee of conference on the dls-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15156) “making appropriations for public
works for water and power development,
including the Corps of Engineers—Civil, the
Bureau of Reclamation, the Bonneville Pow-
er Administration and other power agencies
of the Department of the Interior, the Ap-
palachian regional development programs,
the Federal Power Commission, the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, the Atomic Energy
Commission, and related independent agen-
cles and commissions for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975, and for other purposes,”
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recoms-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 11, 23, 24 and 25.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment tc the amendments of the BSenate
numbered 4, 6, 10, 14, 20, ar.d 21, and agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“$330,705,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by sald
amendment insert *“$65,284,000"”; and the
Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 7: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“$161,048,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
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ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows;
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“$446,677,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by saild amend-
ment insert *$700,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 12: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$19,427,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$400,000”; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 15: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$244,123,000"; and the SBenate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 16: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 168, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“$24,621,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$22,967,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 18: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$55,800,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 22: That the House
recede from is disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$128,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
?greement amendments numbered 1, 5 and

JoE L. EviNs,
EpwarDp P. BOLAND,
Jamie L. WHITTEN,
JorN M. SLACK,
OTTO E. PASSMAN,
GEORGE MAHON,
GLENN R. Davis,

(except amendment
No. 7 and report
language re amend-
ment No. 11),

Howarp W. RoBisonN,

JOHN T. MYERS,

ELrorD A. CEDERBERG,
Managers on the Part of the House.

JOHN C. STENNIS,

JorN L. MCCLELLAN,

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

ALAN BIBLE,

RoserT C. BYRD,

JoHN O. PASTORE,

MARE O. HATFIELD,

Mmton R. YoUNG,

RoMAN L. HRUSKA,
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CLIFFORD P. CASE,
JENNINGS RANDOLPH,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreelng votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15166) making appropriations for Public
‘Works for water and power development, in-
cluding the Corps of Engineers—Civil, the
Bureau of Reclamation, the Bonneville Pow-
er Administration and other power agencies
of the Department of the Interior, the Ap-
palachian regional development programs,
the Federal Power Commission, the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, the Atomic Energy
Commission, and related independent agen-
cies and commissions for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975, and for other purposes,
submit the following joint statement to the
House and the Senate in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accompany-
ing conference report:

TITLE I-—ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
Operating erpenses

Amendment No. 1: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment appropriating $1,411,960,000
instead of $1,428,760,000 as proposed by the
House and $1,433,960,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The managers on the part of the
Senate will move to concur in the amend-
ment of the House to the amendment of the
Senate. The change from the House Allow-
ance Includes an increase of $1,200,000 for
the Physical Research Program leaving a re-
duction of $2,700,000 from the budget re-
quest applied as a general reduction in the
overall physical research program; an in-
crease of $300,000 for Program Support; a
decrease of $8,000,000 in the Nuclear Mate-
rials Program; and a decrease of $800,000
in the Bilomedical and Environmental Re-
search Program; the change in selected re-
sources is adjusted accordingly by an in-
crease in the amount of $300,000; and an
additional $10,000,000 reduction in the total
appropriation is applied as a result of un-
obligated balances.

The Committee of Conference is agreed
that travel shall not exceed the amount as
proposed in the budget request.

Plant and capital equipment

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $330,705,-
000 instead of $317,655,000 as proposed by the
House and $337,705,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The increase over the House includes
$2,000,000 for weapons production; develop-
ment, and test installations; $4,250,000 for
the National Security and Resources Center,
Los Alamos Scilentific Laboratory, New
Mexico; 83,800,000 for a computer system at
Sandia Laboratories, to be accomplished in
the manner proposed by the Senate; restora-
tion of $5,000,000 general reduction based on
anticipated slippage; offset by a decrease of
$2,000,000 for the TRIDENT production
facilities,

TITLE IT DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
Department of the Army
Corps of Englneers—Civil
General

The Committee of Conference Is agreed
that the Corps of Engineers should partici-
pate in the bicentennial activities as proposed
in the Senate report.

General investigations

Amendment No. 3: Appropriates $65,284,-
000 instead of $61,642,000 as proposed by the
House and $67,847,000 as proposed by the
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Senate. The changes from the House bill are
allocated to the following studies:
Alaska:

(FC) Rivers and Harbors in
Alaska (Alaska Hydroelec-
tric)

(FC) Metropolitan Anchorage

(FC)  Southcentral-Rallbelt

-+$60, 000
—+175, 000

1 475, 000

(FC) Gilla River and tribu-
tarles (Gila Drain) Arizona
and New Mexico

Arkansas:
(FC) White River Basin Res-

1 4140, 000

+25, 000
Maryland:

(FC) Potomac River, North

Branch, Maryland & Vir-
1 475, 000
Mississippi:
(N) Pearl River
(FC) Pascagoula Basin
Nevada:
(FC) Truckee Meadows
New Hampshire:

(FC) Connecticut River
stream bank erosion (Wilder
Lake, N.H. and Vt. to Turn-
ers Falls Dam, Mass.) —-——_.

North Dakota:
(FC) Pembina River
Oregon:

(FC) Portland Metropolitan
Area

(N) Stuslaw River and Bar_._

Pennsylvania:

{FC) Raystown Dam hydro
study (modification for
power)

South Dakota:

(FC) Missourl River, S. Da-
kota, Nebraska, N. Dakota,
and Montana, additional
hydro <

Washington:

(FC) Columbia River and
tributaries, Washington,
Oregon, Idaho, Montans,
Wyoming

(Comp) Puget Sound and ad-
Jacent waters (Anacortes-
March Point area naviga-
tion)

(FC) Yakima Valley reglonal
water management study.

Speclal studles:

Cross Florida Barge Canal
(Court-ordered study).___

Cooperation with States (sec.
22, Public Law 93-251) ...

Review of authorized projects:

Deauthorization review (sec.
12, Public Law 938-251).__

Restudles of deferred proj-
ects—Beatrice, Nebr. (FC) -

iIncrease in House bill figure,

Amendment No. 4: Changes “Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife” to “U.8. Fish
and Wildlife Service.”

Construction, General

Amendment No. 6: Reported In technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur In the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment appropriating $973,681,000 in-
stead of $988,533,000 as proposed by the House
and $985,838,000 as proposed by the Senate.
The managers on the part of the Senate will
move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

The funds appropriated under this head-
ing are to be allocated as shown in the
following tabulation:

+30, 000
+285, 000

+30, 000

-+ 60, 000
+50, 000
-+-20, 000
1462, 000

+78, 000

1 4130, 000

1 1340, 000

1 4-40, 000

<4100, 000

+1, 000, 000
+500, 000

-+ 800, 000
30, 000




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE August 8, 1974

Budget estimate for fiscal year 1976 | Conference allowance

Construction, general, State and project

Construction I Planning | Construction Planning
ih) (2) ( (4)

Alabama:

John Hollis Bankhead lock and dam $9, 200, 000 |
Jones Bluff lock and dam | 3, 8, 500, 000
Mobile Harbor, Theodore Channel . .. .- _____ $125, 000
Montgomery - | 50, 000
Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway, Ala. and Miss._.________

West Point Point Lake Ala. and Ga. (See Georgia.)

Alaska: |
Bradley Lake (feasibility study) I | |
Chena River Lakes, Fairbanks__ . ____.__
Hoonah Harbor
Humboldt Harbor
Metlakatla Harbor | |
Snettisham : | 100, 000 |-

Arizona: .
Indian Bend Wash ! , 100, 000
Phoenix and viecinity, including New River (stage 1) 500, 000
Phoenix and vieinity, including New River (stage 2) ! 200, 000 200, 000

Arkansas:
Bell Foley Lake [ 424 000 424 000
De Gray Lake 400, 000 | 400, 000
Defieen-Lake . s i e m e e , 920, 000 920, 000 |
0 Torg o o g g o T T e S O e 530, 000 | 530, 000 |
Gillham Lake 850, 000 850, 000 |
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System, | |

Arkansas and Oklahoma:
(a) Bank stabilization and channel rectification 610, 000 | 610, 000 |_
(b) Navigation locksanddams . . . ... , 000, 000 | 4,100, 000
Conway, Ark., water supply (100, 000 )|
Norfork Lake-Highway Bridge |
Quachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and La 000, 000 | 7, 000, 000
Ozark lock and dam 630, 000 [ 2, 630, 000 |
Red River levees and bank stabilization below Denison
1)l L 1 o G e e G e T S i b | , 900, 000 1, 900, 000 |
Village Creek, Jackson and Lawrence Counties.. .- | ___________ {

California: |
Alameda Creek, Del Valle Reservoir 720, 000 |
B R e e e e L e e e S e |
Buchanan Dam-H. V. Eastman Lake_ ... __ | 4, 100, 000 |
Chester, North Fork of Feather River. .- ..o ooo- { 900, 000 |
Cuecamonga Creek | | 600, 000 |
Dry Creek (Warm Springs) Lake and Channel : { 3, 000, 000 |
Fairfield-vicinity streamB-oi o o ooilusnmeshsdiaa - {0 i SPOZ000 | bEa oo B
Hidden Lake | 2, 700, 000
Humboldt Harbor and Bay
Lytle R War ICraeks st o oot b e el
Marysville Lake | 350, 000
Merced: Connty-atreams. L2 - oo oS 300, 000
Napa Ri 500, 000 500, 000 |
New Melones Lake 5, 500, 000 | 5, 500, 000 |
Oakland Harbor 1, 500, 009 | 500, 000
Pine Flat Lake - 200, 000 200, 000
‘Sacramento River bank protection 000, 000 000, 000
Sacramento River Chico Landing to Red Bluff 255, 000 500, 000
San Diego Harbor 500, 000 | 100, 000
San Diego River, Mission Valley .

San Francisco Bay to Stockton (John F. Baldwin and |
Stockton ship channels) _________ 0 B s R g (NE T ld I 725, 000 £ 725, 000
Santa Paula Creek channel , 600, 000 600, 000 |

Sweetwater River | 100, 000 | 100, 000
University Wash and Spring Brook | | '
WalnatiCnealeeos s seclenpey o & 10 0 TEITIN.  C.s 545, 000 545, 000

Colorado: |
1l e R B e I N S A S LS 9, 050, 000 9, 050, 000
Chatfield Lake | 3, 065, 000 |_: 3, 065, 000 |
Las Animas 1, 800, 000 800, 000
Trinidad Lake 6, 200, 000 200, 000

Connecticut:
Danbury 2, 500, 000
Park River | 500, 000

Delaware: |
Delaware Bay to Chesapeake Bay Waterway, Del., Md,, [

and V. 75, 000
Inland waterway, Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay >
(Chesapeake and Delaware Canal), pt. I1, Del., and Md. _.

Distriet of Ca]lumbia: :

Potomac estuary pilot water treatment plant, D.C., Md. |

and V | 350, 000
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Budget estimate for fiseal year 1975 Conference allowance
Construction, general, State and project 5 ¥

Construction Planning

2) (3)

Construction

Florida:
Brevard County $400, 000 |
Central and Southern Florida . 4, 400, 000 | |
Dade Counby- - - o s e e e e e e ! $200, 000 | $200, 000
Duval County | 130, 000 | 130, 000
Four River Basins 400, 000 3, 000, 000 -
Jacksonville Harbor (1965 act) ; » 000, 000 YL 7, 000, 000 |
Miami Harbor (1968 act) - - - 4, 760, 000 4, 760, 000
Palm Beach County (reimbursement). . ... .| 165, 000 | | , 185, 000
Panama City Harbor | [
Pinellas County 100, 000 | 1{10 000 |
Tampa Harbor (main channel) | 900, 000 l'][]lj 00(}
Georgia: | |
Carters Lake 3, 500, 000 8, 500, 000
Richard B. Russell (Trotters Shoals) Dam and Lake, Ga., | |
Y s S e e A 1 | 500, 000 2, 125, 000 |
Savannah Harbor (40 feet widening and deepening) 103, 000 1, 1(}3 000 |
Savannah Harbor (sediment basin) 300, 000 |
Tyhee Island 900, 000
West Point Lake, Ala.and Ga______ . .. ... 3, 300, 000
Hawaii: |
Kahu lui Harbor mitigation of shore damages attributable
to navigation proijects, see. 111 (500, OUU).
Kanecohe-Kailua area 300, | 480, 000
Lahaina small boat harbor | 300, 000 |
Waianae small boat harbor
Idaho:
Dworshak Dam and Reservoir , 000, 000 10, 000, 000
Ririe Lake 400, 000 : 7, 400, 000
Illinois: | |
Calumet River and Harbor (1962 act), Illinois and Indiana_ 170, 000 170, 000
Carlyle Lake 400, 000 400, 000
Columbia drainage and levee distriet #3__________________ [ e e e S 100, 000 |
East Moline_ ... _cooooooooo. ey e e s O PEEs e en ot | 150, 000 | _
Fast St. Louis and vicinity—Cahokia Creek Low Dam 900, 000 900, 000 |
East St. Louis and vieinity (interior flood control) 200, 000 . , 200, 000
Harrisonville and Ivy Landing—Drainage and levee cliwlrict | |
No. 2 300, 000
Helm Lake | |
Tllinois Waterway, Calumet-Sag modification, pt. I, Illinois
i B ST T e R - e S R ;
Illinois Waterway Duplicate Locks Ill. and Ind : =) 210, | 210, 000
Kaskaskia Island drainage and levee district | ! | 75, 000
Kaskaskia River navigation.. i | 4, 700, 000
Levee Distriet 23 (Dively), K 345, | | 645, 000
Little Calumet Rn er. |
Lock and dam 26, Mississippi River, Alton, Ill., and Mo_ __ 27, 900, 000 22,000, 000
Lock and dam 53 (temporary lock), Illinois and Kentucky-- , 000, 000 ., 000, 000 |
Louisville Lak |
Louisville Lake (U.S. Route 45) 700, 700, 000
Mississippi River between Ohio and Missouri Riv ers, Ill. | |
and Mo.: | |
S B TR o (ot o R L ) A e R | 4, 540, 000 , 540, 000 |
o s e AT ) g T G S, | SN LSO M ! 3, 200, 000 , 500, 000 |
w0 1 T 80, 000 | 80, 000
100, 000 100, 000
Rend Lake | 3, 186, 000 | =~ 3, 186, 000
Rock Island 120, 000 | 120, 000 |
Smithland locks and dam Illinois and Ke ntucky 22, 300, 000 . 300, 000 |
William L. Springer Lake (formerly Oakley Lake) (land
acquisition) 00, 300, 000 |
Indiana:
Big Blue Lake
Bip Fifie/ Lakas (L _Sof e o T LI B S SR = | i ki |
Big Walnut Lake. . _ - _---_ T e e R i | e S,
Brookville Lake | , 985, 000
Calumet River and Harbor. (See Illinois.)
Canneclton locks and dam, Indiana and Kentucky | , 650, 000 2, 650, 000
Evansville , 600, 000 1 600, I]DEJ
Greenfield Bayvou levee 200, 000 |
Illinois Waterway, Calumet-Sag modification, pts. I and II |
Illinois and Indiana. (Sce Illinois. ) |
Island levee 200, 000 |
Marion I e e
Mason J. Niblack levee (pumping facilities) o S S04 000 | aam e e 1, 044, 000
Newburgh locks and dam, Indiana and Kentueky . - ____ . 6, 000,000 |- -coeeaa-- - 6, 000, 000
Patoka Lake e 3, 600, 000 = 4, 600, 000
(N) Tni ‘ 7, 850, 000 9, 850, 000

CXX——1731—Part 21
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) . Budget estimate for fiscal year 1975 Conference allowance
Construction, general, State and project (MR R T

Construction Planning Construction

2

Towa:
(FC) Bettendorf $200, 000 $200, 000
(FC) Clinton 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000
(FC) Davenport | b, | |
(FC) Marszhalltown | , 800, | | 1, 800, D00
(FC) Missouri River levee syvstem, Towa, Kansas, Missouri, and
Nebraska 300, l'll]!l 300, 000
(N) Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, lowa, Kansas Mis-
souri, and Nebraska 4, 700, Uﬂf} 4, 700, 000
(FC) i e ML RS LR NG SR I ST S L e . |
(FC) Rathbun Lake (fish hatchery) = | 700, 000 |
(FC) Savlorville Lake 3, 300, 000 8, 300, 000 |
(FC) Waterloo 3, 000, 000 | 3, 000, 000
Kansas:
Arkansas—Red River Basins chloride control, Texas,
Oklahoma, and Kansas. (See Oklahoma.)
(FC) Big Hill Lake 200, 200, 000
(FC) Cedar Point Lake i - |
(FC) Clinton Lake_ - - e e T & 750, 000 3, 750, 000
(FC) Dodge City- 450, 000 1, 450, 000
(FC) Il Dorado. |
(FC) I BE B 7oy e [l 7 L T i DL .
(FC) Great Bend
(FC) L 2 T (2 Vel DR LR (R e e, |
(FC) Indian Lake
(FC) Kansas City, Kansas River, (1962 mod)____.________ ! 5, 000, 000
(FC) Marion.._. 100, 000 78, 000
Missouri River Levee System. (See Iowa.)
Missouri River, Sioux’ City to mouth, Iowa, Kansas,
Missouri, and Nebraska. (See Iowa.)
(FC) Onaga Lake ; 106, 000
(FC) Perry Lake area (road improvements) - |eaooa .. 400, 000
(FC) Tomahawk Lake U emee e B Y i . 150, 000
(FC) Tuttle Creek Lake (road improvements) S 20, 000
(FC) Winfield____ 50, 50, 000
(FC) Wolf-Coffee Lake 0, 400, 000
Kentucky:
(FC) Big South Fork National River and recreation area, Ky.
and Tenn 250, 000
(FC) Camp Ground Lake (phase 1) 130, 000
Cannelton locks and dam, Indiana and Kentucky.
Indiana.)
(FC) Carr Fork Lake. 3, 800, 000 3, 800, 000
(FC) Cave Run Lake 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000
(FC) Dam MNo. 3, Big Sandy River, Ky, and W VAo corrsrmaslomamoannrn e maanis e S A N,
(FC) Falmouth Lake- o —-ciccacoaao oo : 200, 000 |
(MP) Laurel River Lake 6, 200, 000
Lock and Dam 53 (temporary lock). (See Illinois.)
(FC) Martins Fork Lake 3, 000, 000
Newburgh locks and dam, Indiana and Kentucky.
Indiana.)
(FEC) Paintsville Lake . 000, 000 , 200, 000
(FC) Red River Lake 200, 000 500, 000
Smithland lock and dam, Illinois and Kentucky.
Tllinois.)
(FC) Southwestern Jefferson County. . ______. 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000
(FC) Taylorsville Lake 900, 000 |___ , 400, 000
(FC) ¢ Tug Fork Valley, Ky., Va., and W. Va. (phase 1)
Uniontown locks llncl dam, ]ndiaml and Kentucky. (S
Indiana.) |
(R) Wolf Creek Dam—Lake Cumberland (Rehab.)____________ , 000, 000 |- , 000, 000
(FC) Yatesville Lake 900, 000 | , 500, 000
Luuv-lan L |
N 500, 000 | 300, 000
(FC) 300, 000 300, 000
(N) Ba\ ou Lafm:rc]w and Lafouroho Jump Waterway , 400, 000 | , 400, 000 !
(N) Calcasien River at Devil's Elbow 200, 000 |
Larose to Golden Meadow 200, 000
Lake Pontchartrain, and vicinity 4, 300, 000 c iUﬂ 000 |
Mermentau River (channel improvement) 534, 000 | H34, 000
Michoud Canal . ________________ 2, 160, 000 | 2, 160, 000 |
Mississippi River, gulfoutlet . ________________________ 300, 000 !
Mississippi River GOt Wenite . crcuan e St N 510, 000
Morgan City and vieinity 100, 000
New Orleans to Venice hurricane protection 9, 000, 000
Quachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and La. (See Arkansas.)
Ot R R var deyees . e e i 405, 000 405, 000 |
Overton-Red River Waterway (lower 31 miles only) 1, 100, 000 1, GO0, 000
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Conference allowance

Construction Planning
(2)

(MP)
(N)

(FC)

Louisiana—Continued
Red River emergency bank protection
Red River Waterway, Mississippi River to Shreveport, La..
Red River levees and bank stabilization below Denison
Dam, Ark., La., and Tex. (See Arkansas.)
Vermilion lock (replacement)
Maine:
Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes (resumption)
Frenchboro Harbor
Maryland:
‘Bloomington Lake, Md. and W. Va
Delaw. 3;'(: Bay to (zhompl ake Bay Waterway, (See Dela~
ware,
Inland waterway, Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, Del,
and Md. (C. & D. Canal), pt. IL. (See Delaware.)
Potomae Estuary pilot water treatment plant, District of
Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia. (See District of Co-
lumbia.)
Massachusetts:
Charles River Dam
Charles River Natural Valley Storage Area_ .o
Edgartown Harbor
Revere Beach
S Taenia 1 oAt ST s, T =S T et -
Weymouth Fore and Town Rivers. ..o oo
Michigan:
Great Lakes connecting channels________________________
Lexington Harbor
Ludington Harbor
Ottawa River Harbor, Mich. and Ohio

Red Run Drain and Lower Clinton River. - - ..__ !

River Rouge

Saginaw River

Tawas Bay Harbor
Minnesota:

Beaver Bay Harbor (inel. Silver Bay) - - oo oo oo oo oo

Big Stone Lake-Whetstone River, Minn. and 8

Lutsen Harbor

Mankato and North Mankato

Rochester (phase 1)

Roseau River

Twin Valley Lake

Wild Rice River-South Branch and Felton Diteh. ____

O - e U e e e te e
.\]ir‘si.-.-—‘ippi:

Edinburg Lake (phase 1) :

Pallatall Cregk-Fakel o 0l 1 s

Tennesse -lnmlu;,h:t Waterway, Ala. and Miss. (Sce Ala)

Yazoo River, Belzoni Bridge (Ady. i UG
Missouri:

Blue River Channel, Kansas City, Mo

Clarence Cannon Dam and Reservoir

Harry 8. Truman Dam and Reseryoir

Little Blue River Channel

Little Blue River Lakes (land acquisition) .- ... __

Loek md IJ un 21" Alton, . and Mo. (Sce 11111101'~ )

\Ilr'lm{ c 1’1rk I.- ke

Mississippi River Agricultural Area No. 8 (Elsberry drain-
age distriet)

Mississippi River between Ohio and Missouri Rivers, Il
and Mo. (See Illinois.)

Missouri River Levee System. (See Iowa.)

Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, Iowa, Xansas,
Missouri, and Nebraska. (Sce Iowa.)

Perry County drainage and levee distriets 1, 2, and 3

Smithville Lake

Montana:

Frazer-Wolf Point bank stabilization

Libby Dam-Lake Koocanusa

Libby Dam (additional units and reregulating dam)

Libby Reregulating Dam, power units (phase 1)

) Nebraska:

(FC)

Gavins Point Dam Lewis and Clark Lake (relocation of
Niobrara, Nebr.), Nebr. and 8. Dak

Missouri River Levee System. (See Iowa.)

Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, Iowa, Kansas, Mis-
souri, and Nebraska. (See Towa.)

Papillion Creeck and tributaries

Construction

$3, 900, 000
12, 000, 000

200, 000
200, 000

, 200, 000
400, 000

800, 000
8350, 000

260, 000

100, 000
96, 000
230, 000

TNLOUO!
. 500, 000
500, 000
500, 000

. 000, 000
, 600, 000

3, 500, 000

6, 000, 000

, 900, 000
000, 000

200, 000
200, 000

000, 000

800, 000

200, 000
400, 000 |

800, 000
850, 000

000, 000
500, 000
700, 000
3 000, 000
500, 000
. 500, 000

2, 000, 000
, 600,-000 |

375, 000
22, 000, 000

3, 500, 000

8, 000, 000

Planning

$100, 000
800, 000

100, 000

50, 000
150, 000
108, 000

130, 000
40, 000

100, 000
96, 000
230, 000

100, 000

890,.
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Construction Planning Construction Planning
(3) (8)

Nevada:
(FC) Gleason Creek Dam - | $120, 000 $120, 000
(FC) Humboldt River and tributaries. . . - ool 250, 000 250, 000
New Jersey:
(N) Corsons Inlet and Ludlam Beach.._.____ i e P iy T 100, 000 100, 000
(FC) Elizabeth | §2, 700, 000
N Great Egg Harbor Inlet and Peck Beach
(N) Newark Bay, Hackensack, and Passaic Rivers | 525,
Tocks Island Lake, Pa., N.J., and N.Y. (See Pennsylvania.) |
New Mexico: [ .
(FC) Cochiti Lake | 7, 400, 000 , 150, 000
(FC) Las Cruces | 817, 000 817, 000
(FC) | 2, 500, 000 2, 500, 000
New York: |
Allegany . 57, 000
Cattaraugus Harbor. | 120, 000
DUREIEE BN o s e e o i 5 i i o A oy Abeilren s L ! | 45, 000
East River Spur Channel 1 500, 000 850, 000.
East Rockaway Inlet to Rockaway Inlet and Jamaica Bay
paTh T e 000, 000
Ellicott Creek. ]
Fire Island Inlet to Jones Inlet 500, 000
Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point.. .. _. . 2, 800, 000
Hamlin Beach State Park (reimbursement) 1, 180, 000 180, 000
New York Harbor (anchorages)___ 4, 000, 000 5, 000, 000
New York Harbor collection and removal of drift 330, 000
Seajaquada Creek
Tocks Island Lake, Pa., N.J., and N.Y. (See Pennsylvania.)
TSI s LR R e R S 815, 000 | 815, 000
North Carolina:
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, bridges_ . . ______| 100, 000 100, 000
B. Everett Jordan Dam and Lake. o ______ 1, 850, 000 3, 500, 000
Brunswick County Beaches 1, 000, 000 |

|
100, 000 |
Little River Inlet, 8.C, and N.C. (See South Carolina.) |
Manteo (Shallowbag Bay) | 65, 000
Morehead City Harbor |
Randleman Lake 100, 000 100, 000
Reddies River Lake 140, 000 | 160, 000
Roaring River Lake (phase 1) | : 100, 000
North Dakota:
Burlington Dam 250, 000 400, 000
Eagle Bay and Fort Yates Highway Bridges | 122, 000 122, 000
Garrison Dam-Lake Sakakawea___ ____________________ 200, 000 | 200, 000
3, 000, 000 | 3, 000, 000
Missouri River, Garrison Dam to Lake Oahe 300, 000 600, 000
Oahe Dam-Lake Oahe, S. Dak. and N. Dak. (See South
Dakota.)
Pipestem 417, 000 417, 000
Ohio:
Alum Creek Lake 3, 500, 000 500, 000
Caesar Creek Lake 4, 500, 000 | 500, 000
Chillicothe | 300, 000
Clarence J. Brown Dam and Reservoir 1, 624, 000 : 624, 000
East Fork Lake 4, 500, 000 |
Gallipolis locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia
Hannibal locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia
Huron Harbor | 100, 000
40 1 R e B R L R S L T I T 400, 000
Ottawa River Harbor, Mich. and Ohio (See Michigan.)
Paint Creek Lake : RO LS e =
O B e el e e b bl 54, 000
Willow Island locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia
Oklahoma:
Arcadia Lake 260, 000 260, 000
Arkansas-Red Basins chloride control, Texas, Oklahoma,
s L e e e s s s | [ 1, 300, 000 1, 300, 000
|8, 450, 000 3, 450, 000
660, 000 660, 000
1, 800, 000 4, 000, 000
700, 000 700, 000
11, 100, 000 11, 100, 000

MeClellan-Kerr Arkansas River navigation system, Arkan-
sas and Oklahoma. (See Arkansas.)

Bgryator g e e S O R O R 9, 150, 000 9, 150, 000

Skiatook Lake 2 3, 000, 000 4, 250, 000

9

1

Waurika Lake : 9, 400, 000 | , 400, 000
(MP) WebbersFallas lock and dam. -« o e - ccca i iiicnnmmamnnn—. 1, 246, 000 | , 246, 000
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Construction, general, Btate and project ce

Construction Planning Construction Planning
(1) ()

Oregon: -
(FC) Applegate Lake (land aequisition) $1, 000, 000
(FC) Beaver Drainage District 300, 000
(MP) Bonneville lock and dam (2d powerhouse) Oregon and
Washington . $11, 100, 000 | 500, 000
(MP) Bonneville lock and dam (mod. for peaking), Oregon and
Washington 6, 600, 000 600, 000
(FC) Catherine Creek Lake 1, 500, 000 500, 000
(N) Columbia and lower Willamette Rivers, (40-foot project),
Oregon and Washington 600, 000 600, 000
(N) Coos Bay
(MP) Cougar Lake
(FC) Days Creek Lake (phase I)
(FC) Elk Creek Lake 5] 500, 000
(MP) John Day-lock and dam, Oregon and Washington 5, 5, 200, 000
(MP) - 9, 000, 000
(FC) Lower Columbia River bank protection, Oregon and Wash- |
ington 500, 000 500, 000
(MP) MecNary loek and dam, Oregon and Washington 500, 000 500, 000
(FC) Seappoose Drainage Distriet 100, 000 : 280, 000
The Dalles lock and dam, Washington and Oregon (addi-
tional units). (See Washington.) |
(N) Tillariook Bayanek Bar: s s e e e c o 510, 000 510, 000
(FC) Willamette River Basin bank protection 300, 000 300, 000
Pennsylvania:
(FC) Blue Marsh Lake 275, 000 275, 000
(FC) Chartiers Creek , 800, 000 500, 000.
(FC) 5, 000, 000 5, 000, 000
(FC) 500, 000 500, 000
Grays Landing lock and dam
Point Marion lock
Presque Isle Peninsula
R oW BRI e s e s s e 200, 000
Nioeh-lammond Bhkes . e e S 000, 000 | 0, 000
Tocks Island Lake, Pa., N.J.,and N.Y (Comprehensive re-
view and analysis) 5, 040, 000 , 500, 000
Tyrone 800, 000 | 800, 000
Union City Lake 800, 000 800, 000
Puerto Rico: | |
Portugues and Bucana Rivers_ - - oo oo ccciaaa 500, 000
South Carolina:
Cooper River-Charleston Harbor [ 000, 000
Little River Inlet, 8.C., and N.C 250, 000 250, 000
Murrells Inlet 250, 000 | 250, 000
L e e e e e 130, 000
Richard B. Russell Dam and Lake, Ga. and 8.C. (See
Georgia.)
South Dakota:
Big Bend Dam-Lake Sharpe :
Big Stone Lake-Whetstone River, Minn, and 8. Dak. (See
Minnesota.)
Gavins Point Dam-Lewis and Clark Lake (relocation of
Niobrara Nebraska) Neb. and 8, Dak. (See Nebraska.)
(FC) Sacred Heart Hospital, Yankton, Missouri River, emer-
geney bank stabilization 125, 000 |
(MP) - Oahe Dam-Lake Oahe, 8. Dak. and N, Dak 589, 000 377, 000 |
ennessee:
Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area. (See |
Kentueky.)
(MP) Cordell Hull Dam and Reservoir 161, 000 | 161, 000
Texas:
Aquilla Lake
Arkansas Red Basin chloride control, Texas, Oklahoma, |
and Kansas. (See Oklahoma.)
Aubrey Lake
Big RN EaRe e e =5 % 230, 000
Buffalo Bayou and tributaries. - oo oo oiil ! St S
Carl L. Estes Dam and Lake (Mineola) - - o oo oo oeemnoooo | 360, 000 360, 000
Clear Creek 100, 000 100, 000
Cooper Lake and channels_ . . ___. . 2, 000, 000 200, 000 |
Corpus Christi ship channel 3, 500, 000 | , 500, 000 |
Il }’asu ______________________________________________ 800, 000 | | 800, 000
Freeport and vieinity, hurricane flood protection 200, 000 | 200, 000 |
Freeport Harbor (1970 act) |
Galveston Channel (1971 act) 1, 570, 000 1, 570, 000 |
Guadalupe River (remove logjams) . .- _______ 285, 000 -~ 285, 000 |
Highland Bayou 1, 000, 000 | 1, 000, 000 I
Lake Brownwood modification [ |
Lakeview Lake
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Construction, general, State and project

Construction

(BE)
(MP)

(MP)

(MP)
(MP)
(MP)

(FC)
(FC)
(FC)

Texas—Continued o .
Lavon Lake modification and east fork channel improve-

Lower Rio Grande
Millican Lake
Mouth of Colorado River. .. _______ L R L. S R e
Pecos and vicinity .
R e e e e Lo e L
Port Arthur and vicinity hurricane flood protection
Red River Emergeney Bank Protection (See Louisiana.)
Red River levees and bank stabilization, below Denison
Dam, Ark., La,, and Tex. (See Arkansas.)
San Antonio Channel improvement 2, 175, 000

Budget estimate for fiscal year 1975 |

Planning

August 8, 197}

Conference allowance

Construction |

(4)

San Gabriel River 9, 000, 000 |.___

Taylors Bayou

Texas City and vicinity hurricane flood protection {
Texas City channel (industrial eanal) . ... o . _______
e A o e e
6T 520 L b i ot (2] et e e e B R e i S e

ah:
Y43 Tt b B e e e e e ot A e B e S
Virginia:
Buena Vista (phase I) |
Delaws 11‘)( Bay to Chesapeake Bay Waterway. (See Dela-
ware
Fourmile Run, City of Alexandria, and Arlington County
Gathright Lake |
Potomac Estuary pilot water treatment plant, Distriet of |
Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia. (See Distriet of
Columbia.)
Tug Fork Valley, Ky., Va., and W. Va. (See Kentucky.)
Verona Lake (phase I)
Virginia Beach (reimbursement)
Washington:
Bonneville lock and dam, Oregon and Washington. (See |
Omgnn.)
Chief Joseph Dam, Rufus Woods Lake (additional units)_ _|
Columbia and lower Willamette Rivers, (40-ft. project)
Oregon and Washington. (See Oregon.)
Ediz Hook
Ice Harborlock and dam, Lake Sacajawea (additional units) .
John Day lock and ds nu, Oregon and Washington. (See
Oregon.)
Little Goose lock and dam—DLake Bryan (additional units) -
Lower Columbia River bank protection, Oregon and
Washington. (See Oregon.)
Lower Granite lock and dam_ _ __
Lower Granite lock and dam (additional units)_
Lower Monumental lock and dam
Lower Monumental loek and dam (additional units)
Me¢Nary lock and dam, Oregon and Washington. (See
Oregon.)
The Dalles lock and dam, Washington and Oregon (addi-
tional units) - , 100, 000
Wahkaikum C mnm ( onsolidated Diking Distriet No. 1__ _ 380, 000
g Ty et B L b BT e e e il P
Wynoochee Lake (fish hatehery)
West Virginia:
Beech Fork Lake 3, 500, 000
Bloomington Lake, ] Al
Burnsville Lake_ = SR R 0, 100, 000
Coal River Basin. - ..o nonco. ey : -
Dam No. 3, Big Sandy River. (Sec Kentue l\\ &
Fast Lynn Lake 3, 200, 000
Galipolis Locks and Dam, Ohio and W. Va. (See Ohio.)
Hannibal locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia. (See
Ohio.)
. D. Bailey Lake. o e , 600, 000
Lower Guyandot River : e L
Stonewall Jackson Lake_ - , 000, 000
Tug Fork Valley, Ky., V
Wezt Fork Lake_ . :
Willow Island lock and dam, Ohio and West \Jrf inia. (See
Ohio.)
Wisconsin:
La Farge Lake and channel improvement _ _
Northport Harbor ==
Prairie du Chien _ 5
State Road and Ebner Coulees

, 600, 000
, 600, 000
, 650, 000

— Y

's. 70, 000 |

150, 000

120, 000 |
170, 000 |

90, 000 |

60, 000
650, 000

420, 000

7, 000

5, 400,

5, 000,

2, 175,
10, 000,
500,

, 737,

2, 000,
5, 000,

3, 600,
, 600,
, 650,

450,

, 100,
380,

606,
500,

, 600,
197,

3, 200,

18, 600,
(500,
1, 000,

uuoi

000

000 |

000 |
000 |
000 |

000 |
000 |

000
000
000

000 |
000
000
000
000 |
000 |

000)|
000 |

Planning

$150, 000
500, 000
150, 000
120, 000
170, 000

90, 000
60, 000
650, 000

420, 000
250, 000

40, 000
30, 000
100, 000




August 8, 197}

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

27455

Construction, general, State and project

(1)

Conference allowance

Planning FPlanning

Construection ‘

Miscellaneous:

(N) Small navigation projects not requiring specific lr»gi-,lahon
costing up to $1,000,000 (see. 107) |
Mitigation of shore damages attributable to navigation |

projects (sec. 111)

dmergency stream bank and shoreline protection.
Recreation facilities, at completed projects._ . ________
Fish and wildlife studies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) ...

Aquatic plant control (1965 act)
Employees compensation

Reduction for anticipated savings and slippages
General reduction based on anticipated delays and carry-
over balances and other reductions . . .- oo oo _.___

Grand total, Construction, General

_suu 000
1, 500, 000
1, 870, 000
—58, 894, 000

|
‘ (5)
|
|

[ s2, 830,000

|
500, 000
1, 000, 000
26, 000, 000
1, 800, 000
1, 500, 000
1, 870, 000
—58: 894, 000

__________ —20, 997, 000 |

(927,

909, 240, 000 | $18, 260, 000 |
500, 000)

951,224,000 |  $22, 457, 000
(973, 681, 000)

Amendment No. 6 Changes “Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife” to “U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.”

Lock and Dam No. 26, Mississippl River,
Alton, Illinois and Mo.—The Committee of
Conference ls agreed that the new replace-
ment locks are being designed for maximum
efficient operation within the presently au-
thorized 9-foot navigation project on the
Upper Mississippi River, This design does not
and cannot commit the Congress in any
manner to a 12-foot navigation project on
the Upper Mississippl River.

Burlington Dam, North Dakota—The Con-
ferees concur that the Corps of Engineers
shall re-examine and consider the matter of
obtaining flowage easements in connection
with this project.

Tocks Island Lake, Pa., N.J., and NY—
The Conferees are in agreement that the
funds allocated to the Tocks Island project
shall be made available for an impartial,
comprehensive analysls, including alterna-
tives, and review of the project under the
direction of the Corps of Engineers and in
cooperation with the Delaware River Basin
Commission. The Conferees direct that this
investigation be completed, and a final and
definitive recommendation be submitted to
the Committees within the next 12 months.

Lakeview Lake, Lorain, Ohlo—Within avail-
able funds the Corps may utilize $30,000 to
proceed with the advance engineering and
design of the Lakeview Lake, Lorain, Ohlo
project.

Flood control, Mississippi River and
tributaries

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $161,948,-
000 instead of 150,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $166,618,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The changes provided from the
House bill are allocated as follows:

General Investigations:
and Loosahatchie
Tennessee
-+ 50, 000

20, 000
<100, 000

County,
Yazoo River Basin

Subtotal, General Inves-
tigations
Construction and planning:

Mississippl River Levees_._._._
Channel improvement.
St. Francls Basin
Tensas Basin:

Boeuf and Tensas Rivers..

Red River backwater
Yazoo Basin:

Tributaries

Yazoo Backwater
Atchafalaya Basin
Teche Vermilion Basin

170, 000
<+ 650, 000
<2, 000, 000
+2, 900, 000

+1, 000, 000
-+ 500, 000

+1, 000, 000

Eastern Rapides and South
Central Avoyelles Parishes,
Louisiana

Mississippl Rlver, East Bank,
Natchez area, Mississippl

1 4200, 000

1 4-50, 000

Subtotal, Construction
and Planning
Operation and Maintenance.

+11, 278, 000
-+500, 000

Total Increase. -+11, 948, 000

1 Planning

Operation and Maintenance, General

Amendment No. 8: Appropriates $446,677,-
000 instead of $440,877,000 as proposed by
the House and #$455,877,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The increase over the House bill
provides $5,000,000 for the Southwest Pass
Navigation channel leading from the Gulf
of Mexico to New Orleans, La.; and $700,000
for the Illinois-Mississippi (Hennepin)
Canal. The managers agree that $375,000 is
included for the Mississippl River between
Missouri River and Minneapolis.

Speclal Recreation Use Fees

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $700,000
instead of 300,000 as proposed by the House
and $1,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 10: Corrects citation.

Administrative Provisions

Amendment No. 11: Provides limitation
on Capital of the revolving fund of $228,-
000,000 as proposed by the House Instead of
$220,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The Committee on Conference is in agree-
ment that the Corps should proceed with the
necessary modifications to the hopper dredge
Pacific which will permit the Corps to use
this dredge to operate in inside harbor and
estuary areas, in addition to bar and en-
trance channel areas as required for the
most economical and safe use of the Pacific.
Further, as replacement of the auxiliary elec-
trical power system of the hopper dredge
Comber is urgently needed to maintaln this
vessel's reliabllity and performance, the
Corps should proceed immediately with the
work they have recommended for the
Comber.

In addition, following the completion of
the dredge study the Committee of Confer-
ence authorizes the Corps of Englneers to
proceed with such modification and modern-
ization of existing Corps’ hopper dredges in
a scheduled and orderly manner as the Corps
deems appropriate in the public interest.

It is the further recommendation of the
Conferees that the Corps endeavor to utilize
the services of private contractors and per-
mit or authorize bidding on pipeline dredg-

ing work by private industry when feasible,
practical and economical as deemed neces-
sary and desirable in the public interest.
The Conferees direct the Corps of Engi-
neers to continue to report on the hopper
dredge modifications and work performed by
private Industry to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House and Senate an-
nually,
TITLE IN—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Reclamation
General Investigations
Amendment No. 12: Appropriates §10,-
427,000 instead of $18,636,000 as proposed by
the House and $19,651,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The increase provided over the
House bill amount includes the following:

Gallup, N. Mex

New Mexico State water plan

Yakima Indian Reservation, Wash_

Colorado River water quality im-
provement program

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
studies 150, 000

The Committee of Conference directs the
Bureau to undertake, together with other
appropriate agencies and the Colvilles, a
study to determine the requirements for a
bridge or ferry on the Columbia River to
meet the needs of the Colville Indians, In
the interim, the Bureau is to take action,
through other agencies if necessary, to iden=
tify and secure means for providing emer-
gency health service to reservation residents,

Amendment No. 13: Approves limitation of
$400,000 to be transferred to U.8. Fish and
Wildlife Service instead of $250,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $450,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 14. Changes “Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife” to “U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.”

Construction and Rehabilitation

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $§244,123,-
000 instead of $261,160,000 as proposed by
the House and $247,490,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The changes from the House bill
includes a decrease of $21,450,000 for work
on the Coachella Canal in California asso-
clated with the Colorado River Salinity Con-
trol program which is now considered under
a new appropriation title, “Colorado River
Basin Balinity Control Projects”, and other
;:hanges in the House bill amount as fol-
oWS:

Westlands distribution system,
Central Valley project, Cali-
fornia

San Luis Drain, San Luis Unit,
cantul;al Valley project, Cali-

50, 000
40, 000

426, 000

+1, 663, 000

+ 800, 000
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S8an Luis Valley, Closed Basin
Division, Colorado
Upper Snake River project, Sal-
mon Falls Division, Idaho....
Southern Nevada Water Proj-
ect, (phase IT) Nevada =500, 000
Garrison Diversion Unit, North
Dakota - +1, 600, 000

The Committee of Conference directs that
the funds previously appropriated for the
Bacon Siphon and Tunnel No. 2, 1,055,000,
be utilized for the purposes the funds were
originally provided and the Conferees spe-
cifically prohibit the proposed transfer of
these funds for any other purpose. Addi-
tional funds required for other aspects of
the Columbia Basin, Washington project
should be requested of the Congress If
needed.

Upper Colorado River Storage Project

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates $24,621,-
000 instead of $24,251,000 as proposed by the
House and $24,771,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The increase over the House bill pro-
vides £220,000 for the Central Utah project,
Upalco Unit, and $150,000 for the Lyman,
Wyoming project.

Amendment No. 17: Approves limitation
of $22,967,000 instead of $22,697,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $23,117,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate for the Upper Colorado
River Basin Fund.

Colorado River Basin Project

Amendment No. 18: Appropriates $55,800,-
000 instead of $60,800,000 as proposed by the
House and $55,400,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The managers are agreed that not to
exceed $400,000 is provided for the acquisi-
tion of Indian lands.

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Projects

Amendment No. 19: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the SBenate ap-
propriating $27,650,000 for the Colorado River
Basin Salinity Control Projects authorized by
Public Law 93-320, enacted June 24, 1974,

Operation and Malntenance

Amendment No. 20: Provides a limitation
as proposed by the Senate providing that no
part of the funds appropriated under opera-
tion and maintenance shall be used directly
or indirectly for the operation of the New-
lands Reclamation project in the State of
Nevada. This action is recommended pending
the final determination of a court case.

Alaska Power Administration
General Investigations

Amendment No. 21: Changes “Bureau of
Bport Fisheries and Wildlife” to “U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.”

Bonneville Power Administration
Construction

Amendment No. 22: Appropriates $128,-
000,000 instead of $108,000,000 as proposed
by the House and #£129,000,000 as proposed
by the Senate. The Committee of Confer-
ence is agreed that not to exceed $1,000,000
may be used for the Hot Springs-Bell trans-
mission line within the funds provided.

Operation and Maintenance

The conferees agree that, under emer-
gency conditions, the Administrator of the
Bonneville Power Administration may utilize
funds appropriated to “operation and main-
tenance” for the purchase of power for de-
livery to BPA to the extent funds are avail-
able,

—100, 000
+560, 000

TITLE IV—INDEPENDENT OFFICES
Water Resources Council
Water Resources Planning

Amendment No. 23: Appropriates $98,775,-
000 as proposed by the House instead of $10,-
175,000 as proposed by the Senate.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD— HOUSE

Amendment No. 24: Provides limitation
of $2,183,000 as proposed by the House in-
stead of $2,683,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate for preparation of assessments and man-
agement plans.

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 25: Deletes limitation
proposed by Senate.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for fiscal year 1976 recommended by
the Committee of Conference with compari-
son to fiscal year 1974 amount, to the 1975
budget estimate and to the House and Sen-
ate bills for 1875 follows:
New budget (obligational)

authority, fiscal year

1974 $3, 942, 898, 000
Budget estimate

budget (obligational) au-

thority, fiscal year 1975._.
House bill, fiscal year 1975.-.
Senate bill, fiscal year 1975__
Conference agreement, fiscal

4, 526, 826, 000
4, 475, 410, 000
4, 568, 203, 000

4, 506, 472, 000
Conference agreement com-
pared with: New budget
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year, 1974
Budget estimate of new
budget (obligational) au-
thority, fiscal year 1975___
House bill, fiscal year 1975_.
Benate bill, fiscal year 1975_.
JoE L. EvINs,
Epwarp P, BoLAND,
Jamie L. WHITTEN,
JoHN M. SLACEK,
OrTOo E. PASSMAN,
GEORGE MAHON,
GLENN R. DAvIs,
(except amendment
No. 7 and report
language re amend-
ment No. 11),
Howarp W. ROBISON,
JoHN T. MYERS,
ELFoRD A. CEDEREERG,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JoEN C. BTENNIS,
JoHN L. McCLELLAN,
WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
ALAaN BIBLE,
RoBeERT C. BYRD,
JOHN O. PASTORE,
Marg O. HATFIELD,
Mmuton R. Youwe,
RoMmaN L. HRUSKA,
CLIFFORD P. CASE,
JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

+ 562, 574, 000

—21, 354, 000
+ 30, 062, 000
—62, 731, 000

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS THAT RICHARD M. NIXON
BE GRANTED IMMUNITY FROM
PROSECUTION

(Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress
that Richard M. Nixon be granted im-
munity by the person who succeeds him
in the Office of President from prosecu-
tion for any alleged offense against the
United States by Richard M. Nixon
while in office as President of the United
States.

There seems to be some constitutional
question as to the power of Congress to
pass binding legislation in this area.
We can, however, express the sense of
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the Congress, and the President who suc-
ceeds can clearly grant amnesty. It would
seem to me that any other course of ac-
tion would be a form of double jeopardy,
whatever the outcome of the present
situation. Whether the President should
leave by resignation, by conviction, or be
acquitted and serve out his term, it
would seem to me we would want to see
such amnesty granted.

I hope this or some similar resolution
will, therefore, pass to undergird and
help assure this action.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2957,
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT
CORPORATION

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the Senate bill
(8. 2057) relating to the activities of
the Overseas Private Investment Corpo-
ration, and ask unanimous consent that
the statement of the managers be read
in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the tifle of the Sen-
ate bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
?g% ffoceedings of the House of July 30,

Mr. CULVER (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the further reading of the state-
ment be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. CULVER).

Mr. CULVER. Mr, Speaker, the pur-
pose of the conference bill, like the pur-
pose of the original House bill, is to
extend the statutory life of the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation with
certain alterations, and to phase out
OPIC's responsibilities as a primary in-
surer of overseas investment risks in favor
of private insurance companies—the so-
called “privatization” of OPIC’s insur-
ance role, whereby the agency will as-
sume the function of a reinsurer.

The conferees for the House and Sen-
ate met on July 24, 1974, to resolve differ-
ences between the bills passed by the two
Chambers. The principal points at issue
were the length of the authorization, the
mandatory or nonmandatory termina-
tion of OPIC’s writing of insurance, and
the extent of liability to be borne by pri-
vate insurance companies.

The conferees agreed to extend OPIC's
operating authority for 3 years, through
December 31, 1977. This was in accord
with the House bill, and overrode the 2-
year extension provided for in the Senate
bill.

Both chambers had specified that
OPIC’s role as a primary insurer should
be terminated on December 31, 1979, for
expropriation and convertibility risks and
on December 31, 1980, for war risks. The
House conferees agreed to make these
dates mandatory, with the understand-
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ing that Congress would have an oppor-
tunity to review this matter before the
new authorization expires in 1977. By
then, we will have almost 3 years of
experience with the new direction being
charted for OPIC and can determine
whether to reaffirm or alter our judg-
ment.

The reinsurance formula adopted by
the conferees is from the House bill. It
provides that private insurance com-
panies shall accept specific portions of
liability “to the maximum extent pos-
sible.” The Senate formula was more
rigid, in that it would have required pri-
vate insurers to accept annual losses
equal to 50 percent of the largest amount
of insurance they had outstanding in
the country with the largest exposure,
before OPIC could pay any reinsurance.
The fact is that OPIC is now negotiating
arrangements that would reduce its own
involvement below the level sought by
the Senate, but which technically would
not comply with the Senate formula. The
conferees agreed that the flexibility in
the House language was preferable.

On other significant issues, the House
conferees receded from the House pro-
vision specifically directing OPIC to
serve as an active broker between the de-
velopment plans of eligible countries and
the investment interests of U.S. inves-
tors. This is a function which OPIC has
performed and which the conferees be-
lieve should be continued. They receded
only on the understanding that a specific
directive was redundant with the au-
thority already contained in section 234
(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act.

Both bills provided that OPIC could
seek appropriations from Congress only
when its insurance reserve falls below
$25 million. At present, OPIC has re-
serves substantially in excess of that fig-
ure, so the House conferees receded from
delaying this limitation until after the
appropriations for fiscal 1975.

The House hill provided for the expan-
sion of the agricultural credit and self-
help community development program.
The Senate conferees objected to giving
OPIC enlarged responsibilities at a time
when its role will otherwise be contract-
ing. The House conferees agreed, and it
is now contemplated that the program
will be shifted to AID where there will
be room for the desired expansion.

The conferees accepted the House pro-
vision barring OPIC from granting cov-
erage to “runaway” plant—those whose
establishment would significantly dimin-
ish the number of U.S. jobs provided
by the investor.

The conferees also resolved conflicting
guidance contained in committee reports
of the two bodies with respect to future
OPIC operations in Indochina. It is the
declared intent of the conferees that
OPIC consult with the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee and the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee when Indochina
investment plans are formulated and as
those plans evolve. Further, it is our ex-
pressed view that OPIC should not insure
any large U.S. private investments in
Indochina unless significant private in-
surance participation is obtained or un-
til specific instructions are received from
both Houses of Congress. These re-
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straints are designed to permit carefully
planned operations in Indochina that
will not produce added political engage-
ment by the U.S. Government in that
troubled part of the world.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the
conference report.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CULVER. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
represents agreement on an extension of
the statutory authority for the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation.

I am pleased to express my strong sup-
port for this report which, in my opinion,
represents a good compromise with the
Senate position. I would like to em-
phasize that the House conferees sus-
tained the House position on the major
issues in conference.

On the single most important issue—
the reinsurance formula—the Senate ac-
cepted the House position, which requires
private insurance companies to accept
specified portions of liability “to the
maximum extent possible,” rather than
the Senate’s more rigid formula.

The conference also accepted the
House position on extension of authority,
agreeing to the 3-year extension granted
in the House bill rather than the 2-year
period provided in the Senate bill.

This legislation will enable OPIC to
move ahead with plans to phase out its
responsibilities as a primary insurer of
overseas investment risks, with this
funection being taken over by private in-
surance companies while OPIC serves as
a reinsurer. The conferees agreed that
OPIC's role as a primary insurer should
end on December 31, 1979, for expro-
priation and convertibility risks. Its role
as a primary insurer for war risks would
end a year later. However, I would point
out that since this legislation provides
a 3-year authorization, the Congress will
have an opportunity in 1977 to evaluate
its decision regarding OPIC’s future role.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that OPIC’s
directions for the next 3 years have
been successfully resolved by the con-
ference, and I urge approval of the con-
ference report.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report on H.R.
13973, the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation Act.

As a cosponsor of this legislation I am
pleased that the conferees have come
forward with an acceptable compromise
which will insure OPIC continuing its
good work in furthering our Nation’s ob-
jectives in the developing world.

Over a year ago, I had the opportunity
of evaluating firsthand OPIC’s work
among several countries in South Amer-
ica. In visiting Brazil and Argentina and
meeting with OPIC officials there as well
as representatives of those businesses in-
sured under the OPIC program, I was
able to observe the operations of OPIC
at work. While the program is far from
perfect, my discussions with associated
individuals convinced me that our private
investment program is constantly im-
proving, s responsive to the needs of the
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developing countries and is furthering
our Nation's own best interests in inter-
national economic affairs.

The interdependent world in which we
live demands cooperation among all na-
tions. OPIC, through an unsubsidized
program, reflecting the capitalistic sys-
tem on which our Nation is based, has
developed a program which fosters the
best interests of our own Nation as well
as providing assistance to the developing
world.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

; bA motion to reconsider was laid on the
able,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CULVER, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 16027, INTERIOR DEPART-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS, 1975

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
table the bill, HR. 16027, making ap-
propriations for the Department of the
Interior and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1975, and for
other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Mrs,
Hansen of Washington and Messrs.
Yates, McEay, Lonc of Maryland, EvaNs
of Colorado, MaroN, McDape, WYATT,
VEYSEY, and CEDERBERG.

EIGHTEENTH ANNUAL REPORT OF
PRESIDENT ON TRADE AGREE-
MENTS PROGRAM—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
';J'NTTED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 93-

34)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying papers,
referred to the Committee on Ways and
means and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 402(a) of
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 (TEA),
I transmit herewith the Eighteenth An-
nual Report of the President on the
Trade Agreements Program. This report
covers developments in the year ending
December 31, 1973.

Last year was a particularly impor-
tant one for United States and world
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trade, as this report demonstrates in de-
tail. Unquestionably the highlight oc-
curred last September in Tokyo, when
the ministers of 105 sovereign nations
joined to declare their support for a new
round of multilateral trade negotiations,
the seventh since the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was
signed in 1947. This round represents a
major initiative of the United States,
along with initiatives in the interna-
tional monetary field, begun in the fall
of 1971. The charter for these negotia-
tions, as embodied in the Declaration
of Tokyo, is the most ambitious yet.

The purpose of these talks is no less
than to modernize a world trading sys-
tem which, though it has well served the
world’s peoples and brought about the
many benefits of a four-fold expansion of
trade, is no longer capable of responding
to the needs and realities of a rapidly
changing and increasingly interdepend-
ent world economy.

First, these talks are aimed not only
at the continuing need to facilitate trade
by lowering tariffs, but at reducing to-
day’s most pervasive and restrictive ex-
port inhibitors, so-called non-tariff trade
barriers (NTBs). Unless these can be ef-
fectively dealt with, no major exporting
nation—especially the United States—
can hope to remain competitive in to-
day's and tomorrow’s world markets.
And loss of competitiveness abroad can
threaten the viability of firms and lead
to loss of markets at home.

Second, the inflationary pressure of
increased costs has become a major in-
ternational problem which must be dealt
with multilaterally if we are to adequate-
ly deal with inflation domestically.

Third, the need to maintain access to
vital raw materials, energy, and food re-
quires negotiated assurances for such ac-
cess to supplies as well as to markets.

Fourth, economic issues should be
managed and negotiated in parallel with
political and security issues, in order to
make progress on all three fronts.

Finally, we must encourage sovereign
governments to work within an accept-
able international framework to deal
with such problems as import safeguards
and export subsidies. At the same time we
must have the authority to defend our
legitimate national interests and manage
domestic concerns in the context of an
up-to-date, responsive and responsible
international system.

None of these objectives can be ac-
complished without the appropriate leg-
islative authorization. This authority—
carefully balanced with provisions for
the most effective Congressional and
public participation in our trade policy-
making and negotiating since GATT was
formed—Iis represented in the Trade Re-
form Act, which I submitted to the Con-
gress in April of 1973. This legislation,
which passed the House by a margin of
nearly two-to-one last December and is
now pending in the Senate, is still ur-
gently needed.

Time is now of the essence with regard
to the trade bill. Our trading partners
have demonstrated their willingness to
use and improve multilateral channels
for trade negotiation. Just this spring,
the European Community negotiated a
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fair and equitable accord compensating
us for tariff changes resulting from the
enlargement of the European Common
Market. Through the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD), ministers of member countries
have joined with the U.S. in renouncing
trade restrictive measures as balance-of-
payments correctives, at least until the
basic problems caused by oil price in-
creases can be addressed through im-
provements in the monetary system. De-
veloping countries, particularly our part-
ners in Latin America, have indicated
their willingness to work with us toward
trade expansion and reform. As I have
noted before, our new approaches to the
socialist countries, especially to the
USSR and the Peoples’ Republic of
China, hinge in large measure upon our
ability to open up peaceful avenues of
trade with them. Again, I have expressed
my willingness to work with the Congress
to find an acceptable formulation for
this authority. In Geneva, the GATT
Trade Negotiations Committee has an-
nounced a program of work for the fall
to further prepare for the actual bar-
gaining.

In short, the rest of the world is wait-
ing for us at the trade negotiating table.
The alternative is an indefinite period
in which nations, including ours, will be
forced to deal with increasingly complex
and interdependent trade problems on
an ad hoc basis. Experience has shown
that this could lead to a proliferation of
those problems and disputes over the
best ways to resolve them. The adverse
fallout from the resulting uncertainties
and temptations of shortsighted unilat-
eral actions could also seriously jeopar-
dize gains we have made in the diplo-
matic and security fields.

For all these reasons, I take this oc-
casion once again to urge prompt and
final action on the Trade Reform Act. It
is essential that we move ahead to re-
vitalize the global trading system
through multilateral negotiations.

RIcHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, August 8, 1974.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr, Speaker, I move a
call of the House.
A call of the House was ordered.
The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:
[Roll No. 461]

Diggs

Gray

Gubser

Gude

Guyer
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Hébert

Hogan
Holifield
Jones, Okla.
Euykendall
Lehman

Andrews, N.C.
Ashley

Aspin

Blatnik
Brasco

Burke, Calif.
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clark

Clay

Conyers
Corman
Davis, Ga.
Dellums Long, Md. Wiggins
Dennis MeSpadden Williams

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 389

Macdonald
Michel
Mitchell, Md.
Murphy, N.Y.
Patten
Rangel
Rarick

Reid

Rodino
Rooney, N.¥Y.
Ruppe
Teague
Vander Jagt
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Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

REPORT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES
DURING 1974 FOR NATIONAL AD-
VISORY COUNCIL ON ADULT EDU-
CATION—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 93-333)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor and ordered to be
printed with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:
As required by Section 310(d) of the
Adult Education Act of 1966, as amended
(20 U.S.C. 1209(d)), I transmit here-
with a report of Federal activities dur-
ing fiscal year 1974 for the National Ad-
visory Council on Adult Education.
RICHARD NIXON,
THE WHITE HOoUse, August 8, 1974.

RESOLUTION PROVIDING FOR CON-
TINUITY OF U.S. FOREIGN POL-
ICY

(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, in view of
the exceptional circumstances facing the
U.8S. Government at the present time, I
am today introducing a House resolu-
tion expressing the determination of the
House that despite domestic difficulties
we are united in support of a foreign pol-
icy designed to build a structure of peace
in the world.

At a time when the Presidency may
appear weakened and some may be
tempted to take advantage of the United
States, I believe it is urgent that we make
totally clear to those abroad that our
governmental difficulties stop at the wa-
ter’s edge. On the important issues of
peace, war, and the fulfillment of our
international obligations there should be
no doubt that the Congress and the ex-
ecutive branch are prepared to continue
to work together,

We are indeed fortunate to have such
an able Secretary of State at the present
time. He enjoys virtually unparalleled
support in the Congress and I believe that
swift passage of a resolution of this kind
will strengthen his hand just at the time
when some abroad may mistake the crisis
of a President for the crisis of a nation.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1974

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 16090) to impose
overall limitations on campaign expendi-
tures and political contributions; to pro-
vide that each candidate for Federal of-
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fice shall designate a principal campaign
committee; to provide for a single re-
porting responsibility with respect to
receipts and expenditures by certain po-
litical committees; to change the times
for the filing of reports regarding cam-
paign expenditures and political contri-
butions; to provide for public financing
of Presidential nominating conventions
and Presidential primary elections; and
for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr, HAYS).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (H.R. 16090),
with Mr. Borring in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, it was consider-
ing eligible amendments to title I of the
bill, under the provisions of the rule
adopted on yesterday and under the
Chairman's statement of yesterday.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BUTLER

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BUTLER: Page
13, after line 5 insert the following:

(b) Section 6591 (e) (1) of Title 18, United
States Code, relating to the definition of a
contribution, is amended by inserting after
the word “business” the following “, which
shall be considered a loan by each endorser,
in that proportion of the unpaid balance
thereof that each endorser bears to the total
number of endorsers)”.

And renumber the following sections
accordingly.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, under
the proposed legislation limitations are
placed on the amount of contributions to
political campaigns. The word, “contri-
bution,” is defined under existing law.

Under that definition a loan is con-
sidered a contribution. An exception is
made for loans by banks.

The proposed amendment would make
loans by banks loans by the endorsers
thereof as a contribution. The amount
of the endorsement is charged as a con-
tribution, a loan or a contribution, and
it would be in the proportion of the total
number of the endorsers on the loan. The
amount of the contribution and loan
would be the unpaid balance thereof.

Mr. Chairman, I am led to bhelieve
that this has the blessing of the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. Hays), and I will
yield to him if he wishes me to.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, as I understand the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BuTLEr), this would
be a loan for a political eampaign pur-
pose?

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct.

Mr. HAYS. And not a loan for a pri-
vate business purpose, or anything like
that?

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct.

Mr. HAYS. Under these circumstances,
and with that understanding, the Chair-
man on behalf of this side is prepared
to accept the amendment.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. YOUNG of Illinois, Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YOUNG of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
the question occurs to me, supposing a
candidate takes a loan for his campaign,
supposing the candidate is temporarily
out of funds, and he borrows $10,000. He
goes to the bank, and he signs a note
and gets $10,000 and puts it into his
campaign account. Then, thereafter, as
the campaign progresses and more money
comes into the candidate from con-
tributions, that loan is repaid to him, and
he repays the bank. Is that going to put
any limitation on the fact that he can-
not ask for or contribute additional
moneys? In other words, I would say to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BuTtrLeEr) will the $10,000 bank loan that
was repaid prevent the candidate from
contribuing an additional $25,000? Would
the loan and the repayment of the loan
be counted against the $25,000? I do not
believe that it should so long as he does
not make over $25,000 in contributions.
A loan like that, an in-and-out loan cer-
tainly should not be counted against any
such limitation.

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman from
Illinois is exactly right. The unpaid bal-
ance would indicate the contribution so
that at any time the contributions could
not exceed the limitation.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I would
state to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. Burrer) that this side has no ob-
jection to the amendment the gentleman
has offered. I would comment that the
$25,000 limitation applies to the can-
didate and his family and, in my judg-
ment, the $1,000 contribution limitation
might more properly apply to the can-
didate himself.

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, pursuing the line
of questioning for the purpose of the
Recorp, that the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. Youne) pursued, am I correct in
my understanding that in the case
of a hypothetical $10,000 loan that there
would have to Le 10 or more endorsers
in order to limit the individual contribu-
tion apportioned to each endorser to a
sum less than the $1,000 statutory indi-
vidual limitation.

Mr. BUTLER. That would be correct.

Mr. PARRIS. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. BUTLER).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HANRAHAN

Mr. HANRAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HaNRAHAN:
Page 11, line 10, strlke out “which, in the
aggre-" and all that follows down throuzh
line 13, and insert in lieu thereof “for Fed-
eral office.”.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will have
to inform the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HanNraHAN) that the gentleman’s
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amendment is offered to page 11, which
is not open for amendment under the
provisions of the rules which govern the
consideration of this bill.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk, and I request
that the Chair look into the amendment
to see whether or not it is in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ex-
amine the amendment.

Mr. DENT. I believe it is, but I will
await the decision of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania that
there are two amendments to title I
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. DENT. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. Both of them are not
in order under the rule.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I accept, of
course, the decision of the Chair, al-
though I was informed by our legal rights
that it was in order.

However, it is not that important.
What is important is that the record
be made on this particular amendment.
It is not so much whether the figures
are right; it is not so much whether it
is the thing that we can do today; but it
is something we should be thinking
about. So I offered the amendment more
to get before the House the proposition
that ought to be considered very seri-
ously in the very near future.

I have taken a very long, hard look
at the problems surrounding campaign
financing for many, many years, locally,
countywise, Statewise, and nationally.
I have said here on the floor that the
time has come when we must consider
that we have to provide some means of
providing the sufficient capital to fund
a campaign, one, an amount that will
not be prohibitive, that will not set aside
thousands of Americans who want to
run for Congress and have every right
to run for Congress, but under no condi-
tions could they raise anywhere near
the amount of money that we have es-
tablished as a ceiling in this particular
bill and in others.

I propose that some day this Congress
will have the courage, and those who
monitor Congress will have the wisdom,
to increase the salary of Members of
Congress to a point and to a sum which
will allow a reasonable, reachable limit
of spending of, say, 1 year's salary,
$42,500 a year, in an election year to be
spent. That could be added to the Mem-
ber’s salary in a 2-year period, which
would give an increase of $21,250, and
a Member would be allowed to deduct
from his taxes, like any other business
cost or promotional cost, that amount up
to $21,250 that he spends for his cam-
paign.

A challenger who has his own funds
would be permitted to do the same by
subtracting from his income tax an equal
amount if he spends it. A challenger who
has not the funds but has the capability
and the desire and the right to run for
office would be permitted to go out and
solicit public funds. Those who con-
tribute to that particular candidate
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would be able and allowed to deduct
from their personal income taxes
amounts up to $1,000 contributed to the
limit allowed by law.

Right at this moment I know there
is no climate for this. First of all, we
have a group in this Congress that be-
lieves that the only essential required in
a campailgn in money. Character and all
of the other attributes we have long held
to be part of public office are no longer of
consequence to many Members of this
Congress.

I noted yesterday, and I will not put
it in the Recorp, that the 26 top spenders
in the Congress made a difference be-
tween setting a figure of $42,500 and a
figure of $93,750.

I say to the Members that those who
opting for high expenditures and high
limits and saying that is the way to
allow a challenger in are frauds because
the only way to allow a challenger in is
to make it possible for him to reach
somewhere near the amount of money
that a Congressman can reach with his
ability to go out and shake the apple
tree.

I am saying to the Members that until
this or some future Congress recognizes
the proposition in these terms and oth-
ers, I am not wedded to figures; but I am
wedded to the philosophy that we must
make this particular job clean, above-
board, or we are going to lose it—not
as individuals; we are going to lose it
as an institution. We are not going to be
able to take many more of the situations
that have occurred of recent date and
still not yet ended.

I say to the Members of this Congress
I will not be here when it is done, but
I warn the Members that either they
make it so that Members of Congress
will have clean hands in an election
because the job will pay enough to make
it possible to campaign reasonably with-
out going out with a cup in his hand
for whatever kind of favors he has to pay
for to be elected.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr, HANRAHAN. Mr. Chairman, may
I have an explanation as to why my
amendment was out of order, because it
pertains to eliminating cash contribu-
tions and that is under section 101(a).

The CHAIRMAN. If the committee
will permit, the Chair will reread his
statement on title I:

In title I: Germane amendments to sub-
section 101(a) proposing solely to change
the money amounts contained in said sub-
section, providing they have been printed in
the CoNGRESSIONAL REecorD at least 1 cal-
endar day before being offered;

That follows the general statement
which says:

Under the rule, the bill is considered as
having been read for amendment. No amend-
ments, including any amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute for the bill, are in order
to the bill except the following:

The language that I read previously
follows that language. Section 101(a) of
the bi!l ends after line 10 on page 7, and
the gentleman's amendment is to a later
provision on page 11 which is not
covered by the exception.
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Mr. HANRAHAN. Mr. Chairman, but
would the Chair agree that this is still
under section 101(a) per se under title I?

The CHAIRMAN. No, it is to a differ-
ent section, to 101(f).

Mr, HANRAHAN. I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Osex: Page 5,
line 2, strike out “; or" and insert in leu
thereof “Except that in any state in which
there is an overall spending limit (enacted
after the close of December 31, 1970) lower
than the $75,000 limit in this section, the
spending limit imposed by state law shall
apply, notwithstanding any other provision
of the law; or”,

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve a point of order against the
amendment, I will withhold my point of
order pending an explanation of the
amendment by the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Colorado reserves a point of order
against the amendment.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I hope that
when the gentleman has a chance to fur-
ther review this amendment he will
withdraw his reservation, for this reason.
First of all, let me explain what the
amendment is really trying to do. All
this amendment says is that the $75,000
limitation imposed upon the House races
in this bill will hold except in the case
of those States which after December 30,
1970, have adopted spending limitations
which are lower than the $75,000 per
election placed in this bill.

The reason I think this ought to be
ruled germane is this. The rule provides
that only amendments which solely
change the dollar amounts should be al-
lowed, but let me point out that the only
effect of this amendment, the sole effect
of this amendment is merely to change
the dollar amounts in this case in four
States as of today—which are provided
for under this bill.

Why do I think we ought to allow the
States to set lower limits? Let me tell the
Members about my State of Wisconsin.

Incidentally I am joined in this
amendment by the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. Maxn), the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. SEBerLius), the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DELLEN-
BACK), the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
Wryarr), the gentleman fom Wisconsin
(Mr. Davis), the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. Quie), the gentlewoman
from Colorado (Mrs. SCHROEDER), the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. Mc-
KinnNeY), the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr. MaTtsunaca), and the gentleman
from California (Mr. ANDERSON).

The reason we have offered this
amendment is simply this: The amount
in the bill $187,000 may seem a reason-
able amount to spend to get elected to
Congress in some States, and I do not
object to it for some States, but in the
State of Wisconsin no candidate for the
House of Representatives has ever spent
over $80,000 in the history of the State.
To us the idea that we can allow candi-

August 8, 1974

dates to spend $75,000 in a primary and
another $75,000 in the general elections
plus the fund-raising exemption built
into this bill is just outrageous. Our leg-
islature has just adopted a bill which
limits campaign spending to $35,000 in
a primary and $50,000 in the general
election.

I would like to support this bill, those
of us who are from Wisconsin would, but
it is very difficult for us to go home and
tell our people that we support a reform
bill which allows people to spend twice
as much as our new State law allows.

I have indicated, I want to live by
the total spending limit of State law but
I want every candidate in my State to
live within those same limitations. I sug-
gest that in a State like Wisconsin, which
is mostly a rural State, except for the city
of Milwaukee, our whole political en-
vironment is much different from met-
ropolitan areas of the country.

I recognize that Common Cause wants
spending limits of $187,000. But most of
their leaders are from urban areas and
do not understand the political mores of
rural America. People in my area simply
do not understand why candidates
should spend that much to get elected
and neither do I.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I had a similar
amendment that I offered in the com-
mittee. I hope no one will object to this
one on the grounds it is against the
rule. It is a good amendment.

I am curious about one thing. Why do
you confine this to States that enact new
campaign expenditure limitations since
January 1, 1971; for example in my State
in 1970 they enacted a limitation that
is reasonable and below what we have in
the bill.

Mr. OBEY. It was tough to determine
the correct date. This one was selected
because it is the date the last Federal
campaign law passed which preempted
some items. It was necessary because
some States have 50-year-old laws.

Mr. CLEVELAND. But in my case, for
example, New Hampshire, they would
have to reenact their law to come within
the provision of your amendment.

Mr. OBEY. As I understand it, this
applies at present to Iowa, Oregon, Ha-
wall, and Wisconsin. In the future it
would apply to those States which choose
to set lower limitations,

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DENT. As I understand, it would
preempt all the States except that those
that now have a dollar limit lower than
$75,000. Is there anything in the amend-
ment that would allow States to pass
legislation under the preemption as of
now?

Mr. OBEY. Yes.

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. WYATT. I rise in support of this
amendment and I commend the gentle-
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man for offering it, because I think we at
the local level should have some right to
control our own destiny and where our
standards are cleaner and better, I be-
lieve, than they are in this bill, I think
our standards should prevail.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Colorado insist on his point of
order?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Yes, I do, Mr.
Chairman. I would like to be heard brief-
1y on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Colorado is recognized.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, as I
am sure the Members will recall, I op-
posed the rule under which we are op-
erating. I do press the point of order for
two reasons. First of all, because I dis-
agree with the substance of the amend-
ment on its merits.

Second, I know of no better inequitable
application of a rule. I know of no bet-
ter way to preclude this kind of gag rule
in the future than to meticuously refer
to the language.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, is the gentleman
aware I voted with him on the rule yes-
terday?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I appreciate the
gentleman’s explanation, but I must
make a point of order against it. I think
it clearly is out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman
specify the point of order?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Yes, Mr. Chair-
man, under the language which appears

on page 2 of the rule:

No amendment, including any amendment
in the nature of a substitute for the bill,
shall be In order to the bill except the fol-
lowing:

Then there are listed a number of ex-
ceptions, none of which in my judgment
applies to the amendment which is pro-
posed,

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Wisconsin desire to be heard on
the point of order?

Mr. OBEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I sug-
gest the amendment is in order, because
while the language of the rule specifies
that amendments are in order only if
they change the dollar amounts, this
amendment solely changes the dollar
amounts. It is just that. It contains no
formula, as the committee was worried
about, it contains no special formula, it
contains no special arrangement. The
net effect is merely to change the dollar
amounts allowed to be spent under the
bill.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, it
is obvious that the rule does preclude
this amendment, because it offers a new
regulatory scheme and gives to the States
certain discretion not contemplated by
the original bill. The drafters of the bill
went to considerable trouble to preempt
the States, and this does not simply
change the dollar amount.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

The Chair is familiar with the rule,
and has also examined the amendment.
He finds that the effect of the amenc-
ment is, in fact, only to limit the
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amounts. There is no additional discre-
tionary authority affirmatively conferred
on the States by the terms of the amend-
ment.

Therefore, it is not subject to the point
of order last discussed by the gentleman
from Colorado.

Therefore, the Chair overrules the
point of order.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have discussed the
amendment at some length with the
gentleman from Wisconsin, and I am
reluctant to oppose it, but I think if we
are going to preempt State laws—and if
there was any one thing that nearly
every Member of this body asked us to
do, that was to preempt State laws so
that all candidates would knocw where
they stood, and live under one set of reg-
uulations and have one set of laws to go
by.

I can understand the gentleman’s de-
sire to get away from preemption on this
particular thing, but I am sure that if a
Member offered an amendment saying
that if a certain State had a higher limit
than $75,000, then we would have a num-
ber of people who would be against that
because that would be saying that we
could buy elections, and they would be
right.

So, on the subject of preemption, it
seems to me that it is a little bit like
pregnancy—you either are or you are
not; you cannot be part way. I just
think that if we are going to preempt
State laws—and I think it is vital that
we do, so that we have some orderly kind
of procedure—that we have one set of
standards for all the States all the way
through for Federal elections.

What is to prevent some State legisla-
ture hereafter which wants to be mis-
chievous about it, coming in and saying
that one cannot spend more than $10,000
or $5,000 or $2,000 in a congressional
election? I think we have got to have one
set of standards for all 50 States.

On that basis, I am constrained to
oppose the amendment of the gentleman
from Wisconsin. There is always the pos-
sibility that if a State has lower limits,
that the candidates themselves can
agree to abide by them. Certainly, if I
were in a State that had lower limits, I
would endeavor to get my opponent to
abide by them. That can be a voluntary
thing.

However, my feeling is that when we
start to trifle with preemption, we open
the door wider than what we have now,
51 different laws—on Federal and 50 dif-
ferent State laws. Therefore, that is why
I oppose the amendment.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted with the
Chairmans ruling; in fact, I am not only
delighted with his ruling, I am pleasantly
surprised by his ruling. I had a similar
amendment which was printed in the
Recorp. My amendment took a slightly
different approach from the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin, but it was drafted to accomplish
precisely the same resuit.

After reading the complicated rule, I
took a copy of my amendment and gave
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it to the counsel for the minority, and
who also gave it to the counsel for the
majority, and I was advised that it
would probably not be germane under
the complicated rule.

They checked with the Parliamen-
tarian, and my amendment did not
meet his approval. So I am delighted
that the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has been ruled
in order by the distinguished gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. Borring). I
commend him for his ruling and for his
fairness.

Mr. Chairman, why do I rise in sup-
port of this emendment? Mr. Chairman,
for those of us who sat through many
of the almost endless hearings of the sub-
committee and again the open markup
sessions conducted by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Havs) of the full Com-
mittee on House Administration, there is
absolutely no question that it is the
sheerest folly for the U.S. Congress to at-
tempt to set a national standard for the
amount that can be spent in a congres-
sional district.

My own State, for example, New
Hampshire, has a limit of $32,500 for the
primary and again the same amount for
the general election, a total of $65,000.
This has never been exceeded, and there
has never been any need to exceed it. I
have had strong opposition and well-
financed opposition.

I think it is unfair to place a Con-
gressman from a State such as New
Hampshire in a position of legislating at
a level of $42,500 or $60,000 or $90,000 or
niore as a limit.

There is an answer to this problem,
and the answer to this problem is to let
lower limits be set by those States that
want to have the lower limits.

The chairman of the committee (Mr.
Hays) has echoed the old refrain that
someone in the State capital will get
mischievous and pass a much lower limit,
a ridiculous one. This could happen, but
there is no evidence that it will happen.

I find it very strange that reform or-
ganizations such as Common Cause and
the League of Women Voters turn their
backs on this type of approach. They will
not even listen to us when we make this
kind of proposal. They applaud cam-
paign reform efforts by California but
they come to Washington and by insist-
ing on total Federal preemption for con-
gressional elections, prove themselves
hypocrites. How many more mistakes
must we make, before the lesson is
learned, that the return of some power
and decisionmaking to the States is an
iljnperative: if we are to survive as g Na-

on.

I find it specially strange because they
keep preaching to me the importance of
home rule, which is near and dear to
their heart, for the District and to save
a community from something like a re-
finery.

Why cannot the people of New Hamp-
shire set, if they want, a limit of $32,500?
Why cannot the people of Wisconsin set
a lower limit than that which we could
create here in Washington?

The whole question about whether it
is $90,000, $60,000, or $40,000 or what
some people say should be no national
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limit, that whole area of strife and argu-
ment reflects the impossibility of our
legislating here in Washington one intel-
ligent standard for all of the several
States.

We have 50 separate States, and these
50 separate States have different require-
ments and different geographies. There
are different types of elections which are
permitted.

I submit that if we set different stand-
ards for expenditure, we may run into
this problem of having amounts set such
as $75,000, which is in the bill now, which
some people tell me is not enough for the
city, but I tell the Members that it is ap-
palling for its size for a State like New
Hampshire.

Therefore, Mr, Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the gentleman’s amendment, I
thank the Chair for his ruling.

I urge that this gentleman’s amend-
ment pass.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, after the surprising
ruling which made this amendment, de-
spite its language, in order, I have to sup-
port the chairman of the committee in
stating that the amendment does not fit
the spirit of the bill. It comes to us in the
guise of a States’ rights amendment, but
it is a one-way street for the States.

A State, for instance, cannot raise the
amount that a person can spend, that a
candidate can spend.

When the committee sat down and
worked out the preemption of State law,
it was considering the most important
single matter that the greatest number
of Members of Congress brought to our
attention.

They said: “For heaven’s sake, get us
out of this mess of 51 laws. Get us out of
all these reports that sometimes conflict
;vith one another. Please preempt State
aws.”

We did that. We responded to the re-
quests of Members of Congress in this re-
spect. We put in a preemption section
and now comes an amendment which
says, “We want to have our cake and eat
it too.”

In effect the amendment is saying
this:

“We want you to preempt all the laws
a certain way, but change it only one way
to satisfy my State or my condition.
Do not let my State put any extra re-
porting requirements on me, and do not
let my State allow me to spend any more
money, but let my State lower my spend-
ing allowance.”

Mr. Chairman, we have not decided
whether we want preemption, whether
the Federal Government is in charge of
Federal elections or whether the States
are. If we want preemption of reports, we
certainly ought to have the preemption
of the whole election process.

There is nothing in this bill, I can as-
sure the maker of this amendment, that
forces him to spend one dime for elec-
tion. He can spend as little as he wants
or, under the terms of the bill, unless it
is amended, up to $75,000.

The amendment, Mr. Chairman, should
be defeated.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle~
man from New Jersey.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to associate my-
self with these remarks. I do so with
some regret.

The fact is that implicit in this amend-
ment is potential disaster. For instance,
we may have a legislature controlled by
one party, with a majority of its delega-
tion in the House of Representatives be-
longing to the other party. There may
be all sorts of possibilities. :

The preemption provision, as the gen-
tleman says, is probably the most de-
sired section of this bill, as far as our
colleague is concerned.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his contribution. 1
hope the amendment will be defeated.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment, and I ask my colleagues
from New York and from the urban cen-
ters not only to support this amendment
but to work to see to it that the limita-
tions are lowered in every State through-
out the Union if the amendment is
approved.

I know that many of my colleagues
voted against lowering the amounts to be
spent for House races because of the sup-
port of such a position by Common Cause
and the League of Women Voters and
other campaign reform groups. But the
fact is that we must keep in mind that
the way in which people begin to run for
office generally is as political unknowns
and even in the urban centers those who
are unknown are not able to get the kind
of money that is necessary to put up a
decent campaign.

I remember in my own case 13 years
ago when I began in politics, I was run-
ning against then Congressman San-
tangelo and I could not raise $2,000 to
run. I can raise money now, but that is
because I have become known since that
time. I remember campaigning with my
colleague who spoke yesterday, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. KocH), years
ago in Chelsea, when he was running for
the city council, and he could not in those
days raise the funds which he can raise
now.

Mr. Chairman, perhaps the most
dramatic example of what I mean in-
volves what is happening today and what
happened in 1972 in the 14th Congres-
sional District of Brooklyn, the seat that
is now held by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RooNEY). When the gentle-
man from New York, Mr. Lowenstein, ran
against the gentleman from New York
(Mr. ROONEY) 2 years ago, he was able
to raise $306,000, which was more than
any other Congressman or congressional
candidate in the country was able to
raise. Maybe the people from Common
Cause and the League of Women Voters
have the example of Mr. Lowenstein in
mind,

But the example I have in mind is
what is happening today in that same
district, where Cesar Perales is running
and he cannot raise $4,000 to run for
that office, and that is a district where
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the district court has said that a Puerto
Rican should be running for office.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BADILLO. I would be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS, Mr. Chairman, I am listen-
ing to the gentleman’s every word with
great interest, because I just wish the
gentleman had been around making this
speech when Common Cause was assail-
ing me and beating me over the head and
when the editors of the New York Times,
the Washington Post, and the Cleveland
Plain Dealer were assailing me because I
wanted lower limits. They said all I
wanted to do was to freeze out everybody
from running and protect the incum-
bent.

I was making the same argument then
that the gentleman is making now, but
it was a damned lonely post I was on, be-
cause nobody was saying anything to the
contrary then.

I oppose it now on the preemption item
alone, but I would say the gentleman
had the chance yesterday. I had to de-
fend the bill which came out of the com-
mittee. The gentleman had a chance to
lower the amount.

All I am saying to the gentleman is if
you are going to lower it, it should be
done nationally and not piecemeal.

Mr. BADILLO. I will say to the gen-
tleman from Ohio that I was around be-
fore, and I will be around any time that
the gentleman wants me to testify before
Common Cause or any other group, be-
cause we have to speak about the reali-
ties of what goes on, and on how people
begin to get into political office. And this
is especially true in the urban centers,
which are now beginning to be centers of
poverty. Those who are in a position to
represent the people should get a chance
to represent them, and they can only do
so if the spending limits are lowered so
that they can compete against incum-
bents and against strong political orga-
nizations.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding.

I would ask the gentleman if the gen-
tleman is aware that the Senate bill has
a $90,000 limitation in it, and the House
bill lowered the limitation from $90,000
to $75,000?

There was a time in the committee
when we were discussing and considering
8 $60,000 limitation, and many members
of the committee were unhappy, as I
pointed out yesterday, it was our feeling
that we reached a reasonable figure, and
the committee feels that the $75,000 lim-
itation is a reasonable figure.

Mr. BADILLO. I am aware and grate-
ful that the figure has been lowered in
the House bill to $75,000. I would just
like to see it lowered further. I think if
we can get some States to lower it, it
should be done in order that people who
want to get a chance to begin as un-
knowns in politics may be able to do so.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I think
the position taken by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BapiLro) is a logi-
cal one, and I think it is in the interest
of bringing more people into the body
politic. I believe that the argument the
gentleman has presented makes emi-
nently good sense, and I will support the
amendment.

Mr. DELLENBACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great in-
terest to all of the arguments which have
been made on both sides of this question,
and most particularly the point made by
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays) and my
distinguished colleague and good friend,
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
FrenzeL) who talked in terms of preemp-
tion.

I think by and large there should be
preemption in this Federal legislation,
and the bulk of what it is that is in-
volved in this particular area of cam-
paign spending. I think there is nothing,
however, inconsistent between saying to
the Members that the bulk of the fea-
tures of the bill should be standard
throughout the United States, and we
should preempt on those features, we set
an overall limit for spending, and at the
same time saying that if a given State,
knowing its situation to be unique and
different from other parts of the United
States, feels that an additional restric-
tion and total spending limitation should
be placed on this kind of spending, that
that individual State should be free
to do this. That is essentially what this
amendment does

A very low limitation could treat un-
fairly a State in the east where the dol-
lars that would be necessary to get a fair
presentation of an issue or of a candidate
would be higher than it would be in a
State like mine, in Oregon.

I do not seek to move against a total
spending limitation, but I think we have
got to be realistic.

When we talk in terms of $75,000 as a
limitation in this bill, in effect it is a
$150,000 limitation on an election con-
test, particularly where the time between
the primary and the general election is
very short.

In a State like Oregon, our State leg-
islature has said they think that is too
high a figure to be permissible for this
kind of spending.

All we are asking for is a declaration
by the Congress today, that in a State
like Oregon or Hawali, or Iowa or Wis-
consin, or Maine, and perhaps other
States in the future, where there is a
feeling by the local decisionmakers and
State legislators, that the figure should
be lower, that that should be a permis-
sible action within that particular State.

We are not seeking to lower the figure
for any other State which feels that a
higher figure is necessary, but in the
interest of local decisionmaking we urge
that this amendment be adopted, and
that States which feel there should be
a lower limitation have the right to set
that lower limitation.
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Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLENBACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas.

Mr. SEBELIUS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr, Chairman, I should like to associ-
ate myself with the gentleman’s re-
marks. I know that every State is dif-
ferent. We have different attitudes
toward money and spending. In the State
of Kansas for one contested primary and
three general elections I still have not
spent the limit such as in the bill. I think
the State of Kansas, like the State of
Oregon, should be entitled to preempt
the amount of money because our rural
situation is far different than that of the
larger cities.

Mr. DELLENBACK. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLENBACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. BIAGGI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I rise in support of the amendment and
congratulate the gentleman on his com-
ments, and also my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York, but especially
the lonely voice that articulated these
very sentiments by the chairman of the
committee today.

I voted for the reduction in the amend-
ment yesterday except for the preemp-
tion aspect of it. The amendment is an
excellent one. I do not think the Federal
Government, nor the Congress, relin-
quishes any prerogatives by passing this
amendment.

The sum total of the bill as it now
exists is to preclude those from the less
afluent areas in our economy, and it
makes elective office once again the play-
thing of the wealthy.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would
permit a State to set a spending figure
at a more realistic level, one which
could increase the opportunities for all
Americans regardless of economic situa-
tion to seek public office.

While it is true that only five States
have imposed lower spending limits since
1971, this amendment would encourage
more States to join these five thus again
restricting the ability of a candidate to
buy his way into public office.

One of the major issues to face us in
deliberations over this bill is the ques-
tion of public financing. The matter has
been raised because of the high costs of
campaigns. I strongly oppose using tax
dollars for financing of campaigns. No
American should be forced to see his tax
dollars go to support candidates he does
not favor. A voluntary system of contri-
butions may be acceptable, but the best
method of giving every American the op-
portunity to run for office is to limit the
amounts spent to get elected to that of-
fice—not to provide tax funds to permit
him to spend, spend, spend.

There is a great need for reform in our
present system of financing political
campaigns. In recent years we have seen
candidates for public office spend un-
precedented amounts of money, through
legal and illegal methods, amassing huge
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war chests with which to destroy the
hopes of their poorer opponents.

As an individual who was born and
raised in poverty, I have always con-
sidered it one of my greatest personal
honors to have had the opportunity to
run and be elected to the House of Rep-
resentatives. Yet under today's discrimi-
natory campaign financing practices, it
would be virtually impossible for a per-
son from poor or limited means to run
for public office without incurring irre-
vocable financial disaster. This was not
the way that our democracy was estab-
lished.

Every person regardless of race, color,
or economic condition has the right to
the pursuit of happiness. For many, run-
ning and serving the public as an elected
official represents this epitome of happi-
ness. Let us take this opportunity to re-
affirm this fundamental principle, let us
again show to the American people that
events such as Watergate cannot and
will not happen in the future. It is in
this hope that I offer my support to this
amendment.

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr,
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words, and I rise in opposition
to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I shall be brief. I want
to reemphasize what I consider to be of
the utmost importance, the retention of
preemption in its entirety. The possibili-
ties are virtually infinite were this
amendment to be adopted in that States’
laws would vary tremendously. There
would be a continual, uncomfortable and
unnecessary duplication of reports to
State Governments and to the Federal
Government, which are already confus-
ing enough under existing law. Our
efforts have been designed to set a
reasonable figure. We have agreed upon
that reasonable figure, which to some is
too high and others too low. It is, never-
theless, reasonable and should be uni-
form throughout the States,

I simply fail to understand, with all
due respect to them, the logic of my
friends who urge that those from urban
areas support this legislation. It is as
difficult in a rural area involving many,
many counties for a person to become
known as it is in a highly urban area.

I happen to live in the most urban
State in the Union. I suspect that with
the size of my district it is easier to iden-
tify than it is for a Member from the
Southwest, for instance, with 56 or 60
counties in which to be known.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I would like to support the committee
in its position, and I do so with reluctance
because I have the highest regard for the
sponsors of this amendment.

I do not think it is possible to reconcile
any kind of reasonable limitation on
compaign spending with the capability
for spending of poor candidates. We are
simply not talking in terms of opportu-
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nities here; we are talking in terms of
ceilings. As I said yesterday, I think the
ceiling has to be a national one, taking
into account the variations in districts.
Moreover, it seems to me simply inap-
propriate for States to legislate with re-
gard to an election to a Federal office
such as the Congress.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr., HAYS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to see
whether we can get some reasonable
unanimous-consent agreement about de-
bate on this amendment. Many Mem-
bers have spoken to me about having
reservations and needing to leave at a
reasonable hour this afternoon. While I
do not want to preclude anybody from
speaking or conducting a lot of debate, 1
was wondering if 10 minutes from now
would be a reasonable time to conclude
debate on this.

If nobody feels strongly, I would ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment cease at 1:30.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. ANDERSON).

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment which would permit a State
to impose lower spending limits than
those proposed in the bill.

Under the bill, no candidate for Con-
gress can spend more than $60,000 toward
that election, and no candidate for the
Senate can spend more than 5 cents per
person or $75,000 which ever is greater.

Of course, in some States this limita-
tion is adequate. But, in others, that lim-
itation is too high, and the State leg-
islators have acted to impose lower
spending ceilings.

For example, five BStates—Hawaii,
Towa, Oregon, Wisconsin, and Maine—
have campaign expenditure limitations
which are lower than those proposed in
this bill, and I do not believe that the
Federal law should preempt the State
law which is more restrictive, and better
suited to the situation in that particu-
lar State.

I think it is particularly unfair to re-
quire Members of Congress from those
five States to vote either against their
State law or against this bill.

I support this amendment, and urge
my colleagues to join me in allowing a
State to establish more restrictive stand-
ards than those proposed by the Federal
Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California (Mr.
BrOWN) .

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I merely wanted to say a word about
the concept of preemption. I think Fed-
eral preemption of State law have some
merit in certain kinds of legislation, but
not in this particular situation. We are
dealing with the establishment of mini-
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mum standards of campaign practices
in the conduct of Federal elections, and
from that standpoint I think it is per-
fectly proper to allow the States, if they
desire to do so, to go further than the
Federal law in achieving the most desire-
able campaign practices. I can give posi-
tive examples of this. In my State can-
didates in some circumstances, are per-
mitted to enclose biographical and re-
lated information with the sample ballot
mailed at public expense to every regis-
tered voter. We would not want Federal
legislation to proclude this, even though
its practical effect is to provide the equiv-
alent of several thousand dollars in free
postage to the candidates. Nor would we
wish to proclude State laws requiring
that public agencies which own and oper-
ate television or radio stations offer free
time to candidates. If State law provides
methods for achieving an informed elec~
torate without the need for massive pri-
vate campaign expenditures, it should
be encouraged, not prohibited. If the
States wish to finance from public funds,
all, or part, of campaign costs, it should
be permitted, not prohibited. Our pur-
pose should not be the preemption of
State laws that improve campaign prac-
tices, but instead to provide a solid
foundation on which the States can
build. For this reason I support the Obey
amendment, and urge its adoption.

(By unanimous consent, Messrs.
Stunps and BorLAnDd yielded their time to
Mr. GIAIMO) .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GIAIMO) .

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
neither in support nor in opposition to
the amendment, but I am terribly con-
cerned about it and I would like to ask
some questions of the gentleman from
Wisconsin, one of the principle authors.

I have no objection to having a State
reduce the amount, but I come from a
State, Connecticut, where we have had
a difficult time because our Stafe laws
for years have disagreed with the Fed-
eral laws. One of the key things I like
about this bill is that it preempts State
law. Yet here I begin to see the first
incursion or violation of that concept
in the doctrine of preemption and it
bothers me because unless we can all be
treated alike and fairly under a uniform
Federal code I can see where we are
going to be right back where we have
been for years, where one State was
totally different from another, leading to
chaos.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me as-
sure the gentleman if this bill is passed
the States will be preempted on abso-
lutely everything except overall spending
limits.

Mr. GIAIMO. But it is the exception.

Mr. OBEY. Let me point out to the
gentleman right now there is very little
preemption. This bill if it is passed with
my amendment will greatly broaden the
preemption which exists right now. I am
in the same situation the gentleman is
in with regard to my several unrealistic
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requirements of State law. One section
of my State law contains filing require-
ments so complicated the gentleman
would not believe them.

It makes the bill we passed here 2
years ago look simple by comparison.
Let me assure the gentleman that the -
only item for which an exception is made
to preemption is the item of total overall
spending limits. In that respect States
are limited only to actions which they
may take to lower the total spending
amounts. That is the only exception.

Mr. GIAIMO. This an exception to the
reduction in amount. I would like to make
it clear and hope it is the intention here
that we are not going to encourage the
States to make other exceptions.

Mr. OBEY. I could not agree more
with the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chairman recog-
nizes the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. McCCORMACK) .

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to oppose the amendment. I think
one of the most important facets of this
bill is the preemption section. I do not
think we should be tampering with it,
and taking a chance with future court
decisions which may go against us if we
amend it as is proposed. While pre-
empting State law, we are now asked to
resubject ourselves to the possibility of
unnecessary State reporting regulations,
which is one of the things we are try-
ing to correct. I think the goal of this
amendment can be achieved voluntarily
by any candidate.

I think this is an invitation to mali-
cious mischief that may occur in some
State legislatures. We have seen this hap-
pen before, and I don't think we want
to take a chance on having such things
happen again.

I suggest that we defeat the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
KocH).

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Chairman, I, too, am
opposed to the amendment on the ground
that preemption is essential. We are all
national legislators. We get the same
salary. We have the same number of
people on our staff. We have the same
duties and obligations and the legisla-
tion we are passing today should apply
equally to everyone. To do otherwise will
put this legislation and the fight for re-
form back into the hands of 50 different
State legislatures. I urge defeat of the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
KASTENMEIER) .

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
this measure becomes an anti-reform bill
for those who are affected, such as those
of us from Wisconsin. What it does, in
effect, is to raise the spending limitations
set at $85,000 in Wisconsin to $187,500,
including fundraising., This, therefore,
becomes antireform.

If we talk to the man in the street and
we ask him, “Do you think in Wisconsin
or elsewhere in this country, do you think
that candidates for Congress ought fo
be spending more in elections for that
office?” The answer will be a resounding
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“No!” I ask a yes vote on this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me make
one point in closing. The only item this
amendment touches is the dollar limit.
The gentleman from Washington said
this would open us up to different re-
porting requirements in different States.
That is absolutely not true.

The only thing which this deals with
is total spending amounts. All it does is
allow States to lower the total spending
amount. That is all it does.

I agree with the gentleman from Wis-
consin. I will debate Common Cause in
any city in my district about whether
the public wants more spending or less
spending in congressional campaigns.
This will help us spend less in those
States that chose to spend less. I urge its
adoption.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BRADE-
MAS) .

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. It seems
to me that it is an invitation to a crazy
quilt of State laws. One can see very
quickly how under this amendment,
spending limits could change from one
yvear to another year in 50 different
States, depending upon the changes of
political composition of the State legis-
latures. If one were to be fair, one would
have to say, why not allow a State fo
assign a higher limit than the spending
limit in Federal law?

But the gentleman’s amendment does
not do this. It runs in only one direction.

This is the opening wedge against pre-
emption, and I hope the amendment is
rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. FRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I think
we should be aware that the Senate bill
does not have a preemption section. If
we are to go with this opening wedge in
preemption, where then can we compro-
mise with the Senate? Do we then com-
promise by giving the States the right
to control reporting again?

That is why we put in preemption. Do
not push us out of that position. Vote
down this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. An-
NUNZIO) .

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. I do not
believe that at this time we should open
the door.

I also want to try to correct an er-
roneous impression. I hear $187,000; I
hear $250,000. All this bill provides is
$75,000 limitation in a primary. If the
candidate does not spend the $75,000
and he carries it over to the general elec-
tion, all he can spend in the general elec-
tion is $75,000.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays) to
close debate on this amendment.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, all I want
to say is that this debate has been very
revealing. If Common Cause has any-

body in the gallery, I think they ought
to know how far their argument got that
I was trying to break off by a low limit of
$60,000, which is what I started with, any
opposition to anyone who is already an
incumbent.

Someone, someplace, has not been
listening to Common Cause.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand
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Clawson, Del
Clay

Collier
Collins, Il1.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte

Daniel, Robert
w JT.

Daniels,
Dominick V.

Danielson

de la Garza

Delaney

Dellums

Horton
Howard
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth

Kazen

Kemp
Eetchum
King
Eluczynski
Eoch
Euykendall
Kyros
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Price, 11,
Price, Tex.
tchard

Rallsback
Rees

Regula

Reid

Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roy

a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 169, noes 250,

not voting 15, as follows:

Abdnor
Abzug
Anderson,
Calif,
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalls
Baker
Bauman

Brown, Calif.,
Brown, Mich,
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byron

Carter
Clancy

Clark
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Conyers

Davls, 8.C.
Davls, Wis.
Dellenback
Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Downing

Duncan
Edwards, Callf.
Esch
Eshleman
Fish
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Fountaln
FPraser
Gaydos
Ginn

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, 11,
Annunzio
Archer

Bi
Bergland
Bevill

[Roll No. 462]
AYES—169

Goodling
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Grifiths
Gross

Haley
Hamlilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Harsha
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Henderson
Hogan

Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hungate
Ichord
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla,
Eastenmeler
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lott

Lujan
Luken
McEsay
McKinney
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll

NOES—250

Bingham
Blackburn

Boggs

Boland

Bolling

Brademas

Brinkley
ks

Rangel
Reuss

Roberts
Rogers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Rose

Roush
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Bchroeder
Sebelius

8mith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence
Stark

Steed

Steele
Stelger, Wis.
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington

Talcott

Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Towell, Nev.
Traxler

Treen

Van Deerlin
Vigorito
Waggonner
‘Waldle
Ware
Whitten
Wilson, Bob

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Wright

Wyatt

Wydler

Yatron

Young, Fla.,

Young, Ga.

Zablocki

Zion

Burke, Calif,
Burke, Mass.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Camp
Carney, Ohilo
Casey, Tex.
Ceder
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clausen,
Don H.

Latta
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
MecClory
McCloskey
MeCollister

Denholm
Dennis
Dickinson
Diggs

Di
Donohue
Dorn

Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan

St Germain
Sandman
Selberling
Shipley
Shriver
Slkes

Bisk

Edwards, Ala,
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gilman
Goldwater
Gonzales
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Hammer-

Minish
Minshall, Ohlo
Mitchell, N.X.
Mizell
Moakley
Mosher

Moss

Murphy, 1l
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers

Nedzi

Nelsen
Nichols

Nix
O'Nelll Charles H.,
Owens Callf.
Parris Winn
Passman Wolfr
Patten Wrylie
Pepper
Perkinsg
Pettls
Peyser
Plckle
Pike Young, Tex.
Podell Zwach
NOT VOTING—16
Gray McSpadden
Hansen, Idaho Rarick
" N Hansen, Wash. Rooney, N.Y.
Chisholm Holifleld Teague
Davis, Ga. Landrum Willlams

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
elizible amendments to title I?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word,
and I rise in support of the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, because of my deep
concern over the obvious neel for correc-
tive legislation with regard to our Federal
election laws, I introduced what I consid-
der to be a strong bill to amend the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971. I am
pleased that the House Administration
Committee, during their deliberations
and drafting of the bill before us today,
H.R. 16090, included some of the same

Vander Veen
Vanik
Veysey
Walsh

Wampler
‘Whalen

Holtzman

Blatnik
Carey, N.Y.
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provisions contained in the legislation I
introduced on this subject. I intend, Mr.
Chairman, to support this committee
bill.

However, in reviewing H.R. 16090, I
notice several omissions which I believe
are absolutely essential to strong reform
in this area. First, I find no mention that
organizations with tax exempt status,
such as Common Cause and many
others, be denied this status if political
candidates are endorsed or opposed,
publicly or with open or covert campaign
contributions. Second, I find no provi-
sion which will make mandatory the
audit of income tax returns each year
for all federally elected officials. I have
held strong views on these two points,
and thus I have offered these specific
proposals as amendments to the tax re-
form package before the Ways and
Means Committee and they have been
accepted.

Further, I am unalterably opposed to
the provisions in H.R. 16090 for financ-
ing political campaigns with public
money. It is the old story of trying to
cure everything with public funds when
the track record is long and obvious that
we cure nothing by rushing to the public
till at every crisis. The cure for “Fat-cat”
contributions, as they are called, is not
by discouraging more contributors to po-
litical campaigns, but inviting more in,
by giving them an incentive to partici-
pat2.

The legislation I offered does so, and in
doing so, eliminates the vacuum in the
process that is always willingly filled by
business, labor, or organizations which
have no mandate from their members
to pick and choose political candidates
endorsed by their leadership. To that
end the legislation I proposed would limit
individual campaign contributions in
Federal elections to $1,000 to any indi-
vidual candidate for Federal public of-
fice. However, a political action commit-
tee would be allowed to make a contribu-
tion to a specified candidate not in ex-
cess of $6,000. I sought to encourage in-
dividuals to contribute to specified candi-
dates by allowing for an increase in de-
ductions for political contributions from
gross income from $50 to $100 on indi-
vidual Federal income tax returns and
from $100 to $200 on joint returns. I
also foresaw the need for a firm formula
of realistic expenditures, based on the
voting population in a State or political
district. The formula would cover both
primary and general elections and if it
proves inadequate after a thorough test,
it can be altered.

I was encouraged to note that the pro-
visions in my bill which retain the estab-
lishment of a seven-member Federal
Election Commission to receive reports,
oversee and fully investigate violations
of Federal elections was also contained
in H.R. 16090. I was pleased to note the
committee agreed with my proposal that
the Commission was not set up as a sep-
arate prosecutor to try offenders but in-
stead the Commission is directed to pre-
sent its case to the Justice Department
for trial and in doing so, should the
Justice Department fail to try the case,
the reason for not trying violators must
be reported and can be made public by
the Commission.
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While limiting big contributions, H.R.
16090 does not curb big labor contribu-
tions. This is accomplished in my bill by
curbing the practice of contributions in
kind. Mass mailings and phone banks set
up by political action committees must
be reported as are any other contribu-
tions and cannot exceed $1,000 to any in-
dividual candidate for Federal public of-
fice. This in no way prohibits the indi-
vidual member of a labor group from
making his or her individual effort or
contribution to a specific candidate of
his or her choice.

There are those, Mr. Chairman, who
have accused us of walking away from
Federal Election Campaign Reform. I
submit that these allegations are the
usual campaign rousting directed at
seated Members, heightened by recent
disclosures of abuses. Far from walking
away from the issue, Mr. Chairman, I
introduced an extensive campaign re-
form measure several months ago and I
have followed the legislation introduced
in the Senate and House. While I quar-
rel with some aspects of both measures,
and do not agree with the modified closed
rule limiting amendments which could
strengthen this bill, I fully support what
I believe is a giant step in restoring the
confidence of our people in the campaign
DProcess.

I am proud that I have been at the
forefront of the effort and I shall con-
tinue, Mr. Chairman, to pay particular
attention to the workability of any legis-
lation in this area which becomes law,
and shall continue from time to time to
make suggestions to improve the con-
trols required, if the need arises.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this bhill has been
brought to us under the theory that “if
we keep them panting long enough, for
reform, they will take anything that is
called reform.” But this is not a reform
bill.

In the very first instance, it comes to
us under a gag rule, under a rule that is
a throwback to the worst traditions of
the House, a rule that does not permit
consideration of needed amendments, a
rule which does not permit the Members
of this body to really legislate but only to
decide within a very narrow range among
choices of predigested amendments, a
rule which I feel deeply is violative of the
basic rights of the Members of this
House and of our constituents.

But, more important than the rule, is
the substance of the bill itself. And this
bill does not fulfill the longing of the
American people for reform. Under the
guise of reform this bill reintroduces into
law antifree-speech provisions, provi-
sions which give candidates for public
office veto power over other persons’
rights of free speech and publication, a
matter which was discussed at some
length in yesterday’s Recorp at pages
27213 and 27229,

Moreover, the provisions of this bill,
particularly those on page 6, are vague
and are going to be subject to endless
litigation.

Further, this bill introduces new loop-
holes. It is not enough that it fails to
come to grips with existing loopholes in
the law; this bill creates new loopholes.
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This bill ignores serious abuses which
have been discovered during the Water-
gate investigation. It does not do any-
thing about the Watergate type of
abuses, espionage and so-called dirty
tricks.

Mr. Chairman, this bill purports to cut
back on contributions, but it only limits
and calls for the reporting of one kind
of conftribution, dollar contribution. The
often more important, usually decisive,
contributions in kind—the donation of
storefronts, of goods and services, of per-
sonnel coming in from out of State, are
not curtailed in this bill. .

This legislation introduces public
financing of nominating conventions, a
procedure which is no reform but is
nothing more nor less than a raid on the
public treasury.

Finally, we all know—and I think most
of us know in our hearts—this is a sweet-
heart incumbent bill. This is a bill which
is going to make it harder than ever to
defeat an incumbent of either party. It
sets the kind of limits that makes it al-
most impossible for an unknown to be-
come known and thereby heightens
existing advantages which incumbents
enjoy.

In view of the overall poor record of
the Congress of the United States, it
seems to me the last thing we need to do
is to give further advantages to the in-
cumbent Members of Congress. Let us
defeat this bill and get on to some true
reform which is so badly needed.

Mr. TREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, ARMSTRONG. I shall be pleased
to yield to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. TREEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the
gentleman in the well and associate my-
self with his remarks, particularly his
position that this bill, with the $75,000
spending limit, is an incumbent-protec-
tion bill. There has been a lot of talk on
the floor today, and there was yesterday,
about a Member's record and that one
can win or lose on his record; but I know
that in distriets in Louisiana and else-
where in this country, if one is going to
defeat an incumbent, he has got to ex-
pose the incumbent'’s record.

That means we have got to go to mas-
sive newspaper, radio, and television cov-
erage to talk about that record. He can-
not do that on the spending limits we
have in this bill. So I join with the gen-
tleman. I am going to vote against this
bill, not because I do not think we need
reform—we certainly do—but this bill
with its $75,000 limit is definitely a bill
that is going to protect the incumbents,
and I think that is wrong.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen-
tleman for his contribution.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, there are two things
we can do about a speech like we just
heard, which is about 90 percent ba-
loney. We can ignore it or we can set the
Recorp straight. I do not want to take
too much of the time of the committee
but I think it might be well to set the
Recorp straight, and if the gentleman
wants to vote against this and go home
and try to tell his constituents that he
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voted against it because it is not reform
and he can sell that bill of goods, that is
all right, but I do not think he can. From
the reports I get from his district, I think
he is going to be lucky if he can sell them
anything. However, that is neither here
nor there.

The gentlemen on the other side are
a little bit sensitive over there. I do not
know if it is the events of the last 3 or 4
days which make those Members that
way or what is wrong, but I can tell the
Members this.

The gentleman made a big harangue—
and the Members on the other side are
asking for it so I am going to give it to
them. The gentleman made a big ha-
rangue about this bill did not do any-
thing about dirty tricks. I do not want to
read the rollcall to the Members, nor do
they want me to, of all the people who
are either in jail or who have pleaded
guilty or who have been sentenced to jail
or who are on the way to jail or who have
served their time and are on their way
out for the dirty tricks and associated
events.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. Not right now. The gen-
tleman had his time and I did not ask
him to yield, but just sit down and get a
little castor oil, it will be good for the
gentleman.

I just want to tell the genfleman this
is already in the law. These fellows did
not go to jail—Segretti, for example—
because somebody did not like the color
of their hair. Segretti went to jail be-
cause he violated a law and he pleaded
guilty to it.

It would be a little redundant it seems
to me to put in a bill a great deal of lan-
guage which is already in the law. These
things are against the law. These things
were perpetrated on the American peo-
ple and the perpetrators have either paid
or are in the process of paying or will
pay the penalty.

I just want to tell the Members who
get so up tight about this, that this has
been no easy task for this committee
to write this bill. I do not claim this bill
is perfect. I am the last one to do that.
I just say it is better than what we
have now. The Members have had
chances to raise the limit, to lower the
limit, and we have had rollcalls and
votes on it. We are going to have a
chance to have the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. ANpErsoN) or the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. Upair) present their
plan for public financing for Members of
the House and the Senate, and we are
going to have a rollcall on that, and they
are going to get defeated on it.

We do have in here a test run for pub-
lic financing for the Presidents. If the
Members do not like that, they can offer
an amendment to take it out. That is
perfectly in order.

But the gentleman can stand up and
talk about a gag rule until he is blue
in the face and the only person who
ultimately i= going to gag is the gentle-
man because this is not a gag rule.

Mr. FREY, Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, certainly when the
gentleman from Ohio speaks about
baloney, I know of no one in the House
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who is more qualified to address himself
to that.

I compliment the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. ArMsTRONG) on his re-
marks and his sincere desire to address
himself to a problem that we all are wor-
ried about. He is an outstanding Member
of Congress and has been a prime mover
in election reform.

I do not think, frankly, we are going
to get anywhere by charges and counter-
charges. I think the previous remarks
are a cheap shot. I do not think it is
going to help this House or this country
at this time to indulge in this type of
debate—It is a time to heal, not divide.

This is a tough issue and there are two
sides to it. Like most issues, there are
honest differences of opinion. I just hope
we can carry out the rest of the debate
without this kind of nonsense.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. CLEVELAND) .,

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLEVELAND

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. CLEVELAND:
Page 4, line 23, strike out “$75,000" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “$60,000".
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr, Chairman, has the
amendment which was read been pub-
lished in the REcorp, as required by our
rule?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that it has, yes.

Mr. FRENZEL. Has it been published
in the form in which it is presented, Mr.
Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. My under-
standing is that it is so presented.

Mr, CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment did appear in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REcorp 2 days ago in the form it
has been presented. It is a very simple
amendment. I am not sure it even re-
quires 5 minutes of discussion.

My amendment reduces the expendi-
ture level from $75,000 to $60,000. Yes-
terday, as we all know, we had a vote on
cutting down the limit from $75,000 to
$42,500. The vote was reasonably close.
There was a long debate.

I think most of the arguments that
were offered in support of the amend-
ment to reduce the expenditure level to
$42,500 would be relative to this amend-
ment, which would put the amount to
$60,000.

I might say that in the committee the
original draft of this bill with which we
are confronted arrived at $60,000 as a
fair consensus. Later on there was an
amendment that raised it to $75,000. I
persongally think $60,000 is the best mean
figure, for all the States.

I strongly supported the amendment
of the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
Oeey) which would have given States
the right to establish a lower limit and
this would have removed the urgency for
cutting down the expenditure to the
$60,000 figure.

I keep saying $60,000, but it is $60,000
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for a primary and $60,000 for a general
election. That is $120,000.

Then under the other provisions of
this bill there is a percentage, 25 percent
I believe, that we are allowed for money-
raising functions. So we are not speaking
about just the $60,000. We are speaking
about what in reality would be a good
deal closer to $150,000.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, like the gentleman in the well, I
supported the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. MaTHIS) and
the amendment of the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

I would like to ask a clarifying ques-
tion. I hear about the $75,000 limit in
this bill. It is my understanding it would
be possible under this legislation, if
there were a runoff election, for a per-
son to legally spend up to $250,000 or
$275,000 in 1 election year: $75,000 for
the primary, $75,000 for the general elec~
tion and if there is a runoff another
$75,000; that would raise it to $225,000
in an election year.

Then there is another provision, as I
understand it, which allows one to spend
one-fourth of the total to raise the funds
of each of three possible elections; so we
are talking about $225,000, plus 25 per-
cent of a possible $225,000 so that in 1
year's time either an incumbent or a
challenger, could spend up to $275,000
legally under this legislation. Is that the
understanding of the gentleman?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I am not sure if the
gentlewoman has her figures exactly cor-
rect. There is a possibility besides the
primary and general and for the run-
off, there is also a figure—I forget what
that is.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, it is 25 percent of the
limit.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Twenty-five per-
cent of the limit for raising money.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. It could be
25 percent of the $225,000?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. The figure, I would say to
the gentlewoman, would apply to each
election, 25 percent of $75,000, or, if the
gentleman’s amendment prevailed, 25
percent of $60,000.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon, Or 25 percent
of $225,000.

Mr. HAYS. Well, the chances of a run-
off are extremely remote. It might hap-
pen in one of 400 elections, but the
possibility is there in those States that
have a runoft.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. A ceiling of $275,000 in an election
year for one candidate does not seem to
me much of a campaign reform. Let us,
at a minimum, approve the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
Hampshire and impose a ceiling on each
primary—each general—each run-off
election to $60,000. That still allows
$225,000 in a single election year.
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Mr. ROUSSELOT, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding and rise in support of
the amendment. Mr. Chairman, if I un-
derstand the gentleman's amendment
correctly, it is $60,000 per election; that
is, $60,000 for the primary election and
$60,000 for the general election. The gen-
tleman is also pointing out that there
would be additional amounts available
to be raised as it relates to section 591
on page 16 of the bill before us, which
allows for certain costs of fund raising.
The total amount would be $150,000 or
even possibly more of the total. Is that
correct?

Mr. CLEVELAND. Under my amend-
ment, $60,000; $60,000 plus $60,000,
would be $120,000.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. But with a 25-per-
cent clause on page 16, additional
amounts of funding would be available
to be added to the ceiling. Is that not
correct?

Mr. CLEVELAND. Right. That would
have to be expended to raise the money.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the statement of the
gentleman from New Hampshire, a mem-
ber of the committee, was eminently fair
and correct. He stated the position of
the committee as accurately as possible,
as I remember.

The question before us is very simple,
and I hope not to take more than a min-
ute or two. I am standing behind the
committee bill because, as chairman of
the committee, I have that obligation. We
did, as I said yesterday, go up and down
the road on the amounts, and we can
have a lot more amendments. Some
Member can offer an amendment for
$30,000 or $40,000 or $41,200; any figure
he picks, so long as it has not been of-
fered before.

I thought we settled this yesterday on
the basis that the committee had rejected
one for consideration of $90,000, rejected
another for $100,000, rejected what I
started out with, $60,000, and had settled
on $75,000.

We can go here all day today and all
day tomorrow if we want to about what
the proper figure is, and I do not know
that we will ever have a meeting of the
minds. So, I would just ask for an up or
down vote on this.

I do support the compromise, which is
$75,000.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding to me.
I simply want to associate myself with
his position on this matter and reiterate
that there are 435 congressional dis-
tricts in the United States. It is enor-
mously difficult to develop a figure that
is fair clear across the board.

The committee labored long on this
matter, and the figure of $75,000, to
which ecan be added 25 percent in order
to provide for the cost of raising funds,
was arrived at.
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With a dinner—for example, the
food—it seems to me to be the fairest
position we can develop, and I hope the
gentleman’s amendment is rejected.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, let me just
say about that 25 percent which seems
to get everybody excited, that it never
occurred to anyone, I think, that if I
gave a dinner for which I sold tickets at
$10, which some people do—in my dis-
trict it is common—and I paid the PTA
$5 and wound up with a $3,000 profit,
that I had to list the $300 I paid for the
dinner as a campaign expenditure be-
cause I did not get any money to spend
and it did not go for anything except the
food which the people ate that night. So
the Board ruled that was an expenditure.

So, it did not occur to us that it was an
expenditure, and this is simply an at-
tempt to bring a little bit of sense into it.
Whatever the limitation is, it ought to be
a limit for campaign expenditures.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
as a matter of fact, on the forms we have
been using the money would appear both
as an increase in campaign contribution
and as a campaign expenditure, and
therefore it has been very misleading.
It is just like the way loans have been
handled. It misleads the voters into
thinking that a person got more money
than he did and spent more.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. The point is that
under present law we still have to list
that as part of the contribution. I am
glad to see the 25 percent amendment in
there regardless of how we finally come
out on the ceiling.

We should understand that when we
talk about absolute ceiling under the
Cleveland amendment, it is higher than
$120,000.

Mr. HAYS. That is correct.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amendment.

I shall not take 5 minutes, but I would
like, in addition to the statement made
by my distinguished chairman, to point
out to the Members of the House that not
only can this 25 percent be applied to
meat and potatoes, as we have referred
to it, but it can also be applied to such
campaign efforts as direct mail. Further-
more, there is nothing in this bill that
prohibits erecting a billboard and at the
bottom of that billboard asking for cam-
paign contributions, even if it is one line
which says at the bottom of the bill-
board, “Send a buck to MarHIAs,” or
whatever it might say.

The amendment that the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND)
has offered would, in fact, make $75,000
a real figure. For that reason, I support
it. I do not think there is any need for us
to carry debate out as far as we did yes-
terday.

I think most people’s minds are set,
but I do urge support of the amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to express agreement with the gentleman
from Georgia. I do not know about other
people, but I would prefer we keep things
in this country so that we run for office,
not buy the office.

The gentleman from Indiana indi-
cated that there are 435 districts across
this country, and they are all different.

I wish the gentleman had recognized
that on the vote on the amendment I just
offered.

There are 435 districts in the country,
but in only 26 of them last year did can-
didates spend over $150,000. We should
not make the abnormal the rule.

I think this amendment is eminently
sensible. I think we ought to support it.

Some people have told me, “I could not
have gotten here if I could not have spent
more than what is allowed in the bill.”

I am sorry. I have great respect for
every Member of this House, but I do
not think any man or woman here is
worth $180,000 in campaign spending.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND).

The question was taken; and
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, on
that I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 175,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 463]
AYES—240

Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de 1a Garza
Denholm

Abzug
Anderson,
Calif

Andrews,
N, Dak Dent

Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Bevill

Blaggl
Bingham
Bowen

Bray

Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brown, Calif,
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.

Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Dorn
Downing Johnson, Colo.
Dulski Johnson, Pa,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
EKastenmeler
Kazen

Eemp
Ketchum
Landgrebe
Landrum

Duncan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala,
Esch

Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fish

Fisher
Flowers
Filynt

Ford
Fountaln
Frey

Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Gllman MeCloskey
Ginn McCollister
Goldwater McCormack
Goodling McEwen
Grasso McEay
Green, Oreg. Madigan
Grimths Mahon
Gross

Maraziti

Don H. Grover Martin, Nebr.
Clay Guyer Mathiag, Callf,
Cleveland Haley Mathis, Ga.
Collier Hamilton Matsunaga
Conlan Mayne
Conyers Melcher
Coughlin Milford
Danlel, Robert Miller

W., Jr. Harsha Mills
Danlels, Hechler, W. Va. Minish

Dominick V. Helstoskl Mink
anielson Henderson Minghall, Ohlo

Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron

Camp
Carney, Ohlo
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Clark
Clausen,
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Mollohan Rostenkowskl
Montgomery Roush
Moorhead, Rousselot
Calif. Roy
Moorhead, Pa. Runnels
Morgan Ruth
Mosher Ryan
Moss Bandman
Murphy, Il. Scherle
Murtha Schneebell
Myers Schroeder
Natcher Sebelius
Nichols Shipley
Obey Shoup
O'Hara Shriver
Passman Shuster
Pettis Skubitz
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Towell, Ney.
Traxler
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik

Veysey
Vigorito

Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

J. Willlam Charles H.,
Stanton, Calif.

James V. Wilson,
Steele Charles, Tex.
Steiger, Ariz, Winn
Stephens Wright
Stokes Wyatt
Stratton Wydler
Stubblefield Wyman
Roe Stuckey Yates
Rogers Sullivan Yatron
Roncallo, Wyo. Symington Young, Fla,
Roncsallo, N.¥. Talcott Young, S.C.
Rooney, Pa. Taylor, Mo. Zablockl
Rosenthal Taylor, N.C. Zion

NOES—175

Flood Nelsen
Foley Nix
Forsythe O'Brien
Fraser O’Neill
Frelinghuysen Owens
Frengel Parris
Froehlich Patman
Fugua Patten
Glalmo Pepper
Glbbons Perkins
Gonzalez Plckle
Green, Pa. FPoage
Gubser Preyer
Gude Price, 111.
Gunter Pritchard
Harrington Rees
Hastings Reld
Hays Rhodes
Hébert Riegle
Heckler, Mass. Rinaldo
Heinz Roberts
Hillis Robison, N.Y.
Hogan Rodino
Holtzman Rose
Horton Roybal
Howard Ruppe
Huber St Germain
Buchanan Hudnut Sarasin
Burke, Callf.  Johnson, Callf. Sarbanes
Burke, Mass. Jones, Ala. tterflel
Burton, John Jordan Selberling
Burton, Philllp Karth Sikes
Casey, Tex. Sisk
Clawson, Del Slack
Smith, N.¥Y.
Staggers
Stark
Bteed
Steelman
Stelger, Wis.
dds

Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.

Robinson, Va.

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Aspin

Bafallis
Barrett

Bell

Bergland
Blester
Blackburn
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.

King
Kluczynski
Cochran Eoch

Cohen Kuykendall

Collins, 1.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Dennis
Derwinskl
Donchuse
Drinan Michel

du Pont Mitchell, Md.
Fdwards, Callf. Mitchell, N.Y.
Ellberg Mizell
Erlenborn Moakley
Fascell Murphy, N.Y.
Findley Nedzi

NOT VOTING—19

Gray McSpadden
Hanna Rarick
Hansen, Idaho Rooney, N.Y.
Hansen, Wash. Teague
Hawkins Wwilllams
Hollfeld

Lagomarsino

Eyros
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
MecDade
McFall
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Mallary
Mann
Martin, N.C.
Magzzoll
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky

Tdall
Vander Jagt
Whalen
Wiggins
Wolft

Wylle
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
‘Young, Ill.
Young, Tex.
Zwach

Abdnor
Blatnlk
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So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there additional
amendments to title I?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS5. HOLTEMAN

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HOLTEMAN:
Page 2, line 12, strike out "$1,000"” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “$2,500.”

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to have the amend-
ment reread.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

The Clerk reread the amendment, as
follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. HoLTZMAN:
Page 2, line 12, strike out “$1,000"” and in-
sert in lieu thereof *$2,500".

Ms. HOLTZMAN, Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this campaign reform bill, as
I understand it, is to prevent candidates
from being beholden to special interests
and to allow the election of persons to
the Congress and to the Presidency who
will be able to represent the voters and
not the special interests. I think this bill
does a great deal toward cleaning up
the election process and I will support
it, but I am very concerned about the
effect it is going to have on permitting
new people—and especially ones who are
not wedded to special interests—to hold
Federal office.

This bill permits special interest
groups to make substantial contributions
of $5,000 to a candidate and allows the
wealthy candidate to use $25,000 from
his personal funds to finance his cam-
paign. But what about the person who
does not have $25,000 and who is either
too new or too independent—or too hon-
est—to get $5,000 from special interest
groups? And what about the nonincum-
bent who has the foregoing disabilities
and, in addition, is not sufficiently well
known to pick up a significant number
of small contributions.

I believe that the clear effect of these
provisions in the bill is to give an unfair
advantage to candidates who have an
“in" with the special interest groups or
the political machines, who are wealthy,
or who are incumbents. In other words,
I am concerned that this bill may pre-
clude the independent newcomer from
competing successfully for political office.

For that reason I suggest that increas-
ing the individual contribution limits
will go a long way toward enabling new-
comers who cannot get $5,000 from polit-
ical committees and who cannot make
the $25,000 personal contribution to get
a foothold in the electoral process.

What my amendment would do is to
raise from $1,000 to $2,500 the amount
an individual can contribute to a candi-
date. The amendment does not increase
the overall limit a candidate can spend,
but it does allow, it seems to me, an in-
dependent newcomer to get the “seed”
money that is necessary to communicate
with an electorate to whom he is un-
known and to wage a serious campaign
for Federal office.
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I had planned to introduce an amend-
ment that would have limited increased
contributions to nonincumbents because
I think they are the ones we ought to be
concerned about in this respect. Since
the chairman of the committee, however,
advised me he was going to raise a point
of order against the amendment, I did
not introduce it. Instead, I would ser-
iously urge my colleagues to consider my
amendment favorably if they want to
allow nonwealthy independent newcom-
ers, to enter the political process.

It is one thing to try to clean up poli-
ties. It is another thing to freeze out peo-
ple who can breathe fresh life into this
Government.

I urge adoption of this amendment.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle-
woman’s amendment would do just the
opposite of what she thinks it would do.
The argument has been made, and I have
been editorialized against for a year and
a half, that we are trying to keep new
people from coming in by putting on low
limits that incumbents can raise and
nonincumbents cannot. One of the things
we tried to do in the bill was to lower
the amount that people could give so
that the nonincumbent would have an
opportunity to get to people who give
smaller amounts, whereas the incum-
bent might have, because of his incum-
bency, made friends with people who
could give larger sums of money.

What this boils down to is: Do the
Members want the limit that people can
contribute to a campaign to be $1,000 or
$2,500? That is all there is to it. There is
nothing earth shaking about it. It is a
decision for the House.

Let my say this. The committee started
on the previous amendment with $60,000.
As I said several times before, we walked
up and down the road.

I just want to tell the Members that
when we go to conference with the Sen-
ate that I do not intend to try to com-
promise the $60,000 figure. I voted for
the $75,000. I am on record, that the
House spoke rather decisively about
what they wanted in the way of limita-
tions and I intend to support the posi-
tion of the House, because I am a great
believer in majority rule. I do not think
the other body ought to be pushing us
around on a matter that was settled by
a democratic vote and by a majority of
65 votes.

I did not feel any personal pain about
that amendment passing. I did defend
the bill. I did think the other figure was
perhaps a better figure, but the House
has spoken.

I will be willing to submit this amend-
ment to the judgment of the House. The
only thing I want us all to know is that
there has been an awful lot of criticism
in the country about rich people pour-
ing their money into favored candidates.
I do not have a single contributor in my
district who has ever given me $1,000;
so whether it is $1,000 or $2,500 is not
going to affect me that much; but I think
we ought to stick with the limit in the
bill. I think it is a reasonable limit. Since
the amount has been lowered to $60,000
for everybody, if that in unfair to non-
incumbents, I cannot help that; but cer-
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tainly if the argument is that a nonin-
cumbent needs more money, he ought to
be able to raise $60,000 easier than he
would some other figure.

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the regquisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New York, which
would increase the amount an individual
could contribute to a candidate for Fed-
eral office.

I oppose the amendment because I be-
lieve that the key to driving big money
and special interests out of politics is to
limit the amount of money an individual
or organization can contribute to a can-
didate to the lowest practical amount.

This is precisely what I am trying to
do in my own campaign for Governor in
Connecticut, and I believe I am demon-
strating that a political candidate can
run an effective campaign and raise ade-
quate campaign funds even on a state-
wide level without accepting big con-
tributions.

Specifically, I am not accepting any
contribution from any person or organi-
zation in excess of $100; I am publicly re-
porting and filing with the secretary of
the State the names of all my contribu-
tors and the amounts of their contribu-
tions every 30 days; and I am channel-
ing all campaign contributions through a
single campaign committee.

My small-contributor fundraising
drive has already topped the $80,000
mark and attracted almost 3,000 individ-
ual contributors, a large number of whom
have never contributed to a political
campaign before.

In essence, we are showing in Connecti-
cut that it is possible to eliminate big
money from politics and still wage an
effective campaign; that large numbers
of people will respond to an honest ef-
fort to drive big money and special in-
terests out of the political system; and
that it is possible to attract new workers
and contributors to participate in a po-
litical campaign despite the great cyni-
cism toward politics which exists in this
Watergate year.

With the $100 limit working so well in
Connecticut, there is simply no way I
can accept the gentlewoman’s argument
that the $1,000 contribution limit con-
tained in the committee bill is too low.
If anything, it is much too high and
should be reduced. Since it is clear, how-
ever, that this body is not prepared to
lower the limit at this time, let us at
least not weaken the bill further by in-
creasing the limit to $2,500. Such an in-
crease would simply allow big contri-
butors and special interests to play that
much larger a role in financing cam-
paigns across the country. Indeed, under
the amendment, a mere 24 large con-
tributors could finance an entire Con-
gressional campaign. Our goal should be
to inerease the number of small contri-
butors to a political campaign, not to
reduce the number, as the amendment
would serve to do.

In sum, the amendment would signi-
ficantly weaken the basic reform we are
trying to accomplish here todav, and
I urge the House to reject it.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
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to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman has
raised a very good question. What she
seeks to obtain is equity between indi-
viduals and special interest groups, and
that effort is, indeed, laudable.

The problem is that, with the limita-
tion we have now set, the gentlewoman’s
amendment would permit 24 people to
finance a total election for any one can-
didate. That is just too few to be al-
lowed to get into our law.

What drives her into that problem is
that individuals are allowed to contri-
bute much less than special interest
groups. A better attack on the problem
would be to reduce what the special in-
terest groups can give. But, because the
committee errored in combining political
parties with special interest groups, we
felt compelled to hold the level at $5,000.

The whole thing tells us we would
have been better off with an open rule
to give the Members better flexibility on
this serious problem.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. HOLTZMAN) .

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there additional
amendments to title I? The Chair hears
none.

Are there eligible amendments to title
II1?

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR.

THOMPSON OF NEW JERSEY

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I offer three committee
amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments offered by Mr.
TuaompsoN of New Jersey: Page 29, beginning
in line 7, strike out *“(B)" and all that fol-
lows down to but not including “(C)" In
line 12, and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing :

“(B) the use of real or personal property
and the cost of invitations, food and bever-
ages, voluntarily provided by an individual
to a candidate in rendering voluntary per-
sonal services on the individual's residential
premises for candidate-related activities.”.

Page 31, beginning in line 7, strike out
“(D)" and all that follows down to but not
including “(E)” in line 12, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“(D) the use of real or personal property
and the cost of invitations, food and bever-
ages, voluntarily provided by an individual to
a candidate in rendering voluntary personal
services on the individual's residential prem-
ises for candidate-related activities,”.

Page 30, line 8, insert “, (C),"” immediately
after “(B)".

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey (dur-
ing the reading). Mr. Chairman, these
committee amendments are simply tech-
nical and conforming in nature. I ask
unanimous consent that they be consid-
ered en bloc and be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I refer the Members to page
HT7844 of the REcorp of yesterday, where
the committee adopted the techniecal
committee amendments. These amend-
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ments are simply to have in title IT the
identical changes as appear and were
accepted in title L.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
yield to the gentleman from Minnesofa.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, these
are the committee amendments which
yvesterday we approved for the expendi-
ture and contribution limitations. They
are identical today, and we are apply-
ing them to the disclosure section of the
law.

They were adopted unanimously in
the committee. They tighten loopholes
which previously existed, and I hope
they are agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendments offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
THOMPSON) .

The committee amendments
agree to.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MRE. ERADEMAS

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer a committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
BrapEMAs: Page 25, strike out line 14 and
all that follows down through page 27, line
24, and insert in lieu thereof the following:

(b) (1) Section 308(a)(10) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (as so
redesignated by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion), relating to the prescription of rules
and regulations, is amended by Inserting
before the period at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: *, in accordance with the provislons
of subsection (b) and (c)”

(2) Section 308 of such Act, relating to
duties of the supervisory officer, 1s amended—

(A) by striking out subsectlon (b) and
(c); and

(B) by inserting immediately after sub-
section (a) the following new subsection
(b) and (c)

“(b)(1) The supervisory officer, before
preseribing any rule or regulation under this
section, shall transmit a statement with re-
spect to such rule or regulation to the Sen-
ate or the House of Representatives, as the
case may be, in accordance with the provi-
slons of this subsection. Such statement
shall set forth the proposed rule or regula-
tion and shall contain a detalled explanation
and justification of such rule or regulation.

“(2) If the appropriate body of the Con-
gress which receives a statement from the
supervisory officer under this subsection does
not, through appropriate actlon, disapprove
the proposed rule or regulation set forth in
such statement no later than 30 leglslative
days after receipt of such statement, then
the supervisory officer may prescribe such
rule or regulation. In the case of any rule or
regulation proposed to deal with reports or
statements required to be filed under this
title by a candidate for the office of Presi-
dent, and by political committees supporting
such a candidate both the Senate and the
House of Representatives shall have the pow-
er to disapprove such proposed rule or reg-
ulation. The supervisory officer may not pre-
scribe any rule or regulation which is dis-
approved under this paragraph.

“(8) If the supervisory officer proposes to
prescribe any rule or regulation dealing with
reports or statements required to be filed
under this title by a candidate for the office
of Senator and by political committees sup-
porting such candidate he shall transmit
such statement to the Senate. If the super-
visory officer proposes to prescribe any rule
or regulation dealing with reports or state-
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ments required to be filed under this title
by a candidate for the office of Representa-
tive or by political committees supporting
auch candidate, he shall transmit such state-
ment to the House of Representatives. If
the supervisory officer proposes to prescribe
any rule or regulation dealing with reports
or statements required to be filed under this
title by a candidate for the office of Presi-
dent and by political committees supporting
such candidate he shall transmit such state-
ment to the House of Representatives and
the Senate.

"{4) For the purposes of this subsection,
the term ‘legislative days' does not include,
with respect to statements transmitted to
the Senate, any calendar day on which the
Senate 1s not in session, and with respect to
statements transmitted to the House of Rep-
resentatives, any calendar day on which the
House of Representatives is not in session
and with respect to statements transmitted
to both such bodies any calendar day on
which both Houses of the Congress are not
in session.”.

(e) (1) The supervisory officer shail pre-
scribe suitable rules and regulations to carry
out the provisions of this title, including
such rules and regulations as may be nec-
essary to require that—

*“(A) reports and statements required to be
filed under this title by a candidate for the
office of Representative in, or Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to, the Congress of
the United States, and by political commit-
tees supporting such candidate, shall be re-
celved by the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives as custodian for the Board:

"“(B) reports and statements required to be
filed under this title by a candidate for the
Office of Senator, and by political commit-
teas supporting such candidate, shall be
received by the Secretary of the Senate as
custodian for the Board; and

“(C) the Clerk of the House of Represent-
atlves and the Secretary of the Senate, as
custodians for the Board, each shall make the
reports and statements recelved by him
avallable for public inspection and copying
in accordance with paragraph (4) of Sub-
sectlon a, and preserve such reports and
statements in accordance with paragraph (5)
of Subsection a .”,

(2) It shall be the duty of the Clerk of the
House of Representatives and the Secretary
of the Senate to cooperate with the Board of
Supervisory Officers in carrying out its duties
under the Federal Election Campalgn Act of
1871 and to furnish such services and fa-
cilities as may be required in accordance with
this section.

Page 32, strike out lines 13 through 21, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(g) 'supervisory officer’ means the Board
of Supervisory Officers established by section
308(a) (1).".

Page 33, strike out lines 20 through 23 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

The clerk of the House and the Secretary
of the Senate who shall serve without the
right to vote and 4 members as follows:

Page 33, 1ine 24, strike out “(D) " and insert
in 1teu thereof “(A)".

Page 34, line 3, strike out “(E)" and insert
in lleu thereof “(B)".

Page 34, line 8, strike out (D) and (E)”
and insert in lleu thereof “(A) and (B)".

Page 34 line 15, strike out “(D) and (E)”
and insert in lieu thereof “(A) and (B)".

Page 34, line 24, strike out “(D"” and insert
in lleu thareof “(A)".

Page 35, line 2, strike out “(E)” and insert
in lieu thereof “(B)".

Page 35, beginning in line 6, strike out”,
prorated on & daily basis" and all that fol-
lows down through line 11 and insert in lieu
thereof a period.

Page 37, beginning in line 9, strike out “and
to review actions of the supervisory officers”.

Page 38, strike out line 25 and all that
follows down through page 39, line 6.
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Page 39, line 7, strike out “(2)" and insert
in lieu thereof *(b) (1), and renumber the
following paragraphs accordingly.

Page 30, line 15, strike out “Any supervi-
sory officer” and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

The Clerk of the House of Representatives,
the Secretary of the Senate, or any other per-
son recelving reports and statements as cus-
todian for the Board.

Page 43, beginning in line 16, strike out
“each of the"” and all that follows down
through line 19, and Insert in lleu thereof
the following: the Board such sums as may
be necessary to enable it to carry out its
duties under this Act.”.

Mr. BRADEMAS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the committee
amendment be dispensed with and that
it be printed in the RECoORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I am here offering is a com-
mittee amendment. It was unanimously
accepted in the committee. It is an
amendment concerning the Board of
Supervisory Officers, and I shall explain
the amendment very briefly.

The amendment would provide for a
six member Board composed of four
public members who will be appointed,
two by the Speaker of the House and two
by the President of the Senate—that is
to say, the Vice President—on a biparti-
san basis. There will also be sitting on the
Board, but on a nonvoting basis, the
Clerk of the House and the Secretary of
the Senate.

The amendment also modifies the “re-
view of regulations” section in the com-
mittee bill to provide that all rules and
regulations be submitted, not to the
House Administration Committee and
not to the Senate Rules and Adminis-
tration Committee, but rather to the Sen-
ate and the House for review. Regula-
tions regarding House elections would
be submitted to the House, and regula-
tions regarding Senate elections to the
Senate, and regulations regarding presi-
dential elections to both the Senate and
the House. The appropriate body of Con-
gress would have 30 days within which to
disapprove the proposed rule or regula-
tion. If the regulations are submitted
to both Houses, as in the case of the
presidential election, either would have
the power to disapprove.

In addition, the amendment would vest
all supervisory responsibilities of the
Comptroller General in the Board of
Supervisory Officers. Most of the super-
visory responsibilities of the Clerk of the
House and Secretary of the Senate would
be vested in the Board except that the
Secretary and Clerk would act as cus-
todians for the Board with respect to re-
ports filed by candidates to the House
and Senate, and the Board would be re-
quired to make such reports and state-
ments available for public inspection and
copying.

Mr, Chairman, I would make these ob-
servations in conclusion: We have tried
in this committee amendment to respond
to criticismm of the language in the com-
mittee bill wherein Congressional em-
ployees were seated on the Board. More-
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over, the committee earlier removed a
provision whereby Members of the House
and Senate were sitting on the Board.

Second, under this committee amend-
ment, the chief responsibility for super-
vision and enforcement of the campaign
laws is placed in a Board that is clearly
independent.

Finally, as I have already indicated,
the amendment removes the veto power
from congressional committees.

To reiterate, the amendment was
agreed to unanimously.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is the amendment
that, at one point, the gentleman from
Florida and I served notice to the House
that we would put in the RECORD.

This is a variation of the original
Fascell-Frenzel amendment which the
committee has accepted and which now
appears before us in the form of this
committee amendment.

It does represent a significant com-
promise. It makes the Clerk and the Sec-
retary nonvoting members of the Super-
visory Board and gives the Board, in my
opinion, sufficient independence and au-
thority so that we can expect uniform
fair enforcement of our election law.

We do not touch the duties or the
powers of the Board of Supervisory Offi-
cers at all. Instead of a veto of regula-
tions by the committees of the House
and Senate, that veto is reserved for the
whole bodies of either House.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, this
is a fine compromise. I congratulate the
Chairman for having engineered that
compromise, and the gentleman from
Indiana as well. Most of all I applaud the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FAscELL).

I think the bill is in a good form to
provide reasonable independent supervi-
sion, and yet to keep control of the regu-
lations so that no supervisory agent can
run roughshod over the Congress.

I do intend to ask for a vote on this
amendment because I think some Mem-
bers of the House may be concerned that
we would concede some extra powers to
the Senate, and I would not want anyone
to feel that way about it.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield,

Mr. BRADEMAS. I will be glad to yield
to the chairman, the gentleman from
Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, does the
gentleman say that he is going to ask for
a recorded vote because he thinks we are
conceding some powers to the Senate?

Mr. FRENZEL. 1 say that because
the Senate bill has more authority for
its independent commission, I felt it wise
that this body go on record indicating
that these are the total powers we would
like the Board to have.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, 1
would like to express my appreciation to
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr,
FRENZEL) and to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FasceLL) for their coopera-
tion in working this out.
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Mr. FASCELL., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I thenk
the gentleman for yielding.

I intend to take a little bit of time in
order to express my feelings on this sub-
ject.

I thank the gentleman from Indiana
for his help and effort, and I would like
to express particular thanks to the chair-
man of the full committee, the gentleman
from Ohio, Mr. Hays.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

When the gentleman from Minnesota
and I started working on this amend-
ment, there was a very wide gap between
our views and the committee bill as it
first came out of the committee. However,
with his leadership on the minority
side—and I pay tribute to the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL) for
his perseverance and dedication on this
matter—it became necessary for us to
discuss the matter with the chairman of
the full committee and with other Mem-
bers.

I must say that in the best spirit of
reaching a compromise which seems fo
meet all or most of the objections, I
found the gentleman from Ohio, the
chairman of the full committee (Mr.
Hays) to be, as he is known to be, tough
and articulate, but not unresponsive. He
has cooperated to the extent that now
the gentleman from Minnesota and I and
the committee have reached a position
that the committee has accepted this as
a committee amendment. I am grateful
for that. I think that is the spirit and
the way legislation should be arrived at
here in this House.

All T want to say is that despite our
feelings on the subject, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Hays) has been respon-
sive to a large group of people in this
House, some 60 or more, who felt that
this issue was a very vital issue. He was
willing to work with us in order to
achieve the compromise which is before
us here today as a committee amend-
ment.

Let me also say that it has been a pleas-
ure to work with the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. FrENzEL) on this mat-
ter on behalf of the some 60 or so co-
sponsors who believed the amendment
of the committee was absolutely essen-
tial. This amendment gives the primary
responsibility for supervision and en-
forcement of our campaign reform laws
to this independent enforcement com-
mission.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, under
section 315 and other sections of this
bill, the elections commission besides
having the primary supervisory and en-
forcement authority, is given full in-
dependent authority to seek enforce-
ment through civil action in court by
way of injunction or other appropriate
relief, without the necessity of submit-
ting the matter to the Attorney General
first. This independent enforcement
capability is the heart and crux of cam-
paign reform.

So, Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the Federal Election Campaign Act
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Amendments of 1974 and certain
amendments. This is one of the most im-
portant pieces of legislation to be con-
sidered by the House of Representatives
during this Congress. The credibility of
the Congress is al stake, and it is es-
sential that we in the House of Repre-
sentatives go on record in resounding
support of the strongest measure pos-
sible.

The escalating cost of Federal election
campaigns in recent years, and the
growing reliance by candidates on large
contributions from a few sources, have
made it imperative that reasonable
restrictions be enacted on total expendi-
tures by candidates and on individual
contributions.

Under the present law, there is no
limitation on individual contributions to
candidates for Federal office. As a result,
as costs for Federal election campaigns
have risen unchecked from an estimated
$90 million in 1952 to an estimated $400
million in 1972, the need and the inclina-
tion to solicit and accept increasingly
large contributions from individual con-
tributors has grown proportionately.

Understandably, speculation and
charges of undue influence and of “buy-
ing” candidates have gone hand in hand
with the growing size of individual con-
tributions. It is indeed difficult to make
a convincing case that the contributor
who gave $50,000 or $100,000 or even $1
million has not or cannot wield undue
influence at some point with an elected
official.

And the Watergate related scandals—
the milk fund contributions, sizable
corporate cash contributions, the laun-
dering of cash contributions—have sub-
stantiated the charges and convinced
the American people that their suspicions
were warranted.

To restore public confidence in our
elected officials and in the Federal elec-
tion process, and to make ahsolutely
sure that the massive campaign financ-
ing abuses we have recently witnessed
do not recur, we must enact realistic
limits on total campaign expenditures, on
individual contributions, on cash con=
tributions, and on committee contribu-
tions; and we must insure that these re-
strictions are vigorously enforced by an
independent body.

Unless we make adequate provision for
the independent and vigorous enforce-
ment of the limitations we emact, we will
remain open to charges of conflict of in-
terest and public distrust will continue.
I have intended, therefore., to offer an
amendment with our colleague, Con-
gressman Brrn FRenzZEL, and a strong bi-
partisan group of more than 60 Members
of the House to make changes in the
composition of the Board of Supervisory
Officers and to eliminate congressional
committee veto of the Board's regula-
tions so that its independence is assured.
Those joining in sponsoring the amend-
ment include:

Bella Abzug, Brock Adams, John A. Ander-
son, LaMar Baker, Lindy Boggs, Clarence
Brown, George Brown, Jr., Jim Broyhill,

Clair Burgener, M. Caldwell Butler, Thad
Cochran.

Barber Conable, Silvio Conte, John Con-
yers, Lawrence Coughlin, John Culver, John
Dellenback, Robert Drinan, Thaddeus Dulskl,
John Erlenborn, Marvin Esch, Frank Evans,
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Thomas Foley, Donald Fraser,
Harold Froehlich,

Gllbert Gude, Tennyson Guyer, Lee Hamil-
ton, Jim Hastings, John Heinz, Frank Horton,
Jack Kemp, Willlam Lehman, Gillls Long,
Trent Lott, Richard Mallary, Wiley Mayne.

Edward Mezvinsky, Bob Michel, Donald
Mitchell, Wayne Owens, Claude Pepper, Jerry
Pettls, Richardson Preyer, Albert Quie, John
Rhodes, Matthew Rinaldo, J. Eenneth Robin-
son, Howard Robison, Angelo D. Roncallo,
Charles Rose, Willlam R. Roy. :

William Sarasin, Patricla Schroeder, Dick
Bhoup, Pete Stark, Gerry Studds, Roy Taylor,
Morris Udall, William Walsh, Lester Wolil,
Antonio Won Pat, Sldney Yates, Andrew
Young.

I was pleased to note that in its edi-
torial on Monday, August 5, the Wash-
ington Post commented on our amend-
ment stating:

If any single amendment deserves to be
adopted by the House, it is this one, for
there could be no more constructive change
in Federal campaign practices than to have
the regulatory laws—whatever they may
be—aggressively and consistently policed by
an agency with enough authority to do the
Job.

I urge our colleagues to give their sup-
port to this amendment as it is now of-
fered as a committee amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the American public is
looking to the Congress for positive ac-
tion to restore confidence in our systein
of government which has been so badly
shaken in recent months. Passage of
meaningful reforms in campaign finane-
ing laws would serve notice that we are
cleaning house, and we will assure ac-
countability and eliminate any possibil-
ity of finanecial influence peddling.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not take this time
to ask for a vote, as the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. FrenzeL) has indicated
he is going to, on this amendment.

The committee did agree to this as a
compromise. I think I have somewhat
of an obligation to the Members of the
House to ask the hypothetical question—
it may well be the real guestion—and
that is this; Where does this amend-
ment come from? And why do we need it?

I think the obvious truth is that it
came from Common Cause.

Mr. Chairman, I have not had one con-
stituent in my district, except a few
members of Common Cause, contact me
about an independent election commis-
sion. In the time I have been in Congress
I have not had one constituent write me
and complain about the method by which
the Clerk of the House and the Secretary
of the Senate have conducted themselves
in enforcing this law.

The record, I think, speaks more elo-
quently than I ean to this point. There
have been over 5,000 violations of the
1971 act referred to the Department of
Justice for prosecution, and I am in-
formed that there have been three which
have been followed through on.

So where is the demand for this
amendment coming from? Why are we
doing this to ourselves?

In accepting this amendment, we are
taking away whatever power we might
have vested in the Clerk of the House
and in the Secretary of the Senate to in-
sure that they would regulate and they

Lou Frey,
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would police and they would monitor the
activities of this House.

I think what we are going to do when
we adopt this amendment—and I think
it will be adopted—to create an inde-
pendent election commission is this: We
going to set up a bunch of headhunters
down here who are going to spend their
full time trying to make a name for
themselves persecuting and prosecuting
Members of Congress.

I will say to the Members of the House
that I think if we adopt this amend-
ment—and I think we are going to do
that—each and every one of us is going
to rue the day we did.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I yield to
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, is the gentleman from Geor-
gia saying that with this amendment we
are setting the stage for making it im-
possible for an incumbent to get a fair
shake before this group.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I think my friend, the gentleman
from Missouri, may very well be emi-
nently correct. I think there will be a
tendency in that direction.

Of course, we do not know who is
going to be on this commission; we have
no idea. It might have been 2 years ago
the members might have been Ehrlich-
man, Mitchell, Haldeman, and Dean.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, MATHIS of Georgia. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, as the gen-
tleman knows, I have had sympathy for
his position. I opposed as vigorously as
I knew how the idea of the Presidential
commission.

Somebody came in with the proposal
during hearings that we have a five-
member commission consisting of the
President and four persons appointed by
him, and I resisted that. The gentleman
is eminently right. It might have been
those persons the gentleman named,
given the situation 2 years ago or 3 years
ago.
~ Mr. Chairman, this commission will be
appointed by the Speaker and the Vice
President, two by each. Of the two they
appoint, one has to be of a different
political party.

I think it is unlikely that the Speaker
of the House and the present Vice Presi-
dent, who, incidentally, will obviously
not be doing the appointing—some new
Vice President will—are going to appoint
people of the caliber the gentleman men-
tioned. There is this danger, I would say
to the gentleman, that these people will
find themselves unoccupied or not oec-
cupied enough and will try to become
headhunters.

However, in Ohio, for example, we have
the entire power vested in the Secretary
of State, and he is of one political party.
He does not have much else to do, and
I am happy to say that our present Sec-
retary of State has found other fields of
recreation. He spends most of his time
drinking, so, therefore, he does not bother
to hunt anybody’s head.

So, therefore, this town being what it
is, we may find that the commission will

wind up in some other recreation, like
out at Burning Tree or something like
that. But the House and the Senate will
have oversight on this, and as long as 1
am chairman, I will exercise some au-
thority.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the remarks made by
my distinguished chairman. I know how
hard he really worked to arrive at some
compromise with which we can live in
this body.

But my chairman knows that there is
no vote reserved for any employee or
Member of the House if it were taken
away from the Clerk of the House.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I am in support of the amend-
ment, and certainly agree with the gen-
tleman that the Clerk of the House of
Representatives and the representative
of the Senate should have a vote if they
are to be on the Commission, otherwise I
see no useful purpose in it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(On the request of Mr. TromMpPsoN of
New Jersey, and by unanimous consent,
Mr., MatHis of Georgia was allowed to
proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. MATHIS of Georgla. Mr. Chalir-
man, I agree with the gentleman.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
simply wanted to say that this is infi-
nitely better than the Senate version,
which has them appointed by the Presi-
dent.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I agree fully
with my friend, the gentleman from New
Jersey, that it is in fact a better provi-
sion than exists in the Senate bill. I
would certainly hold out no hope we
could defeat this amendment, and I have
no intention to do so. I have simply taken
this time to point out to the Members
of the House the dangers I see to us as
sitting Members of this body, and would
say that the Members had better watch
their heads once the Commission is es-
tablished.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I would just say to
the Members of the House that the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Fascerr) has
been very kind in praising me for the
ability to compromise, and I think I do
have that ability. But when we go to con-
ference this will be the board or there
“ain't” going to be any bill, and I will
not give in to the Senate version on this
one, and I know the other conferees will
not, either,

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I appreciate
the statement and the assurances of my
chairman.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment offered by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS) .

The question was taken: and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED YOTE

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 391, noes 25,
not voting 18, as follows:
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Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, 111,
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Annungzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Bauman
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhlll, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Callf,
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass,
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohlo
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlaln
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Colller
Collins, TI1.

Coughlin

Crane

Cronin

Culver

Daniel, Dan

Daniel, Robert
Ww., Jr.

Danlels,
Dominick V.

Davis, Wis.

de 1a Garza

Delaney

Dellenback

Dellums

Denhol

Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell

[Roll No. 464]
AYES—391

Lott

Lujan
Luken
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary

Mann
Marazltl
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.OC.
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher

M

Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Callf.

Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fugqua
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gllman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso

Minshall, Ohlo
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead,

Callf.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, 111,
Murphy, N.¥.
Murtha

ers

Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen

Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
cks

Hi

Hillls
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt Randall
Hutchinson Rangel
Ichord Rees

Jarman Regula
Johnson, Callf. Reld
Johnson, Colo. Reuss
Johnson, Pa. Rhodes
Jones, N.C. Riegle

Jones, Okla. Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roblson, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeler
Kazen

Eemp
Ketchum
KEing
Kluczynski
Koch
Kuykendall

Lagomarsino
Latta
Lehman
Lent

Litton

Long, La.
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Ruth

Ryan

St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipl

Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Btudds
Sullivan

Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C. Winn

son, N.J. Wolfl
Thomson, Wis. Wright
Thone Wyatt
Thornton Wydler
Tiernan Wylie
Towell, Nev. Wyman
Traxler Yates
Treen Yatron
Udall Young, Alaska
Ullman Young, Fla.
Van Deerlin Young, Ga.
Vander Jagt Young, Il.
Vander Veem Young, 8.C.
Vanik ‘Young, Tex,
Veysey Zablocki
Vigorito Zion
Waldie Zwach
Walsh
Wampler

NOES—25

Gettys
Gross
Jones, Tenn.
Landgrebe Sikes
Landrum Symms
Leggett ‘Waggonner
Long, Md. Whitten
Mathis, Ga.

Mills

NOT VOTING—18

Hansen, Idaho Mayne
Hansen, Wash. Powell, Ohio
Hébert Rarick
Holifleld Rooney, N.Y.
Diges Jones, Ala. Teague

Gray MecSpadden Wwilliams

So the committee amendment was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to
compliment the chairmen and the com-
mittee on the fine job they have done
on this difficult legislation.

I take this time to ask the chairman
of the committee to clarify a matter that
has to do with possible conflict between
two sections of the bill. On page 7 of the
bill there is a provision that limits a
candidate and members of his immediate
family to an expenditure of $25,000, and
immediate family is defined in the law
to include spouse, brother, sister, child,
parent, and so forth; however, in the sec-
tion we have been talking about earlier,
on page 2 of the bill we have a limit on
contributions to $1,000.

Is it the chairman’s intention that the
limit on the candidate’s family expendi-
ture of $25,000 is the controlling section
as far as members of a candidate’s imme-~
diate family are concerned?

Mr. HAYS. That is the intent. That is
the controlling section, and if the mem-
bers of the immediate family pool their
resources to give $25,000, that is it. But,
it does not say that any one of them can
give, if there were five in a family, one
can give $21,000 and the others are
limited to $1,000 apiece. It is a pooling
affair.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the chair-
man.

Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Wiison, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Steelman

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Chappell
Danlelson

Montgomery
Moss
Rousselot

Carey, N.¥.
Chisholm
Davis, Ga.
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there additional
eligible amendments to title II? Are there
committee amendments to title IIT1?

Are there eligible amendments to title
Ive?

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, HAYS

Mr. HAYS Mr. Chairman, I offer a
committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
Hays: Page 79, line 14, insert “(1)” im-
mediately after “(b)".

Page 79, line 15, strike out “407,”.

Page 79, immediately after line 16, insert
the following:

(2) The amendment made by section 407
shall apply with respect to taxable years
beginning after December 381, 1971.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, this is a
clarifying amendment to an amendment
we had in the bill on the tax return,
where there is no income. All this does is
make it apply to any taxable year after
the calendar year 1971, which is this tax-
able year.

Therefore, it is just to wipe out the
slate totally which we intended to wipe
out.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays).

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRENZEL

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FRENZEL: Page
53, strike line 17 and all that follows down
through page 61, line 4.

Page 61, line 6, strike out 407" and insert
in lieu thereof 406".

Page 61, line 15, strike out “408" and insert
in lieu thereof “407".

Page T8, line 5, strike out 408" and insert
in lieu thereof “408".

Page 79, line 11, strike out 410" and insert
in lieu thereof “409",

Page 79, line 15, strike out “408, and 409"
and insert in lleu thereof “and 408".

Mr. FRENZEL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with and that it be printed
in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is very simple in intent. It
strikes from the bill the provision that
provides for Federal financing of na-
tional party nominating conventions.
The bill, as it is before us, provides that
the party conventions will be financed
out of the public Treasury in the amount
of $2 million for each of the major par-
ties. In addition, it provides that either
party may spend in excess of the $2 mil-
lion which they receive from the tax-
payers’ funds.

Mr. Chairman, it is my strongly held
belief that the Federal Government has
no business controlling national party
nominating conventions; that it should
neither tell the parties of this country
how much they can spend, nor should
it give them any amount of money to
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spend. Financing can only lead to con-
trol, and we do not need Government
control of either of our two fine parties.

Mr. Chairman, this is a fundamental
philosophical point. The parties belong
to the people. The parties have been free
of the Government. Here, unless we
adopt my amendment, we are now at-
taching them to the bureaucracy. We
would be making them a part of the offi-
cial Government establishment.

We would be, in fact, nationalizing
the political parties of this great coun-
try. Therefore, I believe that it is abso-
lutely essential that this portion be
stricken from the bill.

I hope the Committee will support my
amendment, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we all now know that
Presidential nominating conventions,
even as our Presidential primary elec-
tions, are an essential part of the process
of electing an American President, as im-
portant in their own way as is the gen-
eral election in the fall.

I would point out, in urging rejection
of this amendment, that we already have
public financing of national Presidential
nominating conventions in this country
because most of the money that finances
these conventions comes from tax deduc-
tions for advertising, deductions that are
taken by various business and labor
groups for advertisements published in
the convention programs that are dis-
tributed at the convention. So the pres-
ent system is one whereby all of the tax-
payers in the country involuntarily pay,
through the tax deduction route, for the
holding of conventions.

However, under the language in the
committee bill, only those taxpayers who
voluntarily participate in the dollar
check-off participate in supporting the
public financing of our two national
nominating conventions.

A second point I would like to make,
Mr. Chairman, is that the provision in
the committee bill for the public financ-
ing of Presidential nominating conven-
tions is the recommendation of the Bi-
partisan Commission on Convention Fi-
nancing. This is not a partisan matter.

The third point I would like to make,
Mr. Chairmamn, is that utilization of pub-
lic financing is voluntary on the part of
the political parties. A political party is
not mandated to receive public funds
from the dollar check-off system, and if
it does not wish to do so, it can use up to
$2 million in private funds to finance its
convention.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that if
we retain the language in the committee
bill, both with respect to Presidential
nominating conventions and Presiden-
tial primaries, we shall be filling out the
initiative that Congress undertook in
1972 in providing that, beginning in 1976,
we shall have publie financing of Presi-
dential general elections.

Surely, the events which are plaguing
and afflicting all of the people of the
United States now, Democrats and Re-
publicans and Independents, in respect
of the events associated with the 1972
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election ought not to return to plague
and afflict us once more.

Let us vote down this amendment.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Indiana
and to compliment him for the work and
time and effort that he was devoted in
committee on this particular public fi-
nancing section of the bill.

Public financing—and we all are ac-
quainted with the term—is an idea whose
time has come. We must recognize it.

We are not spending money out of the
public treasuries. As I pointed out yes-
terday, over $60 millions will be checked
off by the American taxpayers. They are
saying to the Members of the Congress,
“We are checking this money off because
we want you to spend this money so
that we can have the type of election
and the type of conventions in America
that will reduce the pressure of the big-
money interests in this country.”

Mr. Chairman, I therefore urge the
defeat of the amendment of the gentle-
man from Minnesota, because the Amer-
ican people have said to us, in giving us
this responsibility: “Give us public fi-
nancing and give us the type of public
financing that will insure elections in a
free and in a democratic system.”

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois for
his contribution .

I will conclude by saying that, as we
all know, Mr. Chairman, we are in the
midst of a week which is probably his-
toric for the future of our country in
respect of the Presidency of the United
States. Let us take advantage of that
historic situation and make a change
for the better in the financing of our
Presidential elections.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
is rejected.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL).

I wish to make this brief statement:
The reason I feel this amendment is
most appropriate is because national
political conventions have been in the
past clearly outside the realm of govern-
ment and should be. To believe for one
moment that by this kind of public fi-
nancing out of the U.S. Treasury that we
are being fair to the small political party
or the so-called potential poor-boy
Presidential candidate, I think, is a joke.
My belief is that because this is a highly
discriminatory portion of the present
bill H.R. 16090 in favor of the major
parties of this country, this approach is
wholly unfair to small minority parties.
To use public funds to give total advan-
age to the two major parties to have
convention extravaganzas is, I think, a
major disgrace to the concept of civil
rights.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I wish to point out, in response to a
previous speaker who indicated that this
money was somehow blessed because it
was checked off on an income tax form,
that there is no money that anyone has
given because of the checkoff.

The checkoff simply means that that
particular person thinks that we should
spend money on public financing. That
person does not give $1 extra of his own
money, and that person is out numbered
by those people who did not check off.

There is no fund. There is simply a
paper amount of money. We have not
reserved anything; we have drawn funds
directly from the Federal Treasury.

In effect, what someone who is par-
ticipating in the checkoff is saying is:
“I want to use somebody else’s money to
finance political conventions.”

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman
for yielding,

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his comments,
and I hope my colleagues will be per-
suaded that this is a highly diserimina-
tory provision in the bill. It should be
stricken, as the gentleman from Minne-
sota is trying to do, I think, very per-
suasively. I urge a vote for the Frenzel
amendment.

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I would be glad to
yield to my colleague, the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to associate myself with the cominents
of the gentleman from California.

Mr. Chairman, In connection with this
debate on the wisdom of deleting section
9008 of H.R. 16090—page 53—regarding
payments for Presidential nominating
conventions, I am pleased to rise in sup-
port of the amendment offered by my
distinguished colleague from Minnesota,
and would like, in this connection, to
share with my colleagues the remarks of
Indiana’s Republican National Commit-
teeman, the Honorable L. Keith Bulen,
made before the Republican National
Committee on April 26, 1974. They are
as follows:

ReEMARES BY L. KEITH BULEN

If there ever was a critical time in the his-
tory of our party when the responsibilities of
our party stewardship should weigh heavily
upon our conscience and our deliberations,
it should be here and now April 26, 1974.

For the highest elected national leadership
of a party that advocates decentralization
of the Federal Government, the free enter-
prise system, self rellance, and individual
citizen responsibility, to consider turning
their party conventions over to the Federal
Government to finance and direct seems to
me incredible.

The seriousness of the present clrcums-
stances has compelled me to say that which
I should have said long ago and that which
I know to be right.

In spite of the affection and high regard
in which I hold each and every one of you,
particularly our national chairman, George
Bush, and his three predecessors under whom
I have been privileged to serve. The past six
years of my personal particlpation on the
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RN.C. and the executive committee has
been, in many ways, the most frustrating
and depressing years of my adult life.

When I say I feel compelled to speak, I
mean it in the literal sense. My self respect
and individual sense of worth have been
sorely tested all too long, and I need and
solicit your Indulgence for my own self
therapy if for no mutual benefit.

I came to this committee in 1968 full of
enthusiasm and energies for the task of as-
sisting in bullding a strong Republican Na-
tional party organization the only way I
knew, precinct by precinct, ward by ward,
township by township, county by county,
district by district, and State by State. I
felt a strong commitment to serve meaning-
fully in accomplishing what I prayfully
hoped was our Nation's destiny which re-
quired, In my heart and mind, a strong, ef-
fective, and ongoing Republican National
party in fact, rather than one of paper or
fiction.

One, encompassing and embracing hun-
dreds of thousands of selfless, well motivated
Americans from all walks of life sharing the
toll and unheralded self satisfaction that
comes from providing good responsive Gov-
ernment for all citizens and to know that
you have done your part in achieving such
a lofty pursuit. My zeal was almost evangelic,
as T had always felt that politics was the
highest of callings and the vehicle by which
I might be of the most service to my fellow
man.

Unfortunately, my service on the commit-
tee has not fulfilled my desire to serve, and
has in fact caused me considerable remorse
by reason of what, in my opinion, has been
a lack of effectiveness that almost approaches
failure and in contravention of the trust and
confidence that I felt had been reposed in
me by my constifuents in Indiana who de-
serve better treatment.

Not only have I failed by inaction and
silence to be a force to strengthen my party
nationally, but I despair that I have un-
wittingly, by such nonfeasance, been respon-
sible for not meeting the challenge that
was ours. In candor, I am uncertain but that
our party is now worse off than it was, and
that I will not have left it better for my
endeavors, which is a self-imposed require-
ment necessary to justify my very existence.

At this particular juncture, which in many
ways seems almost as a dream that is fastly
becoming a nightmare, I now find myself
participating in deliberations which ecan
certainly be the death knell for the two
party system In this country. Such an aber-
ration is abhorrent to me.

To turn my party and its primary func-
tlon over to a Democrat Congress or to any
Congress for that matter is unthinkable. I
know of no single issue in my political recol-
lection about which I feel so strongly. Fed-
eral campaign financing is indeed repugnant
to my sense of a free and independent elec-
tive process, but for the R.N.C. to now seri-
ously consider Federal financing of our pri-
mary party obligation, knowing the inevita-
bility of restrictions and directives that
invariably flow therefrom, is, in my judg-
ment, a complete repudiation of our elected
responsibilities to preserve and strengthen
the national party.

Certainly my State of Indiana has no
stomach for such abdication of party respon-
sibllity and has unanimously, as a State
central committee, adopted a resolution in
complete opposition to such a fatal course
of action. Indiana, as an alternative, sug-
gests a more austere convention format that
we can afford, and/or we urge a further ex-
ploration of the possibility of private foun-
dation grants, and/or individual or business
tax credit or deduction consideration for
convention contributors, and/or media re-
lated facllities or expenses be borne by the
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media, and/or sale of reserved seating, boxes,
and in any event, Indiana offers to bear its
share of any convention assessment, but
respectfully demands the integrity of the
nomination processes of our party conven-
tion be preserved and strengthened, not
diluted or obviated.

We wish no part of selling our birthright
or party heritage. Our Hoosier Republican
workers often virtually risk their very lives
in an effort to have honest elections in some
areas of our State. We members of the R.N.C.
from Indiana could not return to face those
brave ladies and gentlemen after having
participated in demeaning their commitment
to persevere in face of adversity.

This is not the time, regardless of our
difficulties or embarrassment, when we
should collectively seek only the more com-
fortable or convenient option. The ultimate
stakes are too important. As a matter of fact,
this is indeed precisely the time to take off
our coats, roll up our sleeves, 1ift up our
eyes, keep our cool, and proceed realistically
to do the nitty gritty job of permanent party
building that has too long been delayed by
the R.N.C.'s preoccupation with congres-
slonal, senatorial, and presidential cam-
palgns, which at the most, have provided
only incidental side benefits to actual party
building and, on occasion, have done grave
party harm.

It is no philosophical bent that causes me
to make my remarks but from the experi-
ences accumulated over some thirty-five
years of running campaigns and from an
immeasurable investment In and commit-
ment to a free and unfettered strong two
party system as the only workable under-
pinning for our form of Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL).

The question was taken; and the
chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, on
that I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 193,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 465]
AYES—223

Clausen,
Don H.
Clawgson, Del
Cleveland

Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Crane
Cronin
Danlel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W., dr.
Davls, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Brown, Ohio Dennis
Broyhill, N.C. Derwinskil
Broyhill, Va, Devine
Buchanan Dickinson
B er
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter

Bennett
Blackburn
Bray
Breckinridge

Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover

Gul

Guyer

Haley

Hammer=
schmidt

Han:

Harsha
Hastings
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.

Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Findley
Fish

Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Kemp
Ketchum

Bk
Kuykendall
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Lott
MeClory
McCloskey

Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callf.
Mayne

Michel
Milford

Miller
Minshall, Ohlo
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mizell
Moorhead,

i,

Mosher
Myers
Natcher

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bergland
Bevyill
Blaggl
Blester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo,
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Carney, Ohio
casey, Tex.
Clark
Clay
Collins, 111.
Conyers
Ccorman

Dominick V.
Danlelson
Dayvis, 8.C.
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Dingell
Donochue

Edwards, Callf.
Ellb

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
ascell

Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford

Fraser

Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Parris
Passman
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis

Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Price, Tex.
Pritchard

Qule

Quillen
Rallsback
Randall

Rees

Regula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roebison, N.Y.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.¥.
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe

Bhuster
Sikes
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Bnyder

NOES—193

Fulton
Fugqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Gunter
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks

Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kluczynskl
Koch
Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
ujan

Luken
McCormack
McFall

McEay
Macdonald
Madden
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunags
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moeakley
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Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.,
B Wis.

Stepheﬁs
Stuckey
Symingto

n
Symins
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Thomson, Wis.

Thone

Towell, Nevy.

Treen

vander Jagt

Veysey

Waggonner
alsh

Wampler
‘Ware
Whitehurst

ymi
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, 1l.
Young, 8.0.
Zion

Zwach

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead, Pa.

Roncallo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Ryan

8t Germain
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Shipley

Bisk

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stark
Stokes
Stratton
Btubblefield
Studds
Bullivan
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tlernan
Traxler
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
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Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Charles, Tex. Young, Tex.
Wolfr Zablockl

NOT VOTING—I18

Diggs

Gray

Hansen, IJdaho James V.
Hansen, Wash. Teague
Coughlin Hollfleld Williams
Culvyer McSpadden

Davls, Ga. Rarick

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRENZEL

Mr., FRENZEL. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FRENZEL: Page
61, strike line 14 and all that follows down
through page 78, line 3.

Page 78, line 5, strike 409" and insert in
leu thereof “408".

Page T8, line 11, strike “410" and insert in
lleu thereof 409",

Page 79, line 15, strike out 408, and 409"
and insert in lleu thereof “and 408",

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, by the
adoption of the last amendment this
}_{ouse has saved the taxpayers $4 mil-
ion.

This amendment which I am now pro-
posing will enable us to save many times
that sum. This amendment strikes from
the bill the provisions that provide for
matching public funds for Presidential
primaries. That is all it does.

I think all of us know the arguments
for and against public financing. I am
prepared to make them more so perhaps
than the rest of the Members, but I
would rather concentrate on one partic-
ular aspect of this amendment.

The primaries, I believe, should be open
to any candidate who wishes to become
the President of the United States; but
they have become, because of the con-
centration of media attention, the ex-
clusive province of Members of the other
body of this Congress. So every 4 years
we witness the quadrennial ritual of
Senators absenting themselves from their
duties to campaign for 6 months for
the Presidency while the Congress is in
session. If we supply public funds to en-
courage this kind of activity, we are
simply giving the Senators a paid vaca-
tion, instead of one which they have to
pay for themselves.

Now, in addition to doing this for the
other body, if we agree to the Presiden-
tial public financing, we are contributing
to the destruction of the political par-
ties, for with public money, who needs
party money, who needs party discipline
and who needs public alliance?

We will have more candidates for more
dollar spending for elections, and the
party system will deteriorate. At the
same time, we will discourage third par-
ties because there is a very high entry
threshold. Candidates must raise a great
deal of money before they can qualify
for the matching fund. Therefore, a new
party, or third party, is beat before it
starts, and we are again left with the
usual line up of candidates and who are
they? Members of the other body, of
course.

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Wilson,

Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
White
Blatnik
Brasco

Carey, N.Y.
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More than this, however, as I pointed
out when the House wisely adopted the
last amendment, by adopting this
amendment we can bring back to the
people some control over their election
processes.

Every ounce of Federal financing
means another step forward toward giv-
ing control of elections to the bureauc-
racy. Every bit of Federal financing takes
the elections a little farther from the
people and a little more tightly under the
control of the bureaucracy.

Mr, Chairman, I do not want to be-
labor this point. I only want to thank the
Members for their enlightened vote on
the last amendment and urge a vote for
this amendment, which will eliminate the
matching Presidential primary raid on
the public purse to support the candidacy
of people seeking our Presidency in fu-
fure years.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, let us consider where
we are this afternoon.

We are on the floor of the House of
Representatives, waiting to go to our tel-
evision sets a little later tonight for an
event that is rumored to be one that
will have great significance for the peo-
ple of this country and indeed, all of the
people of the world.

We are all anticipating the probable
resignation of the President of the
United States. And why? Because we
have witnessed over the last several
months, month after month, revelations
of the most spectacular lawlessness and
corruption in the 200 years of the his-
tory of this country.

And what have we just witnessed in
respect of the second stage of an effort
begun by Congress in 1972 with the
adoption of legislation providing for the
public financing of Presidential general
elections?

What have we just witnessed in respect
of an opportunity that this Congress now
has to clean up the kind of Presidential
election revelations about which have
brought the downfall of a man who was
elected overwhelmingly 2 years ago?

Mr. Chairman, I will tell you. We have
just witnessed the spectacle of his party
voting by 177 to 7 to keep the same old
system by which we have been financing
Presidential elections in this country.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
upon that party—and its Representatives
in Congress—there should now be some
sense of public responsibility to join with
those on this side, even as some of you
on that side have already joined, to help
clean up Federal elections in this coun-
try.

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope that we will
reject this effort to strike from the bill
the provision for public financing of
Presidential primary elections.

This provision does not raid the Treas~
ury of the United States. The moneys
come from the funds freely, voluntarily
designated by the taxpayer to go into the
dollar checkoff fund.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest, in
the most direct way possible, to my
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friends on the minority side of the aisle
that if they vote on this amendment as
they did on the last amendment, the
American people will reject them at the
polls in November even as the American
people are rejecting the present Presi-
dent of the United States.

The time has come to reduce the in-
fluence of big money in our Presidential
elections—and this means primaries and
national conventions as well as the gen-
eral elections.

I urge the defeat of the amendment
of the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr, THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I rather thoroughly agree with
the gentleman’s remarks. I might remind
those who think that the taxpayer is
being saved money by the passage of the
last amendment are wrong. The conven-
tions in the future, as in the past, will
be financed by advertisements which are
deductible, which are the people’s money,
in order to finance them.

I really am bitterly disappointed, and
certainly hope that the current amend-
ment will be defeated.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from New Jersey for
his contribution. I hope my friends on the
minority side will seize upon this amend-
ment as an opportunity to redeem them-
selves from their vote on the previous
amendment.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield first to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FisH).

Mr. FISH. Mr, Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I do resent the remarks of the previous
speaker in the well with reference to
ITT, and I think I have the standing in
this House to do so.

Both our national parties will be hold-
ing conventions in 1976 and I do not
expect the the Democratic Party, the
gentleman’s party, will be involved in any
ITT business in that next general elec-
tion.

I think another answer might be that
we all might well consider the frivolous-
ness, in many cases, and the large ex-
penditures that go into national party
conventions. Perhaps there is a better
way of choosing our national candidates
in the future.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, and members of the committee, I,
too, join my friend, the gentleman from
New York, in deeply regretting the kind
of admonitory remarks the gentleman
from Indiana, the distinguished deputy
majority whip, has seen fit moments
ago to deliver from the well of this House.

This is a sad day in the history of our
country, assuming, as we all do, the
events that will take place later this
evening.

There is not anyone in this House, on
either side of the aisle, who does not
deeply deplore and regret the events
that took place in the last Presidential
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campaign that in some respects are re-
3ponsible for what we contemplate to-
ay.

However, I am not going to stand be-
fore this House and before the Ameri-
can people and apologize for the vote
that I just made in defeating the effort
to finance conventions through the
checkoff, without any matching require-
ment.

I think that the gentleman from In-
diana and many on this side of the aisle
know that I have labored ceaselessly for
many months now to inject a certain
measure of public financing into the po-
litical process. I sought to do that along
with the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
Uparyr), the gentleman from Washing-
ton (Mr. Forey), the gentleman from
New York (Mr. ConasrLE) and many
others, 40 in all, who have cosponsored
an amendment that we hope yet to of-
fer this afternoon that would provide,
with respect to small contributions of
$50 or less, that there could be a matech-
ing payment out of the Federal Treasury,
out of the checkoff fund, not directly
out of general funds, but out of the
checkoff funds that have previously been
established.

To suggest, however, that there is some
shame that should be associated with
our vote in saying that we did not want
to inject total public financing into the
financing of national conventions is to
confuse the issue entirely.

I talked to the distinguished national
chairman of my party, a former col-
league of ours, a man of whom we are
all proud, Mr. George Bush. His objec-
tion to total public financing of these na-
tional conventions was simply on the
ground that he felt that it might lead to
Federal regulations; if they were totally
financed from Federal funds, it might
lead to regulation that would extend even
to the matter of delegate apportionment.

‘We now, of course, have a very impor-
tant case that is pending in the Federal
courts where we seek to adjudicate that
issue. Therefore, I want to make it clear
that there are some of us on my side of
the aisle who in a very few minutes are
going to support & matching amendment.
We are all for encouraging small con-
tributions of under $50 to eliminate big
money and special-interest money from
the financing of Congressional and Sen-
atorial campaigns.

I hope the gentleman from Indiana
will join me in supporting that amend-
ment. I hope a majority of those on his
side of the aisle will join us in supporting
that amendment. But please do not leave
the record in the shape in which it stands
now, that somehow by voting against the
amendment or voting for the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. FrENZEL) , we have subscribed to the
abuses that did mar the 1972 campaign.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Since I
have mentioned the gentleman’s name,
I will yield to him.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman. The gentleman
knows the high respect I have for him.
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Earlier in the debate I referred to his
outstanding contributions to shaping
the climate for a worthwhile campaign
reform bill.

Mr, ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BRADEMAS. But I want to say to
my friend, the gentleman from Illinois,
that I have here a letter which I did not
mention in the debate on the last amend-
ment. I do now think it appropriate,
however, to mention the letter, in view of
the citation by the gentleman from Il-
linois of the views of the distinguished
Republican National Chairman, a former
colleague of ours in this body, who said,
in a letter of January 29, 1974:

Bob Btrauss and I appointed a bipartisan
committee to look into new ways of financ-
ing the national conventions.

One of the thoughts that came out of the
first meeting was that the checkoff for politi-
eal contributions should be amended so that
the first $2 million go to the financing of the
conventions.

Mr. Bush goes on:

Prankly, it has an awful lot of merit to
me. Much of the cost of the conventions has
been financed through selling convention ads
to corporations . . .

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON)
has expired.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that I
be allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object—and I do not intend
to object—there are a lot of Members
who have made commitments for this
evening, and I am going to object to any
further extension of time after this in
the interest of trying to get this finished.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, before I yield, I would appreciate
it if the gentleman would then leave me
1 minute, because I have something in
addition to cover.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Of course.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
simply want to say this—and I will
spell this out further in the revision of
my remarks—Chairman Bush endorsed
this idea earlier. I was advised of that
endorsement when I supported the
amendment in good faith. I must say
that for him to be turning around on a
dime now and in effect leave us divided
in such a partisan fashion on this cam-
paign reform bill is not fair.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, let me reply to the gentle-
man’'s statement.

I do not challenge his good faith in
offering the amendment, but let me make
it clear that in the conversation I had
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with the distinguished national chair-
man of my party as recently as a week
ago he explained to me at the time this
proposition was originally offered he did
not take into consideration the impact
that the adoption of such an amend-
ment might have on the court case that
is now pending with respect to the ap-
portionment of delegates during the 1976
conventions. He does not want to jeop-
ardize the decision in that case and in-
ject a possible Federal control of our
national conventions.

That ought to be of as much concern
on this side of the aisle as it is on my
side of the aisle. That is the reason why
we took the position we did on the
Frenzel amendment, not because we
were subscribing to anything in the way
of illicit or unsavory practices with re-
spect to the financing of national con-
ventions or campaigns.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, we always play poli-
tics kind of rough in the State of In-
diana, and I suppose it is about par for
the course that my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS),
succeeded in bringing this debate down
from the high levels of alleged states-
manship in which it has been wandering
to the ordinary partisan level which one
might normally expect from the other
side of the aisle.

But since he has done so, and hoping
to retreat to a slightly more statesman-
like stance, let me point out a couple
of things which, in my sincere opinion,
are the real problems here, problems
which we have not bothered to face and
which, I may say to the gentlemen on
the other side of the aisle, they have not
had the guts to face and have not had
any intention to face.

We are taking into consideration a re-
form bill here, as I had cccasion to note
yvesterday, as did some other Members,
under a lousy gag rule where one cannot
even put in an amendment to the bill.

What amendments can we not put in?
Well, we cannot put in an amendment
which will reach the fact, for instance,
that about half the Members over there
are here thanks to involuntary union
dues collected from people who have to
pay them in order to work; and then they
channel them into political action com-
mittees and use them to elect Members
of Congress.

Where do we get around to the point in
this bill of offering an amendment on
that subject, I would like to ask the
Members?

Mr. BRADEMAS., Mr. Chairman, will
my friend, the gentleman from Indiana,
yield?

Mr. DENNIS. No, Mr. Chairman, I will
not vield riecht now. I have something
else I want to say.

The trouble with this country and the
reason we have speclal interest money
running it, both from business—and we
do—and from milk funds, as well as from
labor and from everybody else, is that we
have made the Government too big and
too powerful, and every single person in
this country who has two nickels, or a
business, or a farm, has to come down
here and beg for permission to live. And
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naturally they try to pay the bureaucrats
and the politicians off.

Who did that? The party on the other
ﬁl]:letof the aisle, for the last 30 years, did

at.

Now, the President of our party who,
unfortunately, perhaps—Ilearned your
lessons too well, is about to pay for your
sins. And you get up here and make fun
and gloat about it in this sad hour of the
Union. I am sorry to see it done.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted that the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DEnyis)
is able to get this debate on such a high
plane, and I want to stay right on that
high plane with the gentleman.

I noticed he used the word “retreat,”
and I would say that he has had some
good experience in retreating lately. I am
only sorry that he did not get to retreat
on TV, like he made his defense on TV.

But, Mr. Chairman, somehow or other
I have been getting the impression all
day—and maybe we got a preview of it
here from the gentleman from Indiana—
I have been getting the impression that
we are going to hear a speech at 9 o’clock
tonight which is somehow or other going
to be blamed on the Democrats for the
predicament the President is in. And that
is what the gentleman from Indiana said.

I have personally felt very sorry for
Mr. Nixon, and I still do. I would not bhe
any party to any hounding him after he
retires or resigns from office. But I just
hope that those folks over there do not
think for one minute that we are going
to let you get away with blaming us
somehow for all of the people that are in
the penitentiary and who are going to
the penitentiary, and who will go to the
penitentiary.

I have counseled with candidates for
Congress on our side not to talk about
Watergate because there are plenty of
other issues. But if the gentleman from
Indiana wants to make that the issue,
well, I suppose we can rise to that high
plane the gentleman is talking about and
debate it with him. I would just as soon
that we did not. I do not really think it
has any place here.

We are going to decide whether or not
we have public financing for primaries.
We are going to decide whether we have
public financing for the Presidential
race. And the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. ANpERSON) who is against it on the
one hand, is for it on the other, and we
will have an amendment from him and
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL)
to extend it to Members of the House
and Senate. And I am going to fight them
as hard as I know how.

I have abided by the will of the House,
and I will stand by the will of the House
in the conference.

The House decided it wanted a $60,000
limitation, and T am going to stand by
that. The House decided it did not want
the conventions financed, which I think
was a mistake. My God, if you took a
look at either one of them in November
you might wish the Federal Govern-
ment did regulate them. I guess the rea-
son most people on our side voted against
it was they were afraid that the same
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kind of people who took over the Miami
convention would do it again, and they
did not want to have any of their money
in it. I guess that was the general moti-
vating factor. But let us decide it, and
vote our conscience, and abide by it.

I do not really mind a little rough
debate now and then. And as I go back
and read the debates in the time of An-
drew Jackson and in the time of Thomas
Jefferson, and in the time of the Adamses
and then look at the statement now, I
can see the difference.

If you say something if you think
someone in this House is an idiot, you
cannot say you think that because that
is not gentlemanly conduct. They used
to say a lot worse things than that about
people in the old days, and the Republic
has survived. I am not saying I think
there is anyone who is that in the House,
but there would be a way to get around
it if one wanted to.

But what I am saying and what I
finally want to say is, let us leave the
partisanship out of it, and let us vote
on the merits.

As chairman of the committee and as
one of the conferees, I am going to try
to uphold whatever the majority of this
House wants. I hope that this experi-
ment—and it is an experiment—in pub-
lic financing and a voluntary checkofl,
which is a referendum on the primary
and on the Presidential election, will
stand. I am not willing to go any further
than that until we see how it works out
in that instance.

Mr. CONLAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not often speak
on the floor here, but I have been lis-
tening to the comments on both sides
these last few minutes and am moved
to speak. I cannot help but think as a
newcomer to this body that maybe the
happenings of the last weeks and the
last days might bring some sober re-
appraisal to all of us. Some of you who
have been here for years know the tre-
mendous accumulation of power that
has been created in the Central Govern-
ment here in Washington.

The gentleman from Indiana spoke of
the special interests and the favoritism
that seeks to come into campaign fi-
nancing; but the other gentleman from
Indiana put it very aptly when he said,
“Why does that money come in?” It
comes in because this Congress has cre-
ated within its will and its authority, a
bureaucracy that has the power to give
special favors and the power to remove
bureaucratic heavyhandedness, so that
private individuals can have fair treat-
ment from that bureaucracy.

I have listened to some of the older
Members who have been here for years
and some of you middle-aged Members,
who say, “10 years ago we had time for
reflection on major issues. We had time
to think through issues. We could sit
down, and we could read a book, and we
could think about world affairs. We
could have real input into decisionmak-
ing. We could think about the foreign
policy and the domestic directions of
this country.” But now they say in pri-
vate conversations, “We have become
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ombudsmen; we have become paper
shufflers; we are on a treadmill.” You
spend so much time answering your mail
and seeking Federal handouts for your
constituents because of the tremendous
increase in power that the Federal Gov-
ernment has obtained over so many peo-
ple’s lives. People can hardly go to the
toilet today without getting a Federal
permit.

And so the public comes to you to in-
terface and intercede between the bu-
reaucracy and them. Does one wonder
why the unethical money is coming in?
Does one wonder why people try to buy
in? Does one wonder why Congressmen
are tempted and have to say no? Some-
times the temptations take hold, history
has shown.

I think it is time for this body to begin
thinking that maybe it has created over
the years, as the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. DEnnNis), has said, a situation
which invites the corruption that we
have seen too much of. And maybe the
time is here to redress and correct that
problem by redirecting power down to
the States and the communities where
the people can interface with a local bu-
reaucracy, with their own resources, ra-
ther than having so much of it drained
off here in Washington where the money
is being dissipated through a tremendous
overhead, and where the citizens get only
60 cents on the dollar back. Then to get
out from under control of Federal con-
trols and then to get a fair break, they
have to try to buy in somewhere to get
a fair shuffle.

That type of situation, Mr. Chairman,
makes us need to rethink. I believe if the
happenings of the last 18 months have
brought us a better awareness of what
has caused corruption and dishonesty,
then we can rise above the pedestrian
problems we are getting into, and be a
Congress that can think through the
critical areas of national concern, and
leave some of the regulation and financ-
ing of government at the local level.

Then the public will have more re-
spect for their institutions; they will
have more respect for the Congress; the
temptations here will be less for you, and
the level of nobility and morality of this
country might rise once again to the
high level the public expects of it, and
where it should be.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I am as
sorry as the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BrapEMAs) that we adopted the most
recent amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Minnesota. The committee
had attempted in good faith to reduce
the rather shameful reliance that both
parties—both parties—have had upon
a little handful of big contributors to the
national campaigns, to the national con-
ventions and to the maintenance of the
national parties.

In 1967 I wrote an article for Harpers
magazine, in the research for which I
did a study of the financing of the na-
tional conventions of both parties in the
preceding election, in the year 1964, A
substantial part of the money raised for
those national conventions in that year
came from the publication of fancy
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brochures with ads selling for $10,000
to $15,000 a page. The Democrats en-
titled their book “Toward an Age of
Greatness” and the Republicans called
theirs “Congress, the Heart Beat of
Government.”

But now let us look at who bought
those ads. Were these average citizens,
were they plain-vanilla people tryving
to establish their rights of citizenship
and have some voice in the selection of
the two candidates who would be
presented to the voters? No. They really
were not.

Eleven of the top twenty-five contrac-
tors in the Nation purchased those ads in
the books and, and they are some of the
same people who were called upon as
recently as 1972 to contribute money to
the enormously costly job of trying to
run a Presidential campaign. Many of
them were corporations legally pro-
hibited from contributing to campaigns,
but they were able to buy ads in these
books whose proceeds went to the same
general purpose, and they deducted
the payments as business expense.

Six airlines bought ads. Some were the
same as have recently been found guilty
of contributing illegally in the 1972 cam-
paign. Three railroads bought ads. The
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co. bought
ads. Many other corporations and busi-
nesses regulated by the Government put
up the money for the two parties, both of
them, to conduct our national conven-
tions through which we made our na-
tional choice of the two candidates be-
tween whom the American public would
have a choice.

Now it is easy enough for the average
American to say politics is corrupt and
filthy and that he does not want to be
partisan or be a party to it. He may even
pride himself that he chooses not the
party but the man. But let us look at the
situation. That citizen is confronted with
the choice already made for him. He just
chooses between two preselected men.

And how does a candidate quality to
be seriously considered by the conven-
tion? By raising enough money—much
of it from huge individual contributors—
to finance a series of terribly costly pri-
mary campaigns. It has become a rich
man’s game.

This provision in the bill is designed
to encourage widespread public activity
in supporting the candidates of one’s
own choice in the primaries. In order to
qualify for this matching money from
the funds created by the $1 individual
checkoffs, a candidate in a Presidential
primary first would have had to raise
$100,000, $20,000 in each of five States,
and the bill encourages relatively smaller
contributions because it matches moneys
confributed in individual donations of
$250 and less. It is a good experiment.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. Of course I yield to the
distinguished chairman.

Mr. HAYS. It is $5,000 in 20 States.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I am
sorry I misstated it and I stand cor-
rected. The elucidation made by the gen-
tleman from Ohio improves the point I
was trying to make.
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All I am trying to say is that, gee, if
we are serious about reducing the reli-
ance upon these big contributors who
more and more hold the keys to the gates
of political opportunity, if we are serious
in saying that a candidate for President
should not have to be wealthy or a will-
ing ward of the wealthy, then I think we
ought to give a fair trial to this provi-
sion which the committee has devised.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I join
the gentleman in opposing the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. FrenzeL) . I think the time has come
for us to see if we can finance Presiden-
tial elections by the public finance
method.

I think we ought to give it a try and
see how it works.

Now, in supporting this provision, that
is, Presidential election financing, I do
not oppose the amendment, but I think
it is important we ought to give this a
try.

I rise in opposition to the motion to
strike the portions of title IV mandating
a program of public financing for Presi-
dential elections.

I realize that this is one of the more
controversial sections of this long and
intricate bill. I realize that public
financing of elections is still a novel idea,
even though it was first proposed back in
1907 by a Republican President, Theo-
dore Roosevelt. I realize that we will be
plowing new ground here, that we will
be testing a new concept.

I do not favor extending public financ-
ing to congressional elections at this
time. I think we need to float the boat
and test the waters a bit before we in-
volve the many hundreds of congres-
sional races in such a new process.

Yet I think we should not be afraid
now to make the first step. And I think
that the Presidential election process is
the place to make it. It is in the Presi-
denial election that millions and millions
of dollars are required. It is in the Presi-
dential election that the role of the lit-
tle man is struggling the hardest, and has
come under the most uncertainty.

We need to restore the role of the com-
mon man in our Presidential election
process by removing the need of the can-
didates for this great high office to rely
on huge contributions from wealthy in-
terests of every sort. Through its reli-
ance on the dollar-check-off and through
its matching formula in the crucial pri-
mary elections, the provision for public
financing for Presidential elections in
this bill does right the balance again.
This section clearly restores the individ-
ual to his proper role in helping to elect
the person to fill the highest office in
our land. At least let us try public finan-
cing for Presidential elections. Let us
see how it can work.

I urge again, therefore, that the mo~
tion to strike be defeated.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentlemen from Texas are serious
about trying to experiment, that is a good

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

idea; but under the rule we are forfeited.
We do not have the opportunity to limit
it to say 5 years or 10 years and just
try it out, because the closed rule has
prevented us from doing that.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman that Congress could
repeal this law if it did not work out
as we intend, at any time in the future.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I have heard that
before and the bad laws go on and on.
If the gentlemen from Texas are se-
rious about having an experiment, we
should have a limitation that it automa-
tically expires at the end of 8 years
or something like that.

Mr. WRIGHT. The genfleman would
be free to offer such an amendment. But
first we certainly should vote down the
pencing amendment and give this plan
a chance.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
I rise in opposition to the amendment
of the gentleman from Minnesota.

I want to join the gentlemen from
Texas. When we talk about limitations,
we all know the answer is fundamental,
we do have an election for the President
every 4 years. We are not talking about
money from the general revenue fund.
We are talking about voluntary con-
tributions, the checkoff system.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. AN-
DERsON) made a statement that he favors
matching funds. What we are talking
about in this particular section of the
bill is matching funds for Presidential
primary elections.

It has been amply stated that the min-
imum requirements are $250 contribu-
tions, $5,000, 20 States, $100,000, in order
to be eligible to participate in this fund
on a matching basis.

To my good friend, the gentleman from
California, who serves on Banking and
Currency Committee, I have the highest
regard for him. I want to point out to him
that in this particular section of the bill,
that if the money is in the fund it can be
used; but if there is no money in the
fund, then we are not able to spend any
money. The chairman is correct, we are
placing public financing on a trial basis.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Yes. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I am for the trial run and
against the amendment. Maybe I should
not say any more. I do not want to in-
fluence any votes against it; but I think
we ought to know if the amendment stays
in the bill and my dear friend, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL) is a
candidate for President, and I under-
stand he has announced that, that I also
will be a candidate, because I think thaz
Democrats deserve a choice between the
Postal System we have now and the one
I would go back to, which was the old-
fashioned Pony Express. It got the mail
there faster.

Further than that, I think I can raise
my money in 20 States quicker than the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. UpaLLr)
can and I will contest him on that.

So I want all of us to know if they
support this amendment and the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. Uparn) is a
candidate, the country is getting me, too.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I urge
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my colleagues in the House to reject the
amendment of the gentleman from Min-
nesota and to support the committee
position. It is an idea again, I emphasize,
whose time has come.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-

man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL).

The question was taken:

and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 163, noes 253,
not voting 18, as follows:

Abdnor
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bevill
Blagel
Bray

Brinkley
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.

Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter
Cederberg

Clausen,
Don

Clawson, Del
ochran

C
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W., JI.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Bdwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Pindley
Fisher
Flynt
Forsythe

Abzug
Al

dams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

[Roll No. 466]

AYES—163

Fountaln
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-

schmidt
Hébert
Hinshaw
Holt

arman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Eemp
Ketchum
Kin,

4
Kuykendall
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lott
Lujan
McClory
MeCollister
McEwen
Madigan
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Michel

Miller

Minshall, Ohio

Mizell

Montgomery

Moorhead,
Calif.

Mosher

Myers

Nelsen

Passman

NOES—2563

Eoland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Callf.
Buchanan
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo,
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Carney, Ohlo
Casey, Tex.
Clark

Clay
Cleveland

Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Price, Tex,
Qule
Quillen

Spence
Bteed
Stelger, Arlz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Btuckey
Bymms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Thomson, Wis,
Thone

Towell, Nev.
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Whi

te

Whitehurst
ns

‘Wilson, Bob
Wyatt
Wylle
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Y Fla.

oung,
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Zwach

Cohen
Colller
Collins, 111,
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver

Daniels,
Dominick V.
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Dulski

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg

Esch

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Fish

Flood
Flowers
Foley

Ford

Fraser
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gialmo
Gibhons
Gliman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Gude
Gunter
Hamlilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis

Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif,
Johneon, Colo,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmelier
Kazen
Klucgynskl
Koch

Eyros
Leggett
Lehman

Litton
Long, La.

1974

Long, Md.
Luken
MeCloskey
MeCormack
McDade
McFall
McKay
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon
Mallary
Marazitl

Mathias, Calif,

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills

Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.¥Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan

Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Natcher
Nedzl
Nichols

Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Rallsback
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Rodino
Roe
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Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowsk{
Roush
Roybal
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shriver
Slkes
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
J. Willlam
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tlernan
Traxler
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
Widnall
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Callf.
‘Willson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—18

Blackburn
Blatnik
Brasco
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Davis, Ga.

Diggs
Gray

Milford
Parris

Hansen, Idaho Rarick
Hansen, Wash. Rooney, N.Y.

Holifleld
McSpadden

Teague
Willlams

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the votes was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoNYERS: Page
51, immediately after line 7, insert the fol-
lowing:

(2) Section 2002(7) (relating to the de-
finition of “minority party”) is amended by
striking out “6 percent or more but”.

And redesignate the following paragraphs
accordingly.

Page 51, Immediately after line 26, insert
the following:

(6) Section 9004(a) (3) (relating to eligi-
bility of candidates of a minor party or a new
party) is amended by striking out “5 percent
or more of the total” and inserting in lieu
thereof “any’.

And renumber the following paragraphs
accordingly.

CXX——1733—Part 21

Page 54, strike out lines 18 and 19 and
Insert in lleu thereof the following:

"(2) Minor parties and new parties.—Sub-
Jject to the provisions of this section the
national committee of a minor party and
the national committee of a new party

Page 55, line 3, immediately after “elec-

tion" insert the following:
, or as the number of popular votes received
by the candidate for President of the new
party received in the current Presidential
election,

Page &5, llne 10, strike out "or minor
party” and insert in lieu thereof “, minor
party, or new party".

Page 55, line 16, strike out ‘‘or minor
party” and insert in lieu thereof *, minor
party, or new party”.

Page 56, strike out lines 16 and 17 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) Minor parties and new parties.—Ex-
cept as provided by paragraph (3), the na-
tional committee of a minor party or a new
party

Page b56, line 24, strlke out “‘or
party” and insert in lieu thereof “,
party, or new party".

Page 57, line 21, strlke out ‘‘or
party” and insert in lieu thereof “,
party, or new party”.

Page 68, line 15, strike out “or
party” and insert in lleu thereof *,
party, or new party’.

Page 59, line 2, strike out “or
party” and insert in lieu thereof *,
party, or new party”.

Page 59, line 15, strike out “or
party” and insert in lieu thereof *,
party, or new party".

Page 60, line 2, strlke out “or
party” and insert in lieu thereof *,
party, or new party”.

Page 60, beginning In line 9, strike out
“or minor party” and insert in lieu thereof
“, minor party, or new party’.

Page 60, line 18, strike out "or minor
party” and insert in lleu thereof *“, minor
party, or new party”.

Mr. CONYERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman and my
colleagues, this is a conforming amend-
ment which would eliminate the provi-
sion whereby minor or new political
parties must receive at least 5 percent of
the national or popular vote to be eligi-
ble for public funds.

What this amendment does is to go
through all of the places in 15 parts of
this bill, which I support, and eliminates
the 5 percent requirement.

I would like to explain why I think it
is eminently logical and desirable that
this body go on record in correcting what
perhaps might have been a poor mistake,
or an issue not clearly considered by
the committee.

First of all, I think we must realize
that although we now have a two-party
system, we should not presume that all
the parties there are ever going to be
here for all time.

There is a very important and I think
dramatic political history of this Nation
in which parties have emerged and, like
people, have lived, matured and passed
on.

I think that at a time when politics
enjoys such little public confidence we
must not be put in a position of dis-
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couraging the growth and the healthy
competition that would accrue from this
conforming amendment.

May I point out, under the provisions
of my amendment, that all the six new
or minor political parties in the 1972
election totaled only four-tenths of 1
percent of the total votes cast for the
Presidency of the United States and
there would have been only $70,000 ex-
pended between some six parties because
minor or new parties only receive that
portion of $20 million equal to their pro-
portion of the total Presidential vote.

So it seems to me eminently sound,
quite fair and democratic. that we here
allow the widest and total expression of
all our eitizens in this country in con-
nection with the political parties of their
choice which are so important a part of
the electoral process.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman submitting his
amendment, but I would like to call the
attention of the gentleman to the fact
that in the confusion of the debate here I
find that all of the sections to which the
gentleman’s amendment applies, except
that part on page 51, have already been
stricken out of the bill.

This is a situation that is new to me. It
seems to me that the gentleman’s
amendment is germane down through
the part that says:

(6) Section 9004(a)(3) (relating to
eligibility of candidates of a minor party
or a new party) is amended by striking out
"6 percent or more of the total"” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “any.”

Because the rest of it has been stricken
by the Frenzel amendment.

I hope that the chairman will recognize
that this amendment is in no way con-
trary to the thrust of the bill before the
membership here today. It merely insures
that those who may not be in the major-
ity position, and thus not a part of either
of the two parties who now totally control
this decision by our membership in both
the House and the Senate, that we should
not solely out of our generosity but out of
our recognition that the fairest way to
encourage all citizens to participate is to
allow these same provisions to apply to
those who may support any party as long
as it conforms to the legal and statutory
requirements in the jurisdiction in which
it was created.

Also, it may as well be a question of
constitutionality for us to have assigned
so arbitrary a figure, 5 percent, in de-
fining a political grouping eligible for
Federal funds and governed by Federal
regulations.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Is the gentleman also saying that if we
are going to, under this bill, actually open
up fthe Federal Treasury to certain
Eroups, we ought to make it fair for all,
regardless of their size? Is that true?

Mr, CONYERS., Precisely.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I think that is a

Chairman,
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wholly reasonable and correct position
and I appreciate the gentleman’s ex-
planation

Mr. CONYERS. I urge the support
from the membership in behalf of this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr, Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the posi-
tive thrust behind the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan,
but as I read his amendment, in effect
it would say that if a handful of people
decided to call themselves a political
party and were to seek to make use of
funds from the dollar checkoff fund in
Presidential general elections, assuming
that they met the other qualifications,
they would be able to obtain money
under the gentleman’s amendment. I
think that the language incorporated in
the committee bill, which is language
from the 1972 dollar checkoff law with
respect to Presidential general elections,
is sensible in that it provides that minor
parties would be defined as any political
party whose campaign for President or
Vice President in the preceding election
received at least 5 percent but less than
25 percent of the total number of popular
votes cast for all candidates in such
elections.

I do not want to misrepresent the
gentleman’s amendment. If I have, I am
sure he will explain it to me. I will be
glad to yield to him.

Mr. CONYERS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s yielding.

I should like to point out that the
handful of people who may want to form
a political party is the same kind of a
handful of people who might form and
have formed some of the great parties in
the past, and specifically the two great
parties that exist in this country today.
There was a handful of people that
formed the Whig Party that elected two
Presidents. There was a handful of peo-
ple that formed the party that the gen-
tleman and I are members of, back in
1800. At the same time I think that we
should not deprecate those citizenz who
may reserve judgment.

Mr. BRADEMAS. I appreciate the
point the gentleman is making. The
point I am making, however, is that were
we to agree to his amendment, the effect
would surely be to give encouragement to
the proliferation of minor parties in the
United States. We seem to be surviving,
in spite of our difficulties, with two major
parties, and I would hope the gentle-
man’s amendment would be rejected.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that all debate on this
amendment cease in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Michigan answer a ques-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

tion? It looks as though the bill as
amended would only admit to the first
two sections of this amendment which
would allow a new party or a minor par-
ty with any number of members or ad-
herence of any number full participation
in the fund. Is this correct?

Mr. CONYERS. That is correct. What
we seek to do is to strike what might now
be considered an arbitrary number to
require the parties to reach a b-percent
growth to succeed and reach the check-
off benefit. After all, that may have been
2 percent or something else, but allo-
gether it would have cost $70,000 among
six different parties. I think the logic of
fairness to all parties in arriving at this
new profound law is extremely impor-
tant and should be embodied in this first
important piece of legislation.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman
for his explanation. I think the gentle-
man is right, that we have never been
able to establish a matching formula
that would do justice to new parties and
third parties or independent parties. This
troubles me particularly and is one rea-
son why I do not like matching or public
financing of any kind.

I do however think that striking out
any kind of qualification is a mistake,
and, as the genfleman from Indiana (Mr.
BrapeEmAs) has pointed out, actually even
a group of two could be a new party un-
der the gentleman’s amendment, and for
that reason I am going to oppose it.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman yielding.

Mr. Chairman, is not the 5-percent
figure, very arbitrary, and totally un-
necessary to the process of getting a
party started? As far as two people in a
closet, starting a party, everybody real-
izes it takes more than that to start a
viable political party. How did the com-
mittee arrive at a 5-percent figure?

Mr. FRENZEL. The committee did not
arrive at a 5-percent figure.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Where did it come
from?

Mr. FRENZEL. That was in the Inter-
nal Revenue Code. That was voted long
ago.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Did the IRS deter-
mine that 5-percent formula?

Mr. FRENZEL. No. Only the Congress
can write the laws. It is part of our
checkoff law.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. This is going to be
managed by the Treasury Department?
Where did that wonderful magic term of
5 percent come from?

Mr. FRENZEL. The Congress defer-
mined that when it passed the original
checkoff fund.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I really do not know
who can explain this arbitrary 5-percent
formula.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, this
is from the 1972 act which establishes
the dollar checkoff fund with respect
to Presidential general elections.
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Mr. ROUSSELOT. How did the Con-
gress establish 5 percent?

Mr. BRADEMAS. It is in the act.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. That is certainly
an arbitrary test.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will' the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr, HAYS. Of course it is an arbitrary
decision, just like the $60,000 figure is
arbitrary.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. This bill has many
arbitrary decisions in my opinion.

Then nobody can answer that question
about the 5 percent and how it was ar-
rived at? I am therefore constrained to
vote for the amendment.

Mr. FRENZEL. I suggest we vote
against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr, UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UDALL:

On page 78, line 4, add the following new
Sectlon 409, and renumber the existing Sec-
tlons 409 and 410 to become Sections 410 and
411.

CONGRESSIONAL MATCHING PAYMENT ACCOUNT

Sec. 409. (a) The analysis of subtitles at
the beginning of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1054 1s amended by substituting the
following new Subtitle H:

“Subtitle H. Financing of Federal Electlon
Campalgns.”

(b) The analysis of chapters at the he-
ginning of subtitle H of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

“Chapter 98. Congressional Matching Pay-
ment Account.”

(c) Bubtitle H of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 is amended by adding at the
and thereof the following new chapter:

“Chapter 988—CONGRESSIONAL MATCHING
PAYMENT ACCOUNT

“SEc. 9051. BHORT TITLE

“This chapter may be cited as the Con-
gressional Matching Payment Account Act.

“Sec. 0062, DEFINITIONS

“For purposes of this chapter—

“(1) ‘authorized committee’ means the
prineipal campaign committee of a candidate
for federal office as designated under Sec-
tion 302(f) of the Federal Election Cam-
palgn Act of 1971;

“(2) ‘contribution’ means a gift of money
made by a wrltten Instrument which iden-
tifies the person making the contribution by
full name and mailing address, but does not
include a subscription, loan, advance or de-
posit of money, or a contribution of products
or services;

“({3) ‘eligible candidate’ means a candidate
for election to federal office who is eligible
1';11rzldar section 9053, for payments under this

£;

‘(4) 'Federal office’ means the federal of-
fice of Senator, or Representative;

‘“(5) ‘general election’ means any regu-
larly scheduled or speclal election held for
the purpose of electing a candidate to Federal
office;

“(6) ‘matching account’ means the Con-
gressional Matching Payment Account estab-
lished under section 90567;

“{7) ‘official political party committee’
means a political committee organized by the
House or Senate members of any political
party having more than 15 percent of the
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membership of either the House of Repre-
sentatives or Senate of the United States and
designated as an official political party com-
mittee by the appropriate House or Senate
caucus of the political party;

“(8) ‘qualified campalign experses’ means
only those campaign expenses incurred in
behalf of a candidate for the use of:

“(i) broadcasting stations to the extent
that they represent direct charges for air-
time;

“(i1) newspapers, magazines and outdoor
advertising facilities to the extent that they
represent direct charges for advertising
space;

“(iii) direct mallings to the extent that
they represent charges for postage; and

“(iv) telephones to the extent that they

represent lease and use charges for equip-
ment.
Provided, That qualified campaign expenses
shall not include any payment which consti-
tutes a violation of any law of the United
Btates or of the state In which the expense
is paid or incurred.

“(9) ‘Representative’ means a Member of
the House of Representatives, and the Dele-
gates from the District of Columbia, Guam,
and the Virgin Islands.

“Sec. 053. ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENTS

“(a) To be eligible to recelve any pay-
ments under section 9057 for use in connec-
tion with his general election campalign, a
candidate shall certify to the supervisory of-
ficer that the candidate is the nominee of
a political party for election to the federal
office of Representative or SBenator or is oth-
erwise gqualified on the ballot as a candidate
in the general election for such office, and
he and his authorized committees have re-
ceived contributions for that campaign In
the amount of 10 percent of the maximum
amount he may spend in the general elec-
tion under section 608(c); Provided, That no
candidate in the general election for the
office of Senator need ralse more than
$50,000.

*(b) To be eligible to receive any payments
under section 8057 for use as campalgn con-
tributions an official political party commit-
tee shall have its chairman certify to the
supervisory officer its status as an official
political party committee.

"“(c) In determining the amount of con-
tributions received for purposes of subsec-
tion (a) and of Sectlon 9054(a)—

*(1) no contribution recelved as & sub-
scription, loan, advance, or deposit, or as a
contribution of products or services, shall
be taken into account;

“{2) no contribution from any person shall
be taken into account (a) In the case of a
candidate to the extent that it exceeds $50
when added to the amount of all other con-
tributions made by that person to or for the
benefit of that candidate in connection with
his election campalgn; and (b) In the case
of an officlal political party committee to
the extent that it exceeds 850 In a given
calendar year when added to the amount of
all other contributions made by that person
to the official political party committee of
a8 given political party during the calendar
year,

*“{3) no contribution from any person shall
be taken into account unless the recipient
submits to the supervisory officer at such
times and in such form as the supervisory
officer may require, a matching payments
voucher. Such voucher shall include the full
name of any person making a contribution
together with the date, the exact amount of
the contribution, the complete address of
the confributor and such other information
as the supervisory officer may require.

“(4) no contribution from any person shall
be taken into account in the case of a can-
didate to the extent that it was recelved
pricr to June 1 of the calendar year in which
the general election is held, or in the case of
a special general election, to the extent that
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it was received prior to three months before
the special general election is held.

**(6) no contribution from any person shall
be taken into account in the case of a can-
didate to the extent that it was recelved by
a candidate or his authorized committee in
pursuit of an unsuccessful attempt to obtain
his party's nomination for the federal office
being sought.

*(d) Certification under this section shall
be flled with the superviscry officer at the
time required by the supervisory officer.
“Bec. 9064. ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENTS

“{a) Every eligible candidate and official
political party committee is entitled to pay-
ments in an amount which is equal to the
amount of contributions received by that
candidate or official political party commit-
tee, subject to the provisions set forth in
Section 9053.

*{b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a), no candidate is entitled to
the payment of any amount under this sec-
tion which, when added to the total amount
of any other payments made to him under
this section exceeds the amount of thirty-
three percent of the expenditure limitation
applicable to him for his general election
campalgn under seetion 608(c).

“(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a), no candidate shall be en-
titled to receive any payments under this
section prior to the date on which the nom-
Inating process is complete in the candi-
date's state for the federal office being sought
In the general election, provided that in no
event shall any funds be pald to any can-
didate prior to June 1 of the calendar year
in which the general election is held, or in
the case of a special general election, prior
to three months before the special general
election is held.

“(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a), no official political party
committee is entitled to receive in a given
calendar year an amount in excess of $1 mil-
lion when added to the amounts received by
all other officlal political party committees
of that political party during the calendar
year.

“(e) No campaign contributions made by
an official political party committee to a
Congressional candidate shall be eligible to
be matched by the candidate with funds
otherwise available under this chapter to the
candidate.

“SEc. 9055, LIMITATIONS

“(a) No candidate and his authorized com-
mittee who recelve payments under this
chapter shall use these funds except for
qualified campalgn expenses incurred for the
period set forth in Section 9054 (c).

"(b) No official political party committee
which receives funds under this chapter shall
use those funds except for purposes of mak-
ing general election campaign contributions
to Congressional candidates.

“(e) All payments received by a candidate
or official political party committee under
this chapter shall be deposited in a separate
checking account at a national or state bank
designated by the candidate or officlal polit-
ical party committee and shall be adminis-
tered by the candidate or the candidate’s
principal campalgn committee or by the offi-
cial political party committee. No expendi-
tures of any payments received under this
chapter shall be made except by checks
drawn on this separate checking account at
a national or state bank. The supervisory
office may require such reports on the ex-
penditures of these funds as it deems appro-
priate.

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this chapter, no more than 100 percent
of the allowable spending limit for a given
candidate in a general election under Section
608(c), shall be paid under this chapter to
all eligible candidates In that race; provided
that the Secretary of the Treasury, in seek-
ing an equitable distribution of such funds
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shall make such distribution in the same
sequence in which such certifications are re-
celved pursuant to Section 9056.

“SEC. 9056. CERTIFICATIONS BY SUPERVISORY
OFFICER

“(a) After a candidate or official political
party committee establishes its eligibility
under section 9053 and subject to the provi-
slons of Section 9054, the supervisory officer
shall expeditiously certify from time to time
to the Secretary of the Treasury for payment
to each candidate or official political party
committee the amount to which that candi-
date or official political party committee is
entitled.

“(b) Initial certifications by the supervi-
sory officer under subsection (a), and all
determinations made by it under this chap-
ter, shall be final and conclusive, except to
the extent that they are subject to examina-
tion and audit by the supervisory officer
under section 9058 and judicial review under
section 9060.

“SEC. 9057. PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES

“(a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall
establish and maintain an account known
as the Congressional Matching Payment Ac-
count. The funds in this Matching Account
shall be available for payment to any candi-
date or official political party committee
eligible to receive payments under section
9063. The Secretary shall deposit in a Presl-
dentlal election year into the Matching Ac-
count the excess amounts available under
Section 6096, after the Secretary determines
and allocates the amounts required in that
Presldential election year in accordance with
sections 9006, 9008 and 9037.

“In each of the two years following a
Presidentlal election, the Secretary shall de-
posit Into the Matching Account that por=
tion of the annual amounts designated by
taxpayers under section 8096 that equals the
excess above twenty-five percent of the total
amount made available in the last Presiden-
tial election In allocating funds under sec-
tions 8008, 8008 and 9037. The monies in the
Matching Account shall remaln available
without fiscal year limitation.

“(b) Upon receipt of a certification from
the supervisory officer under section 9056,
and subject to the provisions of sectlons
90563, 9054, and 9055, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall promptly pay the amount cer-
tified by the supervisory officer from the
Matching Account to the candidate or offi-
cial political party committee to whom the
certification relates.

“(c) If on June 1 of any election year the
Becretary determines that the funds depos-
ited in the Matching Account pursuant to
paragraph (a) amount to less than 100 per-
centum of the maximum aggregate entitle-
ment for such election, he shall, notwith-
standing any other provision of this Chapter,
Iimit payments to each candidate to an
amount which bears the same ratio to the
maximum entitlement of such candidate as
the amount of funds in the Matching Ac-
count bears to the maximum aggregate en=
titlement.

*(d) For the purpose of this section—

“(1) ‘maximum entitlement’ means the
total amount of payments which may be re-
celved by a candidate subject to the limita-
tions of section 9054(b); and

“(2) ‘maximum aggregate entitlement’
means an amount which is the product of
two and the sum of the maximum entitle-
ments for each Federal office for which an
electlon 1s to be held.

“(e) No payment shall be made under this
chapter to any candidate for any campalgn
in connection with any election occurring
before October 31, 1976 or to any officlal po-
litieal party committee before June 1, 1976.
“Sgec. 9058. EXAMINATION AND AUDITS; REPAY~

MENTS

“(a) After each general election, the super-
visory officer shall conduct & thorough exam-
ination and audit of all candidates for Fed-
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eral office and official political party commit-
tees with respect to the funds received and
spent under this chapter.

“(b) (1) If the supervisory officer deter-~
mines that any portion of the payments
made to an eligible candidate or official polit-
ical party committee under section 9057 was
in excess of the aggregate amount of the pay-
ments to which the recipient was entitled, it
shall so notify that reciplent and the recipi-
ent shall pay to the Secretary of the Treasury
an amount equal to the excess amount.

“(2) If the supervisory officer determines
that any portion of the payments made to a
candidate under section 9057 for use in his
general election campaign was used for any
purpose other than for qualified campaign
expenses in connection with that campaign,
the supervisory officer shall so notify the
candidate and the candidate shall pay an
amount equal to that amount to the Secre-

“(8) If the supervisory officer determines
that any portion of the payments made to
an official political party committee under
section 9057 were used for any purpose other
than to make general election campaign con-
tributions to Congressional candidates, the
supervisory officer shall so notify the official
political party committee and the official po-
litical party committee shall pay an amount
equal to that amount to the Secretary.

‘“(4) Amounts received by a candidate un-
der this chapter may be retained for thirty
days after the general election for the pur-
pose of liquidating all obligations to pay
qualified campaign expenses which were in-
curred for the period set forth in section
9054(c). After the thirty-day period follow-
ing the election, all remaining federal funds
not yet expended on qualified campalgn ex-
penses shall be promptly repaid by the can-
didate to the Matching Account.

“(5)If the supervisory officer determines
that any candidate who has received funds
under this chapter, is convicted of violating
any provision of this chapter, the supervisory
officer shall notify the candidate and the
candidate shall pay to the Secretary of the
Treasury the full amount received under
this chapter.

*“(6) No payment shall be required from a
candidate or official political party commit-
tee under this section in excess of the total
amount of all payments received by the can-
didate or officlal political party committee
under section 8057.

“(e) No notification shall be made by the
supervisory officer under subsection (b) with
respect to a campalgn more than three years
after the day of the election to which the
campaign related.

“({c) All payments received by the Secre-
tary under subsection (b) shall be deposited
by him in the Matching Account.

“Sec, 9069. REPORTS TO CONGRESS

“(a) The supervisory officer shall, as soon
as practicable after the close of each cal-
endar year, submit a full report to the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives setting
forth—

“{1) the  qualified campaign expenses
(shown in the detail the supervisory officer
deems necessary) incurred by a candidate
and his authorized committees, and by each
official political party committee; and
celved any payment under section 8057.

“(2) the amounts certified by it under sec-
tion 20566 for payment to each candidate
and his authorized committees and each
official political party committee; and

*“(3) the amount of payments, if any, re-
quired from that candidate or official po-
litical party committee under section 9058,
and the reasons for each payment required.
Each report submitted pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be printed as a House or Senate
document.

“Sec. 9096, JUDICIAL REVIEW

“(a) Any agency action by the supervisory
officer made under the provisions of this
chapter shall be subject to review by the
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United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit upon petition
flled in such court within 30 days after the
agency action by the supervisory officer for
which review is sought.

“(b) Review Procedures—The provisions
of Chapter 7 of Title 5, United States Code
apply to judicial review of any agency ac-
tion, as defined in Section 651 (13) of Title
5, United States Code.

"“Sec. 9061. UNLAWFUL USE oF PAYMENTS

“It shall be unlawful for any person who
receives payment under this chapter or to
whom any portion of such payment is
transferred, knowingly and willfully to use,
or authorize the use of, such payment or such
portion for any purpose other than for the
specific purposes authorized by this chapter.
“Sec. 9062. FALSE STATEMENTS

*It shall be unlawful for any person know=
ingly and willfully to furnish any false, fic-
titious or fraudulent evidence, books or
information to the supervisory officer under
this chapter or to include in any evidence,
books, or information so furnished any
misrepresentation of a material fact, or to
falsify or conceal any evidence, books or
information relevant to a certification by the
supervisory officer. :

“Sec. 9063. EICKBACKS AND ILLEGAL PaAy-
MENTS

“It shall be unlawful for any person know-
ingly and willfully to give or accept any
kickback or any illegal payment in connecs
tion with any payments received under this
Chapter or in connection with any expendi-
tures of payments received under this chap=-
ter.

“SEc. 9064. PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS

“(a) Any knowing and willful violation of
any provision of this chapter is punishable
by a fine of not more than $25,000, or ime
prisonment for not more than one year, or
both.”

Mr. UDALL (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ari-
zona?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, we have
a very good hill before us. The gentle-
man from Ohio has been kind enough to
say good things about me and I want to
compliment him and the committee for
bringing to the floor a very sound and
very responsible bill.

I think it really needs only one more
thing to be an exceptionally outstand-
ing bill, and that is to adopt the Ander-
son-Udall, Foley-Conable matching fund
proposal for congressional elections.

Studies have shown that about 95
percent of the financing of congressional
elections comes from the top 2 or 3
percent of the wealthiest people in this
country. The little guys are left out,
whether they are Democrats or Republi-
cans.

We have been trying new concepts,
new patterns lately in this country. Two
years ago we established a $25 tax
credit for man and wife, and $100 tax
deduction. This partial public financing
has worked.

Now what we are trying to do is bring
into the congressional election a mass of
small private donations, with a limited
amount of public money.

This proposal of ours has gone
through some evolutions. It has been
changed a number of times. As I moved
around the floor today. I found a lot of
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confusion about it. I hope no one will
vote against past versions of this pro-
posal. It does not apply to 1974. It ap-
plies only to 1976. It will be a trial run
in 1976, along with the Presidential gen-
eral election primaries we have just ap-
proved. It does not apply to congres-
sional primaries. There was fear there
would be twelve or fourteen people run-
ning in a congressional district all fi-
nanced by public funds. We do not hand
anybody $90,000 or any large sum sim-
ply for getting a party nomination. The
most public money they can get is $20,-
000, and to get it they have to match it
with $50 or smaller donations. Not a
dime of general revenue funds will go
into this. It will be financed totally by
the checkoff. It will be financed by peo-
ple who voluntarily want to give a dollar
on their income tax for a new system of
clean honest elections.

There were fears we would be financ-
ing frivolous candidates. We have a
threshold. They have to raise $6,000 in
$50 chunks or smaller to qualify. That
is a very high threshold. Anybody that is
a serious opponent against any incum-
bent is going to be able to raise $7,500.

There is no compulsion. No candidate
has to use this system. If they like the
old way, if they have some conscientious
objection to using dollar checkoff funds
they may reject it.

One of the other objections was made
to the Senate bill and some of the other
proposals, which gave public money for
merely getting a major party nomination,
even in a district where the race would
be hopeless. A candidate could be in a
one-party district, but if he gets a major
party nomination under some of these
proposals, he gets $90,000 or some large
sum of money. In our proposal he has
to match dollar for dollar. He has to get
it in small contributions and, as I say,
it is limited to a $20,000 total.

We have another important limita-
tion. Fears were expressed that, “You
are going to take all this Federal money.
You are going to hire your brother-in-
law as a consultant, or spend all this tax-
payer money on similarly senseless
matters.

The $20,000 that is raised has to be
segregated in a separaite bank account.
That money has to be used, or it has
to be given back. It must be used for
five highly visible things: radio, televison,
newspapers, billboards, telephone banks,
and postage for direct mailing.

We have a fine system that ought to
be tried out on a limited basis. I think
it will work.

There was some talk in the cloakroom
today and I want to put it to rest,
regarding an earlier proposal under
which there would be a flat grant of
$1,000,000 to each of the national cam-
paign committees. That is not in the bill.
There is included here only voluntary
amounts from the voluntary checkoff
system with all the careful limitations
that I have indicated.

I think the time has come when we
should give this thing a trial, Surely to-
day the American people are ready to
put up a dollar or two a year to have
a clean, decent, brand new system of
House and Senate elections in this coun-
try. Under this carefully drawn system
with these careful safeguards, we can
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give this a trial without running any of
the risks people have feared about pub-
lic financing.

This has widespread support outside
the Congress. I think we make a serious
mistake today if we reject this fine sys-
tem. Added to the bill we have, the fine
provisions in the bill we have, we will
have something that in this historic day
we can be very proud of. !

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. T yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. KAZEN. I do not know how the
checkoff system in your amendment
works. I can understand on the national
level in a Presidential race that the
money is coming from a checkoff from
throughout the country. Suppose there
are no checkoffs in a particular area.

Mr. UDALL. If there is no money in
the checkoff fund there will be no pay-
ments.

Mr. EAZEN. Suppose there are no
checkoffs from two or three congres-
sional areas. Is there going to be any
money from the general fund coming
from outside into those districts to fi-
nance those candidates?

Mr. UDALL. Yes; this is a national
fund designed to help finance campaigns
all over the country.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, it is get-
ting late and a lot of Members have com-
mitments, as I said earlier, and I was
wondering if 30 minutes would be suffi-
cient time to conclude debate on this
amendment. ;

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close at 5:30

Jm.

: The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will rec-
ognize Members standing at the time the
unanimous-consent request was made
for 50 seconds each.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to amend my unanimous-consent request
and ask unanimous consent that all
Members whose names have been read
be recognized for 1 minute each.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

(By unanimous consent, Messrs.
Nepzi, BRapEMAS, CARNEY of Ohio, DENT,
MaTtris of Georgia, and Gaypos yielded
their time to Mr. Hay..)

(By unanimous consent, Messrs.
Brown of Ohio and NELSEN yielded their
time to Mr. FRENZEL.)

(By wunanimous consent, Messrs.
CoHEN, DELLENBACK, WHALEN, and CONTE
yielded their time to Mr. AnpErRsoN of
Illinois.)

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Younc
of Florida and Mr. Bauman yielded their
time to Mr. ROUSSELOT.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. GAYDPOS).

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Chairman, what is
the purpose for allowing these funds for
congressional races?
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Obviously, based on current estimates,
there is a question whether or not there
will be sufficient funds available to take
care of all the costs of the 1976 Presi-
dential election and the presidential pri-
mary races.

But assuming that there are available
certain funds from the dollar checkoff
for use in congressional races, it would
be so small that when allocated among
the candidates, it would be a mere token
contribution to the candidates’ cam-
paigns.

The rationale behind the push for pub-
lic financing is two-pronged:

First, to eliminate the evil of private
funding as reflected in the Watergate
matter.

Second, the need to provide funds to
challengers in order to make political
campaigns more competitive.

The mere fact that the proponents of
public financing accept the concept of
matching funds, such as in the Presi-
dential primary, indicates that they do
not consider private funds per se evil.

However, the bill before the House
does answer the allegation of the exist-
ence of evil private funds in the Presi-
dential general election by authorizing
full Federal funding for Presidential
general.

But by accepting the concept of
matching funds for the Presidential pri-
mary, the proponents for public financ-
ing then switch their argument from the
need to eliminate private funds to the
need to provide front money for candi-
dates who do not have sufficient private
funds available to launch a campaign for
the Presidential nomination. If private
funds were so evil then why should they
be matched by Federal funds. The an-
swer to this question probably will be
that the matching will only apply to
small contributions.

However, if the committee bill passes
then the strict limitations on contribu-
tions will in effect eliminate the large
contributions which are alleged to be
evil. So the only rationale for public
funds in the Presidential primary is to
assist candidates in launching campaign
for the Presidential nomination.

However, if we should authorize Fed-
eral funds for congressional general
elections, we certainly are not encourag-
ing more individuals to seek the nomi-
nation for these seats. If that is the pur-
pose then Federal funds should be made
available to individuals to assist their
campaign for nomination. Once a can-
didate has received the nomination, his
party will then assist his campaign. Why
is it necessary for Federal funds at this
point, particularly when the available
funds will be so small?

If the purpose of providing funds to
congressional candidates is to encourage
more individuals to seek public office,
then the only way to accomplish this is
to direct Federal funds to those individ-
uals who are unable to raise sufficient
funds to enable them to obtain the nomi-
nation of the party. Providing Federal
funds to the party candidate once nomi-
nated certainly does not encourage more
individuals to seek public office. It merely
assists the nominees of the respective
parties. In fact, if the funds available
from the dollar checkoff should become
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substantial, then the result of Federal
funding could well mean a substitute for
party funding from private sources.
PROVISIONS OF ANNUNZIO AMENDMENT
I. ELIGIBILITY

First, must certify that he is the nomi-
nee of a political party or is qualified on
the ballot as a candidate for the Fed-
eral office.

Second, that he has raised at least 10
percent of the expenditure ceiling—
$7,500 for a House seat—but a senatorial
candidate does not have to raise more
than $50,000,

Third, contributions in the form of
subscriptions, loans, deposits or advances
are not considered as eligible contribu-
tions in meeting the 10 percent require-
ment.

Fourth, only contributions of less than
$50 from each person shall be considered.

Fifth, only contributions received after
June 1 in the election year.

Sixth, Federal funds could not exceed
33 percent of the expenditure limitation.

Seventh, Federal funds must be kept
in a separate bank account.

Eighth, can only be used for broad-
casting stations, newspapers, magazines,
outdoor advertising, postage for direct
mailings, and telephones.

II. THE AMENDMENT ALSO PROVIDES FOR PAY~-
MENTS OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO CONGRESSIONAL
CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES OF TO $1 MILLION
PER YEAR
These committees could then give any

of their candidates up to $10,000 of these
funds or any mixture of private and Fed-
eral funds. This would amend the provi-
sion limiting the contributions to $5,000
in the bill as far as the general election
is concerned. The $5,000 limitation would
still apply to the primary.

The thrust of this amendment is cer-
tainly not to encourage more individuals
to seek public office. It is just the opposite
in that it only supports party nominees.
Furthermore, the fact that the congres-
sional campaign committees of the major
national parties could receive up to $1
million would indicate that the intent is
to further strengthen the major na-
tional parties and allow them to decide
which of their nominees they wish to
support. Does this result in those candi-
dates in greatest need of support receiv-
ing funds from the national committee
or those candidates which the national
committee looks on most favorably ?

(By unanimous consent, Messrs. OBEY,
BapiLro, Boranp, and Rowncario of Wy-
oming yielded their time to Mr. UpaLy.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROUSSELOT) .

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
take this time to ask my good colleague,
the gentleman from Arizona, who voted
against the amendment to eliminate
public financing of Presidential cam-
paigns, why he now comes before us and
eliminates financing for congressional
campaigns in a primary contest. I find
that highly inconsistent and discrimina-
tory to Members of Congress and the
Senate.

Mr. UDALL. If the gentleman will
vield, one does the best he can.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I will be glad to
vield to the gentleman from Arizona.,

Mr. UDALL. I have long forward the
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original Anderson-Udall bill, which cov-
ered both primaries and general elec-
tions.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Why did the gen-
tleman eliminate that concept from this
amendment?

Mr. UDALL, Because it could not pass
with primaries contained in the bill.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. What we are now
hearing from my good friend, the gentle-
man from Arizona, is that he has become
very political on this issue of public
funding for congressional primaries. I
think that is an unfortunate discrepancy
and obvious deficiency in the gentle-
man’s amendment. The gentleman sin-
cerely believes it should be in Presiden-
tial campaigns for both the primary and
the general elections, but to garner votes
here on the floor, he has come before the
House and played a kind of Mickey
Mouse game with his own principles.
That is very similar to coming out for
Federal education, for buildings, but not
for teachers. I think one is either for
Federal aid education or he is not.

My beliei is that my good colleague,
the gentleman from Arizona, once again,
as he did in the case of the land use bill,
when he had some 20 amendments, has
come before the House today and sub-
stantially compromised his own position,
in which he does not wholly believe. On
that basis alone the amendment should
be defeated though there are many rea-
sons for its defeat.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, one gets what he
can and does what he can. I voted for
medicare, for older citizens when I really
favor national health insurance for
everyone.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I understand that
a lot of people try to get what they can
get out of Government and especially
from the Public Treasury. What I am
saying is that I think this is an impos-
sible kind of amendment when it is in
direct conflict with the rest of the bill
which tolerates Federal financing of
primaries.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Washing-
ton (Mr. MEEDS) .

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment. I think it is
perhaps the most important amendment
that we will be considering to provide us
absolutely free and uninhibited funding
down the line.

Mr. Chairman, if there ever was an
appropriate time for the Congress to pass
campaign reform legislation, that time is
now.

The Watergate scandals have galva-
nized public attitudes toward our polit-
ical system. They have compounded years
of public cynicism about elected officials.
Concurrently, they have caused the pub-
lic to demand reform of campaign
abuses.

Despite a recent upward flicker in con-
gressional popularity, Members of Con-
gress still rank in public esteem just
ahead of skunks. And unless we enact
meaningful ecampaign reforms, the
skunks will be catching up.

As a Democrat, I have taken no par-
tisan pleasure whatsoever in seeing my
Republican colleagues shiver under a
rain of Watergate indictments. All in-
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cidents of corruption, whether Repub-
lican or Democratie, reinforce the pub-
lie suspicion that every politician is on
the take.

Well, you and I know that most poli-
ticians are not on the take. But it is not
for lack of opportunities inherent in our
special interest campaign financing sys-
tem. Congress in 1971 passed a disclosure
law to shed some light into the dark
corners of political money raising.

It was only a start. But it was a revolu-
tion ahead of the 1925 Corrupt Practices
Act. Now there is at least limited dis-
closure in Federal political campaigns.
It is weak, however, compared to the
reporting law in Washington State,
which was passed by the people in 1972
after a number of us signed petitions to
put it on a statewide ballot.

H.R. 16090 improves some portions of
the 1971 law but leaves at least two areas
without effective reform: putting teeth
in disclosure and working toward pub-
lic financing.

Asking elected officials to regulate
themselves while seeking reelection pro-
duces an inherent conflict of interest.
And naming employees of these elected
officials as watchdogs of disclosure
strains credulity. The public is not so
gullible to continue to accept this sort of
cozy reporting system.

That is why I supported the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Fascerr) and the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL) to
create an independent Federal Elections
Commission. The Board of Supervisors
set up by the committee bill would leave
us in the awkward and ineffective posi-
tion of judging ourselves—or not judging
gélrbs:lves. as the situation is more likely

H.R. 16090 also sets limits on contribu-
tions. But disclosure and limits on con-
tributions still beg the question of the
whole system of special interest financ-
ing. Campaigning for public office is ex-
pensive. The expense is usually greater
than the salary that goes with the job.
So, unless you are rich, you must out-
stretch your palm and ask for money.

Few Americans contribute to political
campaigns. Fewer still contribute just for
the sake of financing good government.
Behind nearly every sizable contribu-
tion is a contributor holding an ax for
grinding. If you are strong, you draw a
line, But the temptation is always there.
Campaign financing by special interests
is the most corruptive influence in the
American political system.

The obvious solution is public cam-
paign financing. It is an idea whose time
is fast approaching as disgust with the
existing system continues to spread. As
one of the sponsors of the earlier Udall-
Anderson bill, I believe we must make
a start on trying the idea.

Thanks to the checkoff of income tax
forms, public campaign financing may be
possible in the 1976 Presidential cam-
paign. But we could be experimenting
with public financing in other campaigns
sb.si-:nwell-—if we put the provisions in this

I will support the amendment by the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. UbpaLL)
and others to try a matching system of
public campaign funds. There are unan-
swered questions about using taxpayers’
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money for political campaigns. Some
citizens view it simply as another way
for politicians to get their hands in the
till. But it all comes back to one basic
question: Who do you want paying your
elected officials’ campaign costs? Do you
want continued payments attached to
strings from big corporations, labor un-
ions, trade associations, or other orga-
nized pursuers of private interest? Or do
you want campaign financing by the
public, which seeks only responsive gov-
ernment in the public interest?

It may not be possible to remedy all
these problems in H.R. 16090. But the
Federal Election Act amendments do im-
prove upon the 1971 law. I will vote for
the legislation on final passage.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gertleman from Washington for
yielding.

I hope Members on both sides uf
the aisle will support this essential
amendment. It is sponsored, as I think
the Members know, by the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. UparL), the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON), the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Con-
ABLE), and myself, and others who have
joined in that sponsorshin. This amend-
ment will not apply funds to congres-
sional races except those voluntarily
contributed through the tax checkoff.
It applies to general elections only and
is limited to the matching of small con-
tributions not to exceed $20,000.

The amendment can if adopted be a
historic step in opening the political sys-
tem to afford broadest, most objective,
and most responsive decision in all Fed-
eral elections.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr, MIZELL) .

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
merely to voice my opposition to this
amendment.

As I opposed the tax checkoff for
Presidential elections, so I oppose this
tax checkoff for congressional elections.

When my constituents were polled on
this issue, 77.2 percent of those respond-
ing were opposed to taking tax dollars
and financing Federal elections., So I
say to my colleagues that you may not be
reading the sentiment of the people on
this particular issue, and especially when
the people begin to see their dollars go-
ing to support candidates with whom
they completely and totally disagree, and
oppose politically.

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope the amend-
ment is rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
O’BRIEN) .

Mr, CULVER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O’'BRIEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
voice my strong support for the Ander-
son-Udall amendment to H.R. 16090, the
Federal Election Act Amendments ,of
1974. This amendment would provide for
a matching form of private and public
financing of congressional general elec-
tions, and would be financed out of the
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dollar checkoff fund already provided in
H.R. 16090 for Presidential elections.

This amendment will, I believe, lead to
an end of the abuses we have seen during
the past 2 years by fostering a broader
base of citizen participation in the fi-
nancing of Federal elections.

We must break with the precedent of
large donations, and provide incentives
to encourage a resurgence of citizen par-
ticipation in campaigns, while at the
same time permitting candidates with-
out great wealth, or the advantage of
incumbancy, a realistic chance in seeking
public office.

I, therefore, fully support efforts to
amend H.R. 16090 to include a system of
matching payments for small contribu-
tions to congressional campaigns. The
thrust of such a system is not eliminate
private money from campaigns, but to
shift the source of funding from the spe-
cial interests and large contributors to a
broad base of citizen participation. With
entitlement to a $50 Federal matching
payment for each equivalent contribution
raised privately, candidates would have a
far stronger incentive to turn to the peo-
ple to finance their campaigns.

There is a desperate need to equalize
the political influence of all citizens in
the United States. We must act now to
insure that the inequality in the amount
of money one has or can command does
not disproportionately affect the extent
of their political influence.

Mr. O’'BRIEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentlemen from Illinois and Arizona.
‘While I am looking forward to the pas-
sage of this vital legislation, I feel es-

pecially adamant about the necessity for
this particular amendment.
In my conversations with colleagues

and constituents regarding Federal
matching payments, I have encountered
the same objection time after time: “This
proposal will force me, through my tax
dollars, to support campaigns, issues, and
ideologies which I find distasteful and
repugnant.”

I am then usually reminded that
Thomas Jefferson explicitly warned that
no American should ever be coerced into
supporting ideas or beliefs contrary to his
own. I agree 100 percent. The validity of
Jefferson’s proposition is unquestionable.
If I thought for 1 second that this
amendment would intentionally or inad-
vertently violate this fundamental right
of every American, I would denounce it.

Gentlemen, this amendment has been
carefully engineered so as to protect this
right. Not 1 dime, not 1 Lincoln penny
will be exacted from any taxpayer who
chooses not to provide these matching
payments. The whole fund will come
from an optional campaign checkoff on
each citizen’s Federal income tax return.
Each voter can decide for himself if he
wants to contribute to this fund, and he
can do so in the privacy of his own home.

Judging by our 2-year experience with
the Presidential campaign checkoff, I
feel that the public has readily accepted
this concept.

Still, many would-be supporters balk
at another point. They ask, What will
happen if the fund is insufficient to
match all the small -contributions
amassed by all the candidates. Again, I
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must emphasize that funds would not
be drawn from the Treasury to make up
a deficit. Instead, each candidate’s maxi-
mum Federal matching payment would
be reduced from its $25,000 ceiling to a
percentage of that amount. The reduc-
tion would be based on the percent of
shortfall of the checkoff fund. For in-
stance, if the checkoff fund contained
only 80 percent of the maximum required
amount, the ceiling for each candidate
would be 80 percent of $25,000 or $20,000.

Let me add that the amount each can-
didate will be eligible to receive will be
determined far in advance of each elec-
tion so that no candidate will be caught
short.

Gentlemen, as I look around this coun-
try today, I see dark clouds of doubt,
cynicism, and distrust hanging over our
body politic. However, I firmly believe
that the adoption of this amendment—
and the passage of this bill—will help
sweep these storm clouds from our land.
Just as fresh air invigorates the body,
this fresh source of campaign money
will revitalize our election process.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
PEYSER) .

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of this amendment. I
think it is one that is deperately needed
if we are ever going to break the bonds
that have been leaving the rich in com-
plete power in so many cases.

I can speak with some authority in this
area. In my campaign, which was one of
the most heavily financed campaigns in
this country, where more money was put
in than probably, in any other campaign
in this Congress, I recognize the power
of what money can do in a campaign.

Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to
get away from that. I am for the limita-
tion of amounts that can be spent in a
campaign and I am for public financing
as outlined in this amendment.

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr, Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

I most strongly urge my colleagues to
support this amendment. This particu-
lar amendment has been very carefully
drawn. It does no more than it purports
to. There are not any hooks in it. It is a
clean proposal, one that is meant to take
some of the burdens out of compaigns.

Hopefully, this will protect us against
potentially corruptive influences.

It is a very good amendment, and it
should be voted for on its merits.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. CLEVELAND) .

Mr, CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Anderson-Udall
amendment. I regret the parliamentary
situation only permits me 50 seconds.

I would remind some of the people who
are supporting the Anderson-Udall
amendment and some of the organiza-
tions who are supporting it, that this
amendment has now been kicking
around for more than a year. It has been
changed on at least 3 or 4 times in major
respects, and I believe for the better.

Some of the organizations and some
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of the people who are sponsoring this
amendment have been highly critical of
the Committee on House Administration
for our delays—and there have been de-
lays, some of them unexplained—should
recognize in fairness that this period of
delay has given the sponsors of the
Anderson-Udall amendment a chance to
make of it a better amendment. I some-
what reluctantly supported it initially.
Now having been changed 3 or 4 times,
for the better I can enthusiastically
support it.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 16090,
a bill designed to reform the Federal
elections systems by establishing spend-
ing and contribution limits for all Fed-
eral offices, by providing for partial pub-
lic financing and by creating a nonparti-
san Board to enforce this act.

Under our representative system of
government, the people elect fellow citi-
zens to speak for, vote on behalf of, and
represent their interests in the legisla-
tive bodies—the House and the Senate—
and they elect a President to administer
the laws, conduct foreign affairs, and
established priorities. And, I believe this
to be the best system of government de-
vised by man.

Ii some people, however, are given
preferential treatment because of their
ability and willingness to contribute
large sums toward the election of an in-
dividual, then the system breaks down.
If some are “more equal” than others,
then our representative system fails and
the interests of all the people are
aborted.

And this is a very serious threat to our
democracy. It is a very serious threat if
the interests of the rich and powerful
are placed above the interests of the
weak and the poor.

Our country was founded on the prin-
ciple of equality—all are equal in the
eyes of the law. But, if the rich and the
powerful have a greafer influence on
writing and administering the laws, is
not equality a sham, a farce?

And, obviously, we see that in our laws
today. Who benefits from the tax loop-
holes? Who gains from subsidies?

It has become apparent that our Fed-
eral election laws need to be strength-
ened by restricting the influence of big
money in political campaigns.

In 1972, over $66 million were spent on
the House and Senate elections and only
$1 of every $3 raised that year was col-
lected in denominations under $100.
Overall, the 1972 elections cost $100 mil-
lion more than the 1968 elections.

In order to meet these rising campaign
costs, candidates have become increas-
ingly dependent on big givers. For exam-
ple, the Citizens Research Foundation
has found that 90 percent of candidate
contributions for all elective officers come
from 1 percent of the people.

CONTRIBUTION LIMITS

Under this bill, strict limits on con-
tributions to candidates for Federal office
are established by banning contributions
by an individual which exceed $1,000 per
election.

While present law has no limit on in-
dividual contributions, this measure
states that no individual could contribute
more than a total of $25,000 per year to
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all Federal candidates and political com-
mittees supporting Federal candidates.
SPENDING LIMITATIONS ;

In addition, this bill, HR. 16090, es-
tablishes a ceiling for all campaign ac-
tivities in any election for Federal office.
With respect to a Presidential election,
candidates would be able to spend up to
$20 million, instead of amounts totaling
$54 million, as in the 1972 Nixon cam-
paign, and $28 million by the McGovern
organization.

Senatorial candidates would be lim-
ited to spending 5 cents per person in
the State, or $75,000, whichever is
greater.

Candidates for election to the House
of Representatives would be limited to
spending $60,000.

PUBLIC FINANCING

And, finally, to end the reliance on
the wealthy to finance Presidential cam-
paigns, the bill permits the use of up to
$20 million per major candidate from
those funds designated by taxpayers on
their annual tax return to be paid to
the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund.

As with existing law, public financing
would be strictly voluntary and would
come from this Fund only.

An amendment will be offered, how-
ever, by Congressman ANDERsoN of Illi-
nois, the chairman of the Republican
Conference, and Congressman UpaLL of
Arizona, to extend public financing to
congressional campaigns based on a mix
of private financing and Federal match-
ing payments for small contributors of
up to $50.

As the author of a similar proposal, I
support this amendment which, again,
would only use those funds which were
voluntarily checked-off by taxpayers on
their tax returns.

Before a candidate would be eligible
for any of these funds, that candidate
would have to demonstrate popular sup-
port by raising 10 percent of the spend-
ing 1imit—$6,000—in contributions of $50
or less. And, then, the maximum a can-
didate could receive would be $20,000.

If adopted, this amendment, I believe,
will encourage interested citizens, who
may lack personal funds, to seek public
office. It would permit a person who has
taken a great interest in community af-
fairs to run for office, with the knowledge
that he or she would not be indebted to
the special interests.

I sincerely believe that this amend-
ment would result in better government,
practiced by better people, who only have
a strong desire to serve their fellow man.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, the need for reform is
obvious. The words “politics” and “politi-
cians” have become synonymous with
wheeling and dealing, undercover opera-
tions, and corruption.

And yes, some politicians are “wheelers
and dealers”; some operate in the shad-
ows, and some are corrupt. Those are
the ones that all of us would like to see
put out of business, and they will be when
the public finds out about their activities.

But, certainly, most are honest; most
are here in Congress or in the Presidency
trying to do their best to represent all
of the people. And, most will continue to
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raise their funds from small contributors;
will continue to spend less than the maxi-
mum amount; and will continue to run
fair, decent campaigns designed to in-
form, not deceive.

Unfortunately, legislation such as this
is needed to assure that the big monied
interests are not represented in propor-
tion to their pocketbooks.

I support this proposal and urge my
colleagues to join with me in passing a
meaningful campaign reform bill which
would put the poor and weak on an
equal footing with the rich and powerful.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ANDERSON) .

Mr. BIESTER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment introduced
by Mr. AnpErsoN and Mr. UpaLt provid-
ing matching Federal funds in con-
gressional campaigns.

The potential problems in raising
large amounts of private money in cam-
paigns is not limited to Presidential elec-
tions alone, and the fact that congres-
sional public financing is not included in
any form in H.R. 16080 is a glaring omis-
sion which must be corrected. For Mem-
bers of Congress to exclude themselves
from the same arrangement they would
impose on candidates for the Presidency
would create a double standard. The
American public has clearly expressed
its approval in nationwide polls of the
public financing concept for all Federal
elections. While I am personally com-
mitted to the concept of full public fi-
nancing at the congressional level as well
as at the Presidential and introduced
legislation to that end last year, I would
hope the House would at a minimum
adopt the matching Federal funding
plan as proposed by Mr. AnpErson and
Mr. UbDALL.

The stimulus for cempaign reform has
emerzed from the role money—big
meney—plays in the political process.
While on paper and in principle we have
gone far toward realizing our democratic
tradition of one-man-one-vote as es-
poused in the Baker and Sims cases, we
need to go a step further in removing
the distorting influence cf big money in
elections to bring reality closer to prin-
ciple. Money gives those individuals who
have it to spend a special position before
candidates and it holds the potential for
carrying an influence that can make
some individuals far more equal than
others.

We know from experience that cam-
paign contributions can lead to special
preferences. Certainly, this is not always
the case, but the suggestion and im-
plication are there, nevertheless. The
public, cynical about politics and its
ethics, sees a relationship between
money and interests and public policy
whether it exists or not. It is time to
sweep away any grounds for these suspi-
cions.

The Anderson-Udall amendment can
help. Under its provisions, matching
Federal funds for private contributions
of $50 or less for congressional candi-
dates in general elections would be made
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available. Funds could not exceed one-
third of the spending limit imposed in
the bill and candidates would have to
raise an initial amount to qualify for the
matching Federal payments.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support this critical amend-
ment.

Mr. pu PONT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Delaware.

Mr, pu PONT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Anderson-Udall
public financing amendment. I am an
original cosponsor of the amendment
and strongly believe that we must get big
money out of politics and small money
in.

The concept of matching funds makes
great sense for two reasons.

First, matching funds will help equal-
ize the opportunity for individuals to run
for congressional office.

Second, matching funds will remove
the need for large contributions—hoth
special interest group and individuals—
which has in the past led to problems
with elections. The corrupting influence
of large contributions has amply been
demonstrated in the past—and this
amendment will help fight those kind of
problems.

These are the two most important rea-
sons I can think of in terms of reform-
ing our political process—two very sound
reasons for adopting this amendment.

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yisld?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I have
asked for this time in order to propound
a guestion to the gentleman from Illi-
nois, and that is whether or not this is
the “nose of the camel under the tent
theory” on the use of general revenue
funds for political campaign financing
purposes.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may be permitted to yield
the balance of my time to the gentleman
from Illinois for the purpose of answer-
ing n.y question.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there obiection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment I have at the desk
is at once both a bold departure in our
approach to financing campaigns, and at
the same time is firmly grounded in our
deep tradition of grassroots -citizen
participation in the electoral process.

On the first score let me say unhesi-
tatingly that this is a public finance
amendment. It does provide for the use
of taxpayer funds in congressional cam-
paigns. And it does symbolize an intent
to break sharply with our present woe-
fully inadequate, special-interest domi-
nated, campaign-funding system.

But let me make a second equally im-
portant point. We do not seek to enact
public financing as an end in itself. We
do not expect the mere input of public
funds to magically cleanse or purify the
election process. Nor do we seek to dis-
place private money and private con-
tributors entirely, as does the Senate bill.
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Indeed, I adamantly object to that ap-
proach, and should our amendment be
enacted, I would strenuously oppose any
future effort to use it as a stepping stone
to full public finance in the conventional
Sense,

What we propose instead is a creative
blend. We have attempted to harness
the mechanism of public financing to the
objective or goal of revitalized citizen
participation and small contributor fund-
ing of congressional election campaigns.

For that reason we do not simply set
tax dollars on the stump to be siphoned
off by anyone who can qualify for the
ballot. Rather this amendment utilizes
the matching concept so that the amount
of public funds any candidate receives
is a direct funection of the number of
small contributors he can mobilize in
behalf of his candidacy.

To receive just $10,000 in public funds
would require 200 separate $50 contri-
butions or 500 separate $20 contribu-
tions. A House candidate wishing to re-
ceive the maximum entitlement under
this amendment—3$25,000—would need
to raise 1,000 contributions averaging $25
apiece in order to do so.

Thus, Mr. Chairman, in this amend-
ment we are contemplating considerably
more than merely using public money to
finance the necessary expenses of cam-
paigns. Far more importantly, we are
attempting to use public funds as a lever,
as an incentive, to drastically increase
the participation level of the electorate.

And I will say to those of my colleagues
who may be skeptical, you are not going
to achieve that critical objective by mere
exhortation, or stirring rhetorical calls
to get the people back in the election
process.

The reason is simply that it is enor-
mously expensive to raise small money.
In many instances, the net return after
fund-raising costs is so lov. that candi-
dates and their political committees find
such efforts are just not productive—
especially if large contributions from in-
terest groups or more affiuent supporters
are available.

However, by doubling the rate of re-
turn on efforts to mobilize small contrib-
utors, this amendment will alter the
fund-raising equation significantly. It
will provide the motor force that can
help transform our rhetoric about citi-
zen participation into concrete reality.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
serve a second equally important objec-
tive, and that is insuring that campaigns
are adequately funded. I need not re-
mind you that by enacting stringent con-
tribution limitations, we are going to
substantially reduce the amount of fund-
ing available to conduct political cam-
paigns. You need only look at the dis-
closure reports from the 1972 election to
see that in most Senate races and in
many hotly contested House races the
contribution ceilings we adopted would
have the effect of reducing funding by
20, 30, and, in some cases, 50 percent.

Yet we should not be deluded into
thinking that if in driving the money-
changers out of pélitics we also drive
out the money, we will have accomplished
anything very constructive or healthy.

It takes money—large amounts of it—
to communicate effectively with the elec-
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torate, to adequately inform voters about
the issues and to conduct vigorous, com-
petitive campaigns. By providing for a
significant input of public funds and by
increasing the volume of small private
contributions this amendment will go a
long way toward compensating for the
adverse funding impact of the very nec-
essary contribution limitations contained
in the measure before us today.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment will not only provide adequate
funding, but it will also insure the right
kind of funding. At an hour when the
capital of this Nation fairly trembles
under the weight of the crisis upon us,
and when confidence in our govern-
mental institutions has plummeted to an
all-time low, there is nothing more ur-
gent than a dramatic demonstration that
our system is worthy of the electorate’s
trust and support. re

We simply must convince a skeptical
public that elections are not bought,
manipulated or corrupted by the few to
the detriment of the many. In my opin-
ion, the way to achieve that crucial ob-
jective is to convince the electorate that
campaigns are financed with clean
money. There can be little doubt that the
mixed financing system of tax dollars
and small contributions envisioned by
our amendment would vividly provide
that kind of assurance.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize, of course,
that many of my colleagues have had
serious reservations and questions about
any measure which involves the use of
tax dollars for campaign purposes. Let
me say that T share many of those con-
cerns, and for that reason we have at-
tempted to very carefully craft this pro-
gram so as fto alleviate them. Indeed, I
think it can be said quite categorically
that this amendment avoids every major
objection that has been raised to the
more conventional proposals for public
financing.

First, it puts to rest completely the
basic philosophical objection to forecing
a taxpayer to support a candidate with
whom he strongly disagrees. The con-
gressional matching program will be
funded entirely out of the check-off fund
and will therefore be supported entirely
by voluntary taxpayer contributions.

If some of my supporters strongly op-
pose the views of my cosponsor (Mr,
UpaLn) on the question of land use con-
trol, they will not have to contribute a
cent to his campaign. And if his sup-
porters are unalterably opposed to my
views on curbing labor violence in the
construction industry, n .t a cent of their
tax money need go to my campaign. In
short, our amendment fully protects that
fundamental right of every American
citizen, articulated by Thomas Jefferson
almost two centuries ago, not to be co-
erced into involuntarily supporting ideas,
opinions and beliefs with which he is
unsympathetic.

Secondly, this amendment is not going
to lead to bedsheet ballots and the pro-
liferation of frivolous candidacies. The
main problem in that regard is pri-
maries, and we have explicitly excluded
them from this proposal. In most States,
independent candidates have substan-
tial barriers to overcome in order fo get
on the ballot, and even if they do, they
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will be required to raise $7,500 before
they are eligible for a penny of govern-
ment funding.

Another worry that has been legiti-
mately expressed is that candidates will
use Government funds for certain friv-
olous purposes which will be strongly
resented by the taxpayers. These might
include various kinds of campaign para-
phernalia, gimmicks or even exotic pub-
licity stunts, padding the payroll with
relatives and friends or the hiring of ex-
pensive consultants for slick media and
advertising campaigns.

To avoid that possibility we require
that matching payments be deposited in
a separate bank account and that funds
may be drawn from that account only
for five specified purposes: first radio
and TV air-time; second newspaper and
magazine advertising space; third, out-
door billboard facilities; fourth, postage
costs for direct mail campaigns; and
fifth, telephone lease costs.

These are all high visibility expendi-
tures and are generally accepted as neces-
sary means for candidate communica-
tion with the electorate. At the same
time, the five categories cover a broad
enough range of advertising and com-
munications techniques so that most
candidates would not find them unduly
restrictive.

Let me just briefly address two final
objections that I have heard from some
of my colleagues. I think there can be
very legitimate concern that public
finance will further erode the political
parties at a time when we should be at-
tempting to strengthen them, and would
readily agree that this is an appropriate
criticism of the kind of total public
finance approach contained in the Senate
bill. But our amendment contains two
features which obviate that agrument
entirely.

First, public funding is limited to one-
third of a candidate’s spending ceiling.
Since the 1972 disclosure reports show
that most House candidates received
only about 20 percent of their funding
from national, State and local party
committees, it is clear that there will be
more than sufficient opportunity for par-
ties to continue and even expand their
traditional funding role under our pro-
posal,

Second, this amendment makes the
campaign committees of each party eligi-
ble for matching payments to the tune of
$1 million per year. So instead of under-
mining their role in the campaign fund-
ing process, our amendment will actually
strengthen it by increasing the amount
of funds they will have available for can-
didate support.

Finally, to those of you who are con-
cerned about the cost and the budget
impact of this amendment, let me assure
you that the cost will be minimal.

Due to the one-third payment limita-
tion, the threshold requirement and the
fact that only the first $50 of a contribu-
tion will be matched, the total cost of the
matching system will be quite modest.
Were each House and Senate candidate
to be eligible for the maximum entitle-
ment under the amendment, the total cost
would be $31 million per election. On an
annualized basis that amounts to $15.5
million or 11 cents per eligible voter.
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In actual practice, however, the costs
are likely to be considerably less because
many candidates will not meet the
threshold requirement and most will not
raise enough small contributions to be
eligible for the full $25,000. Had the
amendment been in effect for the 1972
congressional elections, the actual cost
would have been only $14.4 million. I
do not think that is too much to spend on
clean elections.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, this is a
balanced, workable amendment. It uses
public funding to further the goal of re-
newed citizen participation and confi-
dence in the electoral process. It contains
built-in safeguards to meet all of the
major difficulties of conventional public
financing measures. I therefore urge you
support the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will have
to state there is a time certain fixed.
There are a number of Members who
stood at one time or another on our rec-
ord but did not yield time to the prin-
cipal involved. If those Members who
stood desire time, I wish they would rise
for recognition. If those Members do not,
the Chair, with the permission of the
committee, is going to arbitrarily divide
the remaining time, 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. UpaLn) 4
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. FReNzEL) and 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays). That
is all the time there is.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. UpALL).

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Is it not cor-
rect this amendment as it has been
changed and refined now accepts the
premise of the House Administration Bill
constructed by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. Hays) and the others, including
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANNUN-
z1o) that no General Fund money except
voluntary checkoff money can be used,
and that no moneys can be used until af-
ter all of the other priorities in the bill
have been fulfilled? Am I not correct in
that respect?

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman is exactly
correct. If there is no checkoff money,
there is no matching in congressional
elections. This is entirely a voluntary
program; it is voluntary for the giver
and the receiver. No one has to give a
dollar on the tax checkoff unless he
wants to. He knows what he is financing.
No candidate has to use it. If one is af-
fronted by the use of checkoff funds
from little people’s dollars, he need not
apply. It is entirely voluntary.

I would add that public financing of
elections is now used in some 20 coun-
tries. In Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth
which is affiliated with us, they have had
a fine experience with it. The elections
down there are financed publicly. The
Members ought to ask the Resident
Commissioner from Puerto Rico how it
works in that area.

Let me emphasize again, because there
is misunderstanding, it does not apply
this year, but only in 1976. It does not
apply to primaries. There is a limitation
on what one can get out of the fund,
whieh is now $20,000 instead of $25,000,
because we have reduced the overall
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spending limitation. It is totally financed
by the checkoff. There is a threshold of
$7,500, now $6,000, which must be raised
before anyone can qualify, and anyone
who is a serious opponent is going to
raise $6,000 in any event, so this is not
encouraging people to come into the
races.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr, FRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose the Udall-Anderson amendment.

I have previously listed for the mem-
bers of this committee some of the ill ef-
fects of public financing, but a rerun
might be helpful now. Here is what we
get with public financing:

First, we get weakened political par-
ties; second, we get more candidates in
every race and duller elections, and
duller elections means reelection of in-
cumbents. We get additional protection
of incumbents. We get discouragement of
challenges, We get discouragement of
personal participation in political cam-
paigns. We get starvation of funds for
State and local candidates. We get re-
striction of freedom of speech. We get a
compelled use of your money and my
money for candidates that we may per-
sonally object to. Worse, we get an in-
crease in the bureaucracy.

Finally, we get more spending than
we have now, although the people who
put up this amendment are telling us
they want to cut back. The worst effect
of all is the promise of clean elections
cannot be fulfilled by using public
money.

Public money is the same color as pri-
vate money. It is green. Translated in
another way, a lawbreaker can break the
law with public money as well as with
private money. There is no essential
cleanliness in public money.

I believe the bill we are working on to-
day provides independent, effective regu-
lation and enforcement, and that is the
best insurance for clean elections, We
can achieve clean, open, honest elections,
without wasting the people’s money.

If public financing is an idea whose
time has come, why has public support
for using the taxpayers' money in elec-
tions fallen off more than 10 percent in
the last 6 months? I will tell the Mem-
bers why—because the public has figured
out whose money it is and what kind of
campaigns it is going to be used on.

Our all-pervasive Government has left
very little to us the American people. Do
not let the bureaucrats take over the
congressional elections too. At least save
the people’s House for the people.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman vield?

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
if there is any money left over after the
campaign, does the candidate give it back
to the Government or does he keep the
money despite the fact that it is Gov-
ernment money?

Mr. UDALL. If the gentleman will
vield, it goes back to the Government
and it goes into the fund to pay for the
overall television and billboard and other
campaign expenses.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Havs) .

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to say at the start when the gentleman
was asked if this would be the nose of
the camel under the tent, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. AwDERSON) replied
“No.” And I agree with him, it would not
be the nose of the camel, it would be the
whole head and half his body. And the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON)
and company would be back here in 2
years wanting complete public financing.
They are the ones who wanted public
financing which I turned down cold
turkey.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. No. The gentleman got his
time and he got 26 minutes of it the way
it was, or the proponents of this did, and
I am not going to yield at any time to
anybody who is for this iniquitous
amendment.

What the gentleman is really trying
to do is to get his hands into the Treas-
ury on the first go round. Sure, they
wanted $90,000 first, and then they will
want the whole turkey .

If we did that in Ohio we would have
1,000 candidates. All one has to do in
Ohio is to give a dinner for $25 a ticket
and bring in all the Hollywood stars one
would want and spend that money and
then you report you spent that amount
and then you go to the Treasury and pick
up your check.

But that is what it amounts to. I am
totally opposed to it. I am asking the
Members to accept a limited trial run
on the Presidential campaign, where all
the people have gone to jail. There have
not been any charges of illicit contribu-
tions in the congressional campaigns.

They talk about reducing the big
money. We have already reduced the big
money by putting a ceiling on all one can
spend, by putting a ceiling on what one
can raise, and by putting a ceiling on
what may be contributed.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
is defeated.

Mr, JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. I believe public financing in the
guise that it is being presented here to-
day is the same tyvpe of poison that was
initially presented. I believe the process
of developing strong political parties in
this country ought to be on the basis of
the parties and the philosophies them-
selves, and we should not enable by a
method of public financing the develop-
ment of new philosophies. In my judg-
ment this is just the beginning of pro-
liferating those philosophies and parties
in this country.

Mr. HAYS. I agree with the gentleman
totally. I think it is a scheme to break
down the two-party system. I think it
could have that effett. I think it is sig-
nificant that the people who believe in
the two-party system are totally opposed
to this concept.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
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man, the Watergate crisis is generating
a great deal of energy for reform of the
electioneering process. Obviously, this is
a good thing, but we would be making a
serious mistake, Mr, Speaker, if we were
to assume that any reform—just so long
as it produces change—is better than no
reform at all. If our responsibility as
politicians, as holders of public office
and as lawmakers were limited only to
offering proof to the public that we
care—from which it would follow that we
deserve to be reelected next November—
then we would be committing no crime
if we were to succumb to the “do some-
thing, do anything” impulse. In fact, we
could saddle some “idea whose time has
come” and ride this wave of the future
to still another term in public office. But,
of course, our responsibility goes beyond
that.

It is.our duty to think, as well as to act.
It is our duty to be sensible; to write
into the law only those reforms that we
know are going to be meaningful and
that will not lead to further disillusion-
ment; to take care that we do not casu-
ally transform and thereby undermine
that larger framework of democratic
government that served us well for near-
ly 200 years, and which, having been the
target of the Watergate criminals, should
not, knowingly or unknowingly, become
our target as well. It is our duty, Mr.
Speaker, to remember that we are politi-
cians as well as reformers, experienced
in the ways of government and elections,
and possessed of that inside knowledge
that comes only from being a part of
these processes. It is our duty to use that
knowledge to harness and correctly chan-
nel the energy for political reform.

Recent developments in the Senate
suggest that we might soon be con-
fronted in this body with one of those
“ideas whose time has come.” This is the
proposal for public financing of cam-
paigns for Federal office—that is, Presi-
dential and congressional electioneering.
Besides being a proposal, it has taken on
the dimensions of a moral crusade. Mr.
Speaker, while I do not question the sin-
cerity of those who advocate public fi-
nancing, I do challenge their wisdom. I
submit respectfully that their proposal—
I am addressing myself, of course, to
the basic concept rather than to any
particular legislative formulation of it—
is at best a placebo and at worst—I am
using this word with forethought—a
poison. It’s a placebo because it will not
succeed in assuring us of “unbought”
politicians.

It is a poison because it might very
well destroy the innards of the American
system of government. One organ it
would attack is the first amendment,
which assures to every citizen and group
of citizens not only a voice to influence
their political leaders but also the abso-
lute right to chart their own lawful
strategy for maximizing that voice.
Another organ that would be threatened
is our traditional infrastructure of major
and minor political parties. The parties
might be brought to a state of atrophy
by public financing, or—this is another
possibility—they might become afflicted
with elephantiasis. Even worse, perhaps,
is the possibility that they might achieve
immortality. A host of new parties might
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be born, never to die. In what follows, I
will elaborate a great deal and become
more specific about these substantive ob-
jections to public financing.
I. INEFFECTIVENESS OF PUBLIC FINANCING
A. FAILURE OF THE CORRUPT PRACTICES ACT

At this time, however, Mr. Chairman, I
would like to pursue for a moment the
argument that public financing would
prove ineffectual. This intended reform is
based on the premise that good money
in politics would drive out the bad. Good
money would be that money contributed
generously and indiscriminately by all
the taxpayers to parties and candidates
who hold all sorts of views. Bad money
would be that contributed selectively to
certain parties or candidates by self-
seeking special interests. Never mind for
the moment that nof all the bad money,
s0 defined, is really bad—that much of
it in fact is undoubtedly good, if we
broadly construe the term “special in-
terest,” and if we believe, as we say we
do, in a pluralistic body politic where
every political entity has a right not only
to exist but to compete—where the public
is served by the clash of these so-called
special interests and the synthesizing,
as often occurs, of their separate points
of view. Never mind, either, for the mo-
ment the consideration that evil cannot
inhere in money itself. It grows only out
of the spirit in which it might ke given,
or from the understanding with which
it is received, if the spirit and the under-
standing are corrupt.

The point for us to consider, if we
accept the premise that the presumptive-
1y bad money is bad per se, is whether it
will indeed be purged from the political
process by the good money that is poured
in. Our historical experience, not to men-
tion our political savvy, gives us the
answer. In 1925 we gave the country
the Corrupt Practices Act, and in sub-
sequent years we enacted a number of
amendments. This law said, in effect, that
campaign contributions from business
corporations—or, it was added later, la-
bor unions—are bad, period. Therefore,
such contributions were outlawed. But to
what effect? Corporations and labor un-
ions are still in the very center of the
political arena. In the end, despite the
1925 enactment and its amendments, we
got Watergate. And during the interven-
ing years through the present time, we
got this—as Marc Yacker, of the Library
of Congress, wrote in a paper prepared
for me:

Many corporations find ways to circumvent
the law. Two of the most common methods
are the placement of salaried workers, still
on the company payroll, on the campaign
stafl of a candidate, and the “lumping tech-
nique,” that Is, a corporation arranging to
pay a regularly used attorney, public rela-
tions firm, ete. for debts Incurred by the can-
didate. Other firms contribute, also in viola-
tion of the law, by awarding bonuses to their
executives with the understanding that the
money will be contributed to a candidate or
party. Still others allow thelr corporate offi-
cials to be reimbursed for obvlously inflated
business expenses, supposedly paid for out of
pocket. In reality this provides the executive
with excess money, agaln to be contributed
to a poltical campaign.

As we know, Mr. Chairman, public
cynicism is highly injurious in a democ-
racy; it causes people to lose interest in
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governing themselves, and to lose con-
fidence in their ability to do it. Two of the
prime causes of such cynicism are laws
that promise more than they can achieve
and laws that are supposedly tough but
really are not enforced evenly, if at all.
The Corrupt Practices Act was such a
law; a statute providing public funds for
electioneering, but introducing no further
reforms, would be another such law.

Some of the public financing proposals
would give us a hybrid system in which
candidates could legally receive contribu-
tions both from the U.S. Treasury and
from private sources. Since this kind of
law would permit presumptively bad
money to maintain access to the political
system and fto keep circulating within
it, it’s difficult to discern what the stat-
ute would accomplish, assuming again,
as such a law would, in effect, say, that
the bad money is truly bad.

Perhaps its principal achievement
would be to induce some people into
thinking, until they awoke later in dis-
illusionment, that another blow had been
struck for reform. Another version of the
public financing plan, more forthright
and obviously more consistent with its
own premises, would outlaw private con-
tributions altogether. This was the
strategy of the Corrupt Practices Act,
whose weak and hypocritical prohibitions
against campaign contributions by cor-
porations and labor unions survive today
in our latest piece of reform legislation,
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, Public Law 92-225, In other words,
preemptive public financing unaccom-
panied by additional reforms would
come to public attention as a dramatic
change trumpeting reform but leaving
us, in terms of enforcement, exactly
where we are today. When the people
discover that, they will be that much
poorer because their tax moneys will
have been used to no effect.

B. ENFORCEMENT: THE MOST NEEDED REFORM

This brings us then, Mr, Chairman, to a
third and, in my opinion, the crucial rea-
son for opposing public financing today.
In addition to being a placebo and a
poison—I shall presently, as I have said,
say a great deal more about the poison—
public financing would be a diversion.
The crusade for it diverts us from giving
attention to the reform we really need.
What we in Congress, and earnest citi-
zens outside of Congress, should be con-
centrating on is not the financing prob-
lem but the enforcement problem. We
should be directing our energies toward
establishing in the Government an effec-
tive institutional mechanism for en-
forcement of all the laws we now have,
and for whatever additional laws we
might yet enact, to regulate the financ-
ing of political campaigns. For even if we
adopt legislation based on the premise
that I challenge, namely, that campaign
contributions from anyone except Uncle
Sam are inherently bad, what good would
such a law do if it were not enforced—if
it could not keep the so-called bad
money from entering campaigns in some
secretive way?

Since the Corrupt Practices Act would
be the spiritual progenitor of a public
financing law, we ought to examine the
reasons why the 1925 legislation failed.
Of course, its rationale may have been
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faulty to begin with, in the sense that
perhaps it is unrealistic to suppose that
we can really prevent corporations, la-
bor unions, and other special interest
groups from somehow finding a way to
use their financial muscle when their
vital interests are at stake. If this is true,
we are not likely to have much more
success with a preemptive public financ-
ing law. However, if indeed it is an at-
tainable goal to drive the presumptively
bad money out of the political arena,
then obviously a strong, continuing en-
forcement effort would be required. The
Corrupt Practices Act did not lay the
foundation for such an effort—and, in
fact, the law appears to have been con-
trived to render such an effort unlikely,
if not impossible. Enforcement was
strengthened somewhat, but not very
much, in the 1971 law. This is where we
are today, and it is on this weak reed
that the advocates of public financing
ask us to superimpose an elaborate new
system of restraints against special in-
terest groups.

The first policing inadequacy of the
Corrupt Practices Act was that it dis-
persed responsibility for enforcement
rather than concentrating it. It en-
throned the Clerk of the House and the
Secretary of the Senate as satraps who
were to receive from the candidates pub-
lic reports disclosing their campaign
contributions and expenditures. The
Clerk and the Secretary in turn were
supposed to advise the Attorney General
of failures to file, and it was to be his
job to take it from there.

The second inadequacy of the act
should already be apparent; the desig-
nated enforcement officers had author-
ity which they could not sarely exer-
cise. The Clerk and the Secretary owed
their tenure to the incumbents they were
policing. And the Attorney General, of
course, was an appointee of the Presi-
dent, whose day-to-day work enmeshed
him in all sorts of entangling alliances
with Members of the House and Senate.
Predictably, in the decades that followed
there were no prosecutions under the
Corrupt Practices Act. In the 1971 up-
dating of the law, it was broadened in
scope and new enforcement obligations
were spelled out. In addition, a third sa-
trapy was created. The Comptroller Gen-
eral, more independent than the Clerk
and the Secretary but still an agent of
Congress, was given supervisory author-
ity over the reports filed by Presidential
candidates. But the two basic defects of
the 1925 legislation were not corrected.
We are still stuck today with a police-
man on every corner, as it were, operat-
ing under no centralized command struc-
ture and each of them answerable in
subtle ways to the persons they are polic-
ing.

What we obviously need, Mr. Chairman,
is more self-starting, self-propelled,
free-wheeling enforcement machinery
operating under a grant of authority
that bridges the executive and legisla-
tive branches. The machinery ought to
be centralized in a new agency of Gov-
ernment that would need no one’s per-
mission to exercise its police powers
with respect to electioneering by can-
didates for all the Federal elective of-
fices. The agency would have built-in
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authority to compel reporting by the
candidates, to require timely reporting
to verify the completeness and accuracy
of the reports to subpena persons and
documents, to hold hearings, to publi-
cize its findings and, when necessary,
to initiate and prosecute its own cases
in court. Such an agency is proposed in
a number of bills pending before us,
among them 8. 372, which passed the
Senate last year, and my own H.R.
10218. But the crusade for public financ-
ing apears to be monopolizing public at-
tention, diverting us from the more
meaningful and effective legislation that
would result from a careful examination
of the plans for assuring enforcement.

Mr. Chairman, I think most of us would
agree that, of all the officials charged
with enforcement of the present law, the
Comptroller General is the most impar-
tial. As I have indicated, he is one of
three so-called supervisory officers, the
two others being the Clerk of the House
and the Secretary of the Senate. For
some time now, he and his agents have
this Congress to suggest improvements
in the law. The thrust of his thinking
is highlighted by these excerpts from his
testimony last April 12 before the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections:

One year's experience with the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1871 has con-
vinced us of the need for more effective en-
forcement procedures . . . The Supervisory
Officer or his equivalent should be given the
power: (1) to require written reports and
answers to questions; (2) to administer
oaths; (3) to compel testimony and docu-
ments by subpena; and (4) to initiate court
actions in his own name through his own
attorneys . . . In addition, the Supervisory
Officer or his equivalent should be author-
ized to Impose civil fines on candidates and
political committees or others who violate
the Act in ways not appropriate for criminal
prosecution, such as late filing of reports,
failure to include relevant information, er=
rors in reports, etc. In his discretion, the
administrator should be able to impose a
fine within statutory limits on the violator
and to enforce it through distraint or
through a court proceeding.

This is the real business before us, Mr.
Chairman. We should get on with it. We
would be misleading the people if we
were to allow ourselves to become dis-
tracted by sideshows produced by out-

side groups that lack our firsthand
knowledge of all that is involved in cam-
paign financing., Because in this in-
stance we are making laws to govern
ourselves, no one knows better than we
do which restraints on us would really
prove effective.
C. DISCLOSURE AS AN ALTERNATIVE REFORM

If we conclude, Mr. Chairman, that
even the strictest enforcement would fail
to completely insulate campaigns from
presumptively bad money, then we ought
to consider also proposals to improve the
disclosure mechanism in the current law
our rationale being that the power of
bad money diminishes as it attains visi-
bility. Disclosure, as well as certain out-
right prohibitions, was a strategy
adopted in the 1925 Corrupt Practices
Act. Although there was more obfusca-
tion than disclosure in the years that
followed, some important strides forward
were made in this area in the 1971 legis-
lation. With some of my colleagues, I
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believe we ought to proceed still further
on this road. For instance, HR. 10218
contains a proposal for a Federal Elec-
tions Campaign Bank. The justice De-
partment endorsed this concept in testi-
mony last September 21 before the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec-
tions. I explained my bill in detail in a
presentation to the House last Septem-
ber 25. It was published in the CONGRES-
stoNAL REcorp that day, starting on
page 31383.

I for one am convinced that a com-
bination of full disclosure and energetie,
impartial enforcement is the prescrip-
tion we need for effective reform of cam-
paign financing. The Watergate investi-
gations have served as, among other
things, an engine for disclosure. No one
will deny that these disclosures have had
impact and that they are bringing re-
sults. I submit that we ought to live for
a time in this atmosphere of disclosure
and enforcement, and that we see what
it can produce, before we veer off on the
tangent of public financing—a possibly
irrelevant reform that threatens, as I
have said, to destroy certain vital func-
tions of our democratic system.

II, POSITIVE ASPECTS OF PRIVATE FINANCING

Mr. Chairman, I would like to pause
once more before turning to my substan-
tive objectives against public financing,
The reason I leave these objections to the
last is that I prefer to address you and
our colleagues in positive terms, em-
phasizing what we ought to be doing
rather than what we ought to be avoid-
ing. This is not a polemic in favor of the
status quo. But neither is this analysis
one that sees no redeeming value at all
in certain aspects of the status quo. A
conspicuous factor in things as they are
is, of course, the system of campaign con-
tributions from nonpublic sources. As I
have said, I do not accept the argument
that this money is inherently bad. As a
matter of fact, I assert the opposite—
that such contributions play a construc-
tive and essential role in the unfolding
of the democratic process.

I think we can see this more clearly if
we describe these contributions not as
private, not as nonpublic, but rather as
quasi-public in nature. They are quasi-
public in the sense that they are publicly
disclosed and are contributed for the
purpose of achieving results that affect
the public—for better or for worse—by
bringing influence to bear on officials
who are elected by the public. This may
be said even of the small sums that many
citizens contribute directly on their own
initiative, without consulting anyone
else, to candidates and parties and polit-
ically active groups. It is true even more
of the much larger sums that the pres-
sure groups themselves contribute to
campaigns. I doubt that anyone would
dispute the proposition that these groups
are quasi-public in nature, a fact that is
implicit, for instance, in laws that in
effect grant licenses to their lobbyists.

Therefore, it is not valid to assume, as
many advocates of public financing do,
that some unholy dichotomy exists be-
tween public money and what they call
private money.

In his study “Campaign Financing and
I\:gﬂtical Freedom,” Ralph K. Winter, Jr.

es:
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Contributing to a candidate permits indi-
viduals to pool their resources and voice their
message far more effectively than if each
spoke singly. This is critieally important be-
cause it permits citizens to join a potent
organization and propagate their views be-
yond their voting districts, Persons who feel
strongly about appointments to the Supreme
Court, for example, can demonstrate their
convictions by contributing to the cam-
paigns of sympathetic congressmen. Those
who give money to Mr. John Gardner's Com-~
mon Cause and conceive of that act as a
form of free association and expression
should not automatically deny the same
status to those who give to political cam-
palgns. . . . That a senator recelves large
union contributions might be percelved as
the reason he often supports union causes.
Is not the reverse far more commonly the
case: the candidate receives contributions
because he holds these convictions? . . .
Common Cause, we are told, is presently en-
gaged in an empirical study designed to show
“a real correlation” between contributions
and legislative decisions. . .. Some such cor-
relation can probably be easily established,
since contributions are rarely given either at
random or to one's political enemles,

Winter cites more reasons why the pre-
sumptively bad money really is good:

The need for campaign money weeds out
candidates who lack substantial public sup-
port, An attractive candidate with an attrac-
tive issue will draw money as well as votes.

And:

The right to give or not to glve to a candi-
date is an aspect of political freedom, Cam-
palgn money . . . serves as a barometer of in-
tensity of {feeling over potent political
issues ...

By following this train of thought we
can see that the private contribution
fosters political action. It promotes a
clash of ideas. When one pressure group
builds a war chest and starts using it,
this action makes it virtually certain that
opposing interests, too, will solicit their
constituencies for financial support. All
this, then, helps to finance public discus-
sion and to draw public attention to the
controversies that are the sine qua non
of democratic government.

OBJECTIONS TO PUBLIC FINANCING

I realize, Mr. Chairman, that nothing I
have said so far necessarily rules out
public financing on its own merits as at
least an addition to the arsenal of re-
form. It could be argued, in fact, that a
program for reform ought to start with
the priorities I have outlined here, cul-
minating finally in a system of public
financing. This would complete the proc-
ess, it might be said, of delivering to the
public a package that would preclude any
future Watergates. But I hope we stop
short of putting together that package.
Public financing, in my opinion, is not an
antidote to Watergate. Instead, being
carried forward mindlessly on the emo-
tions engendered by Watergate, it could
cause permanent damage to our elective
processes. I submit that public financing
ought to be assessed, first, in terms of its
impact on our traditional political party
structure; second, its impact on candi-
dates and incumbent elective officials;
and, third, its impact on public participa-
tion in elections. Then I will conclude
with certain other considerations that
we ought to keep in mind.

A. IMPACT ON POLITICAL PARTY STRUCTURE

The specific ways in which public
financing could alter or ensconce the tra-
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ditional political party structure would
depend, of course, on the particular plan
that is adopted. Some plans would
strengthen the parties in undesirable
ways; others would have the opposite—
but an equally undesirable—effect. Since
we do not know which plan might emerge
in a viable legislative form, to be debated
on the floors of the House and Senate,
our safest course at this point is to con-
sider all the contingencies, even though
some of them will be seen as mutually
exclusive. In other words, if we do not
come to one bad resulf, it will be another.
1. THE MAJOR PARTIES

We ought to start with the two major
parties, examining the consequences in
terms of their institutional roles. As we
know, Mr. Chairman, the Democratic and
Republican-parties do not represent a be-
quest made to us by the Constitution.
There is no mention of parties in that
document, or in any of its amendments.

Although they lack constitutional sta-
tus it is true that the parties have
evolved as part of our political system,
and at the present time they appear to be
permanent fixtures within it. Even if we
assume that continuing evolution will not
some day dictate a phasing out of the
parties—that is, that the parties are here
to stay, and should stay—where is it
written that we must have the Demo-
cratic and Republican parties that we
know today? Other major parties have
come and gone for sound historical rea-
sons. But if we agree to underwrite the
existence of today’s parties with public
funds, we will never be rid of them. They
will survive as institutions long after they
outlive their vitality, long after their con-
stituents abandon them. But is it right
for them to live on? Is it constitutional
to grant them immortality? As Justice
Black has written:

There is, of course, no reason why two
partles should retain a permanent. monopoly
on the right to have people vote for or
agalnst them. Competition in ldeas and gov-
ernmental policies is at the core of our
electoral process and of the first amendment
freedoms.

Obviously, when we give public money
to the parties, we are subsidizing the
ideologies that they espouse. If we sub-
scribe to the wisdom of Jefferson, who
called for separation between church and
State, we ought to carry this policy to its
logical conclusion and prohibit also any
conjoining of ideology and the State. I
submit that we should be especially sen-
sitive to this danger in today’s world,
when ideologies are proclaimed and pro-
moted with religious fervor. To the ex-
tent that we subsidize majoritarian
ideology, I question whether this is wise
or constitutional. Does not this perforce
discriminate against individuals and
groups that hold minority viewpoints?
Does not this make it more difficult for
new ideologies, better attuned to a rap-
idly changing world, to gain a foothold?
We ought to beware, Mr. Chairman, of so
entrenching the party that we belong to,
as well as the opposite party to which
our colleagues across the aisle adhere.
We should keep in mind that it is under
fascism and communism that the state
and ideology are entwined.

Further, when we grant to a party a
continuing suhsidy, we strengthen not
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only the party but also the leaders in con-
trol of the party at the time the subsidies
start. We can imagine circumstances
under which the leadership, having con-
trol of the money, could arrange things
so that it would be difficult to oust them
from power even after they had lost an
important election, or in the face of a
movement by younger leaders or reform
elements to take over. In 1972, in line
with this analysis, the Democratic Party
could have remained under the thumb of
GeorGE McGoverN and Jean Westwood,
who had less than universal appeal
among Democrats, and the Republican
Party in 1964 could have become the pos-
session of BarrRY GOLDWATER and Dean
Burch and the small party faction that
they represented.

In the big cities, to cite another ex-
ample, the machines could live on long
after they had lost true popular support.
So not only would public financing bring
us permanently entrenched major par-
ties but also leadership superbly equipped
to assure the succession to loyalists of
their own choosing—in short, a sort of
monarchial system of party governance.

There is still a third way in which
public funding could lock the parties
into positions of power. Giving money to
them would strengthen them vis-a-vis
candidates carrying the party’s banner.
If there were a public financing scheme
that forced candidates to look to the par-
ties exclusively for financial sustenance,
this would diminish the independence of
those running for office, and possibly
cause them to cut or ignore their ties
with other interest groups. Bossism
would ride again.

If, the other hand, we were to give
the public subsidy to the candidates,
rather than to the parties, then we
would weaken the party’s traditional role
as a principal fundraiser, thereby depriv-
ing it of an instrument of discipline.
Following inevitably, as well, would be a
proliferation, if not an explosion, in the
number of candidates. With aspirants for
office being guaranteed funding by the
Government, they would enter the pri-
maries in herds. In large fields such as
these, no candidate could hope to achieve
more than a modest plurality. The win-
ner then would enter the general elec-
tion not really as the candidate of a
party but merely of a small faction. The
overwhelming majority of voters in the
primary will have lost. This is true today,
of course, in many elections, but public
financing of campaigns channeled to the
candidates themselves would increase
the incidence of such freakish elections,
and perhaps make them commonplace.

If we were to give the public money
both to the parties and the candidates,
as a means of achieving some balance
between the alternatives I have just
cited, then we could end up being saddled
with undesirable aspects of both sys-
tems, with neither being able to cure
the other.

2. THE MINOR PARTIES

Public financing of elections would also
affect profoundly the traditional role of
the minor parties in our system of gov-
ernment. Like the major parties, they are
not rooted in the Constitution and thus
there is no obligation on the part of the
citizenry or the Government to perpetu-
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ate them. Nonetheless, all of us are fa-
miliar with the positive contribution
that some of these parties have made
throughout our history. Some of the best
of them have died, but only after impor-
tant parts of their platform had been ab-
sorbed by the major parties. Others have
produced nothing and passed from the
scene with good riddance, because their
programs were offensive to citizens in a
democratic country or because their pro-
posals were foolish or inappropriate to
the times. The comings and goings of the
minor parties has had the net effect of
providing a two-party system, which in
turn accounts for the politics of consen-
sus that has kept our country stable and
united. Against this background, any
tampering with the two-party system
and with the means of absorption of the
minor parties, or conversely an upset in
the political dynamics of our Nation so
as to discourage the birth of third parties,
is bound to have deleterious results. Jack
H., Haskell of the Library of Congress
staff, in a paper last August, summed up
all that would be at stake for minor par-
ties under varying schemes of public
financing. He wrote:

It is contended by some that since third
parties must garner a certain percentage of
the vote before being eligible for public
funding, the requirement may unfairly dis-
courage the operation and formulation of
third or new partles and so may dry up an
important source of new ideas and original
solutions which are often eventually adopted
by the major parties.

On the other hand It has been suggested
that the expectation of public funding if a
certain number of votes can be polled may
encourage the proliferation of minor and
new parties. This is seen by some to be a
serlous threat to the stability of our two-
party system of government since varying
factions, instead of being encouraged to work
for change within the structure of one of the
two major parties, would now be encouraged
by the expectation of free funding to form a
new “splinter” party. Further objections are
ralsed that public funding may perpetuate
minor political parties which would other-
wise have only short-run or temporary pop-
ularity since funding of third parties may
partly be based upon performance of the
party in the previous election four years be-
fore. Others question the wisdom of the gov-
ernment or the desire of the general public
to support or perpetuate radical “fringe”
parties or racist-orlented third parties which
may have established a modicum of public
support.

As to the litters of minor parties that
might result from a system of public
financing, perhaps the ultimate danger
would be the formation of a religious
party. Would the constitutional prohibi-
tion separating church from state then
become operative, depriving such a party
of the public funds that other parties are
getting? If not, would not most Ameri-
cans find it obnoxious—if not danger-
ous—to in effect be subsidizing a religious
doctrine? On the other hand, if religious
parties are to be barred from receiving
the public funds that other parties re-
ceive, how is a religious party to be de-
fined? It appears to me, Mr. Speaker,
that nothing could save the state under
these circumstances from becoming en-
tangled with one or more of the religions.

B. IMPACT ON OFFICEHOLDERS

Apart from its impact on the parties,
public financing would have a separate
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effect on candidates and persons already
holding public office. It would come as
another boon to the incumbents. Frank-
ly, Mr. Chairman, I should think that we
ought to be embarrassed about asking
the taxpayers for any more favors, in
view of the perquisites of office that we
already hold and the fact that they have
proved so useful in keeping us here. For
example, the franking privilege used in
certain ways gives us a leg up on our
challengers, and we can see the evidence
of this in the election results.

So we already have our subsidies, the
one in this example being an enormous—
and unlimited—allowance to pay for the
mailing of letters, illustrated newslet-
ters and all sorts of other materials to
our constituents. On top of all this, we
would get another handout from the
Government through public financing of
our campaigns. In a public funding plan
that gives an equal amount to each can-
didate, we still would maintain the per-
quisite gap. In a plan that doles out
money based on performance in previous
elections, we would automatically get
more money than the challengers. In a
plan of public financing that is less than
preemptive, some incumbents might
twist the situation to their advantage by
using the taxpayer’s funds, in effect, as
seed money to attract still more private
contributions. Allow me to explain, Mr.
Chairman. Suppose we have an incum-
bent who is fairly well entrenched. He is
able to build only a small war chest, elec-
tion after election, because his opposi-
tion is light and financial angels among
his supporters see no serious threat to
him. But then some public money is
thrown into the campaign. As a result,
attracted by the certain prospect of fi-
nancial assistance, a strong challenger
enters the race—or a number of chal-
lengers do. The survival of the incum-
bent, under these conditions, is not to
be taken for granted. So he goes to his
supporters and persuades them to open
their wallets. This, of course, stimulates
parallel activity by the opposition. But
in any such fundraising contest, as
studies have shown, the incumbent has
important advantages that virtually as-
sure him of outsoliciting his challengers.
Surplus funds he might raise could then
be put in the bank to give him a head-
start 2 years later, or 4 years later, in a
race for higher office. In the meantime,
the challenger has found the public fi-
nancing kitty to be of only passing ad-
vantage. He himself might be no worse
off financially than when he started, but
the taxpayer is behind and the incum-
bent might be ahead, because he has
picked up some cash that otherwise
would have been withheld from him.

Yet it is not only money that taxpayers
might lose. They might also be deprived,
under a scheme of public financing, of
the opportunity to hear a spirited, truly
informative discussion of the issues.
Winter has written:

We are told that subsidies will “reduce the
pressure on Congressional candidates for de-
pendence on large campaign contributions
from private sources . . .” If, however, one
reduces the pressure on candidates to look
to the views of contributors, to whom will
the candidates look instead? The need to

ralse money compels candidates to address
those matters about which large groups feel
strongly. Candidates might well, upon recelv-
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ing campalgn money from the government,
mute their views and become even more pre-
packaged. Eliminate the need for money and
you eliminate much of the motive to face up
to the issues. Candidates might then look
more to attention-getting gimmicks than to
attention-getting policy statements. A sub-
sidy combined with spending limits might
insulate incumbents both from challengers
and the strongly held desires of constituents.

We should not overlook, either, Mr,
Chairman, the fact that appropriations
for a campaign-financing program would
be controlled by persons already holding
those offices that would be at stake in
the next election. The implications of
this are worth reflecting on, in view of
what we in Congress describe as the
power of the purse. At the very least, it
seems to me, we would be plunging the
Federal Government, which heretofore
has largely been held at arm's length,
into the election process. At worst, this
would result in incumbent officeholders,
or perhaps their agents, meddling in dis-
putes over what did, or did not, consti-
tute a justified use of public-supplied
campaign funds. I wonder: Would we
end up, for instance, with censorship of
political advertising messages?

C. IMPACT ON PARTICIPATORY POLITICS

Mr. Chairman, public financing also
would have an adverse impact on public
participation in the election process. I
question how we would enhance liberties
if we clamp restraints on the citizens of
any class denying them the right to con-
tribute to a candidate who has already
shown by his record that he is a cham-
pion of that group, or who has persuaded
the group that he definitely will take up
their cause. As Haskell has put it:

It is questioned whether it is wise to di-
minish the influence of groups which repre-
sent the opinion of a large segment of the
electorate, such as the political arms of labor
organizations or commercial groups. The ob-
Jective of collective action, such as collective
bargaining for instance, is to centralize, and
80 to Increase the bargaining power of in-
dividuals to meet the legitimate demands of
these persons who may not have the influ-
ence to receive consideration as individuals.
It is feared that through public financing
the needs of certain individuals, for exam-
ple laborers, may not be met since the means
through which they may exert their collec-
tive influence, through organizations such
as COPE, will be substantially limited. Those
who disagree with this premise contend that
private interest groups may represent their
members by exerting thelir influence through
channels others than direct financlal support
of candidates. This contention, however, at
the same time may weaken the original ar-
gument that public financing would free a
candidate from the influence of special in-
terest groups.

I would venture to say, Mr. Chairman,
that the ordinary workingman has a
rather keen sense of the power he is able
to command through his union, and an
equally accurate estimate of his helpless-
ness if he is forced to stand alone. If
he were barred by a new law, for reasons
obscure to him, from giving his few dol-
lars to the only candidate who seems
interested in him, his sense of there
being something foul afoot would
harpen his cynicism, and he probably
would turn off politically retreating to
apathy. At the same time, affluent per-
sons with more free time than the work-
ingman would remain on the political
stage, and might end up hogging a good
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part of it for themselves. Also remain-
ing front and center would be the acti-
vist, highly educated persons who are
able to bring to bear in a campaign more
than just money—such as a knowledge
of the details of many issues; an ability
to articulate their points of view; and all
the self-confidence that comes from
these attributes. It is these same persons
who frequently influence, and in some
places also confrol, the news media.
While their role in elections is just as
constructive as that of the workingman,
we ought not to take action that in effect
gives them a greater voice than is justi-
fied by their numbers in the population.
Of course, this is what we do when we
brush aside the workingman,
D. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

There are a number of other consid-
erations, Mr. Chairman, that militate
against public financing. I would like to
cite just a few:

If a voter disagrees strongly with a
candidate, should he be forced to help
pay for his message? Winter has stated
the problem this way:

What would happen if a racist ran for of-
fice and delivered radical and quasi-violent
speeches? One result might be cries for even
more regulation—in particular, for regula-
tion of the content of political speech.

To the extent that the largest sums of
money are contributed by those who can
best afford it, and whose personal finan-
cial stake in our system is greater, is this
not after all, as it should be? Does this
not unofficially parallel, in a sense, the
principle of progressive taxation? Some
body has to pay for political campaigns.
If we take the money out of the public
till, the cost of it will fall disproportion-
ately on the low-middle and lower in-
come groups. This is so because our Fed-
eral income tax system is not as progres-
sive as it is supposed fo be, or as we like
to pretend that it is.

The cost of public financing might be-
come burdensome, and this could take
money away from vital public programs.
We can assume a steady escalation of
costs because, to cite one reason, for the
incumbents to increase the amounts of
the grants to themselves enhances their
sense of power and their actual power.
To political animals like us, having more
money to dispense would be akin to hav-
ing more patronage at our command. I
doubt that we would spurn larger and
larger grants even if the price for this
would be to have to share the extra
money with our challengers. Is there a
politician among us who would deny
that some of us are adept at making
deals with the opposition? And who
would be the beneficiaries of all this
largess? Again, I would like to cite but
one example, Mr. Chairman. Arlen Large
wrote in the Wall Street Journal last
year:

In recent years a whole lndustry of cam-
palgn advertising speclalists has mush-
roomed to advise candidates on how to spend
their privately collected money. With an as-
sured supply of financing from public tax
funds, the campalgn consultant would be-

come just one more parasitic operator who,
like a commercial income tax preparer,

thrives merely because the government
exista
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IV. CONCLUSION

I would like to conclude, Mr. Chairman,
with an observation by Alexander Heard,
an authority on campaign costs, who
noted in his work “Costs of Democracy:”

It has been repeatedly demonstrated that
he who pays the piper does not always call
the tune, at least not in polities. Politiclans
prize votes more than dollars.

Let us not get carried away, then, Mr.
Chairman, by getting hung up on the fi-
nancial aspects of politics, Let us ex-
amine carefully the case against public
funding of elections, as it has been out-
lined here and elsewhere. Or better yet,
why not lay the question aside for the
time being and get on with the reforms
we truly need at this time? Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment be-
fore us has a great deal to recom-
mend it. It is thoroughly bipartisan.
Therefore, it is particularly appropri-
ate, in light of the amendment’s broad
based political support, that it offer,
as it does, the chance for matching
public funding of congressional races,
only where there is broad based pub-
lic support for candidates. The amend-
ment provides for matching funds,
only after a candidate has raised, at
least 10 percent of his maximum spend-
ing limit, through private contributions
of $50 or less. Accordingly, so-called
frivolous candidates will find it extremely
difficult to benefit under this amendment.

The other significant proposition of
this measure is, that what matching
funds are provided, come only from the
dollar checkoff fund. If there are no
funds available in the fund, then no
matching funds will be paid out. Thus,
only the support of the taxpaying citi-
zens of this country will serve to finance
matching funds from the checkoff fund.
These people will know that their taxes
will not increase or decrease because of
the fund. What they will know, and
what they will be able to judge for them-
selves, is whether we should take the
move, of providing a mix of public, as
well as private funding, for Federal elec-
tion campaigns.

This decision, Mr. Chairman, puts the
average citizen of this Nation in the
driver's seat as far as public funding of
elections goes. It makes such concepts as
populism and grassroots supports—
which, as expressions of the English lan-
guage, have been overused and therefore
have lost much meaning—it makes them
more real and more viable in political
parlance. If a mixture of public and pri-
vate financing for Presidential elections
can help to make the little people of this
Nation more of a factor in Presidential
races, there is little reason to deny this
privilege to congressional races. I sug-
gest, that it will do as much as any-
thing since universal suffrage to put in-
dividual choices and community feeling
in the forefront of Federal elections. It
is going to put the average citizen right
up front in national decisionmaking, a
position that he or she long ago lost to
the big money contributors. And finally,
and most importantly, such a shift in
real voting power is going to bring citi-
zens a lot closer to their government.
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This will mean the defeat of national
cynicism about our political system that
has grown so rapidly since Watergate. It
is also going to produce a feeling of in-
volvement that I am confident will lead
to a reestablishment of confidence in gov-
ernment. After all, it stands to reason
that the more involved you are in an ac-
tivity, the more committed you feel to
its goals, the more stout is your defense
of those goals and the more cohesive
and unfragmented that activity can be-
come.

Those symptoms can be true for this
country as well. I feel that real partici-
pation in congressional elections can be
an essential part of that revolutionary
change. I therefore urge adoption of this
well balanced and broad based amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. UpALL).

The question was taken; and the Chair
announced that the noes appeared to
have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 187, noes 228,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 467]
AYES—187

Frey
Gialmo
Gilman
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Hamllton

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, 111,
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Aspin Hanley
Badillo Hanrahan
Bergland Harrington
Blester Harsha
Bingham Hastings
Boggs Hawkins
Boland Heckler, Mass.
Bolling Heinz
Bowen Henderson
Brademas Hicks
Breckinridge Hlillis
Broomfield Holtzman

Horton

Hungate

Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Obey
O’'Brien
Owens
Parris
Patten
Peyser
Pike
Podell
Preyer
Pritchard
Quie
Rallsback
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reld
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen

Collier
Collins, 11,
Conable
Conlan

Conte
conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Dellenback
Dellums
Diggs
Donohue
Drinan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg

Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell

Fish

Foley
Forsythe
Praser
Frelinghuysen

Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Okla,
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeler
Kemp

Koch

Eyros
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Litton

Long, La.
Luken
MeCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McEay
McKinney
Madigan
Mallary
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Miller

Mills

Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley

Roncallo, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.X.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Roybal
St Germaln
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Bchroeder
Selberling
Shriver
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥.
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Thone
Tiernan
Traxler
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Waldie
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
‘Whitehurst
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Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Winn

Wolfr

Abdnor
Alexander
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley

Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Byron

Camp
Carney, Ohio
Carter

Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.
Corman
Crane
Danlel, Dan
Deaniel, Robert

W., Jr.
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davls, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney

Dulski
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Pindley
Fisher

Fiood
Flowers
Flynt

Ford
Fountaln
Frenzel
Froehlich

Wyatt

Wydler

Yates

TYoung, Ga.
NOES—228

Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
CGonzalez
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gross
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmlidt
Hanna
Hays
Hépert
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoskl
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Eazen
Eetchum
King
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCollister
McFall
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon

Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callf,
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Mink
Minshall, Ohlo
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, 11,
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
O’Hara
O'Neill
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Young, II1.
Zablocki
Zwach

Passman
Patman
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Price, 1ll.
Price, Tex.
Quillen
Randall
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roe
Rogers
Rose
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Arlz,
Stephens
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Sullivan
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Wampler
White
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
‘Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wright
Wylle
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
‘Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

NOT VOTING—19

Blackburn
Blatnik
Brasco
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Davls, Ga,
Gray

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.,
Hollfield
McSpadden
Milford
Mollohan
Murphy, N.Y.

Rarick
Rooney, N.X.
Shuster
Teague
willlams

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. STRATTON. Mr.

Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time simply

to advise the House that I have an
amendment which, except for the rule
that was adopted and which I opposed,

would be in order at this point and which
I would have offered at this point. My
amendment would add a new title to the
bill, a title that would provide for free
political broadcasting.

I believe that if we could get free polit-
ical broadcasting over the airways that
are owned by the people and are regu-
lated by the Government, we could elim-
inate one of the most expensive aspects
of campaigning.

In case any Members are interested in
my proposal it appears on page 27044
in the Recorp for August 6, 1974, and
it also is contained in H.R. 14520.

Under the rule, as I say, which I op-
posed, my amendment is not in order to
this bill. That is most unfortunate. Be-
cause if we are going to do a thorough
Joo of controlling excessive campaign
spending we ought to consider this mat-
ter very seriously. I hope at some future
time this amendment of mine will be in
order for serious and careful considera-
tion by this House.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
propose a unanimous-consent request,
and that request is as follows:

Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this bill and all
amendments thereto cease at 6:15 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Members standing
at the time the unanimous-consent re-
quest was agreed to will be recognized for
approximately 1 minute and 20 seconds
each.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. KocH).

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. KOCH

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I offer two
amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr, KocH: Page 79,
immediately after line 9, insert the follow-
ing new section:

CAMPAIGN MAIL

Sec. 410. (a) Chapter 95 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to Presi-
dential Electlon Campaign Fund) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new section:

“SeC. 9014, CAMPAIGN MAIL,

“(a) DerFmNiTIONS.—FoOr purposes of this
section—

“(1) the term ‘campalgn mail’ means any
plece of mall which does not exceed the
maximum weight per piece of mail allowable
if mailed at the lowest rate per piece es-
tablished by the Board of Governors of the
Postal Service for bulk rate mallings of cir-
culars by qualified nonprofit organizations,
and which is mailed by any candidate for the
purpose of influencing the election of such
candidate;

“(2) the term ‘candidate’ has the mean-
ing given it by section 301(b) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1871, except that
such term does not include a candidate for
the office of President or Vice President of
the United States;

“(3) the term ‘eligible candidate’ means
any candidate who is eligible under subsec-
tion (¢) to receive campaign mail payments;

“(4) the term ‘supervisory officer’ means
the Secretary of the Senate with respect to
candidates for the office of Senator, and the
Clerk of the House of Representatives with
respect to candidates for the office of Rep-
resentative, Delegate, or Resident Commis-
sioner; and
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“{6) the term ‘'State’ has the meaning
given it by sectlon 301(1) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971.

“(b) Campaign Mail Entitlement—Any
candidate who establishes his eligibllity
under subsection (c) shall be entitled to re-
ceive payments for campaign mail under sub-
section (d).

“(e) ELIGIBILITY.—

“(1) In any general election, any can-
didate who—

“(A) has met the qualifications prescribed
by the applicable laws to hold the Federal
office for which he is a candidate, and is
the candidate of a political party whose can-
didate in the most recent general election
for the office involved received at least 15
percent of the popular votes recelved by all
candidates in such general election; or

“(B) transmits to the Secretary of State
for the State in which the election is held
(or, if there is no office of Secretary of State,
to the equlvalent State officer), no later
than 45 days before the date of the general
election, a petition containing the signatures
of at least 5,000 individuals registered to
vote in the geographical area in which such
general election is held,
shall be entitled to receive campaign mall
payments under subsection (d).

“(2) The Becretary of State for the State in
which the election is held (or, if there is no
office of Secretary of State, the equivalent
State officer) shall take appropriate steps to
certify signatures contained in petitions
transmitted by any candidate under para-
graph (1) (B). Upon completion of certifica-
tion, the Secretary of State shall transmit
such petitions to the appropriate supervisory
officer. The supervisory officer shall not de-
clare any candidate to be eligible to receive
allotments until the supervisory officer re-
ceives such petitions from the Secretary of
State. Each such certification shall be com=-
pleted no later than 30 days before the date
of the election involved.

“(d) PAYMENTS.—

“(1) Every eligible candidate shall he en-
titled to receive payments from the Secretary
under paragraph (2) for the mailing of a
number of pieces of campalgn mail equal to
the number of individuals registered to vote
in the geographical area in which the gen-
eral election is held.

“(2) The Secretary shall make payments
to an eligible eandidate for mallings under
paragraph (1) upon the receipt of certifica-
tion from such candidate that such payments
shall be used exclusively for the mailing of
campalgn mail. The Secretary shall make
such payments out of the Presidential Elec-
tion Campalgn Fund established by section
0006(a), Buch payments shall be made, how-
ever, only after the Becretary determines that
amounts for payments under sections 9006
(c), 8007(b)(3), and 9037(b) are available
in the fund for such payments.

“(3) Whenever a payment is made by the
Secretary under this section with respsct to
campalgn mail of any eligible candidate, an
amount equal to the amount of such pay-
ment shall be attributed toward the expendi-
ture limitation of such candidate under sec-
tion 608(c) of title 18, United States Code.”

(b) SBection 9012(c) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (relating to unlawful use
of payments) is amended by inserting "“or
under section 9014(d)” immediately after
9006,

(e) The table of sections for chapter 95
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (re-
lating to the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund) 1is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new item:

“Sec. 0014. Campaign mail.”,

And redesignate the following section ac-
cordingly.

Page 79, line 15, strike out “and 409" and
insert in lieu therof “409, and 410",

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, one of the
amendments is a perfecting amendment,
the other is related to public financing,
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but is a different version and limited
solely to a single mailing for which the
checkoff system would be used to pro-
vide the funds.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will have
to say that there may be a question of
a point of order on these amendments.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order on the amendments. The
gentleman from New York was kind
enough to offer one of the amendments
to me, the one referring to page 79, after
line 9, on campaign mail. I will reserve
a point of order if the gentleman from
New York wishes to use the balance of
his time to explain the amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Ohio reserves a point of order.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I would
hope that the Chair would find the
amendment in order because I believe
it is a different version of public financ-
ing which is in order under the bill. Of
course, the amendment was published
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

What it does is to provide funds out
of the checkoff funds to the candidates
in the general election for one mailing,
so as to give to candidates an equal op-
portunity to present themselves to ths
constituency.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Does the gentleman from Ohio press
his point of order?

Mr, HAYS. I am not sure I know what
the second amendment is.

Mr. KOCH. It is just a perfecting
amendment to locate the numbers within
the bill itself. It does not change the
amendment.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I do press
my point of order against the amend-
ments. I object to the first amendment,
which is obviously subject to a point of
order in that it appropriates money and
orders the Secretary to make payments.

The second amendment is an amend-
ment to that amendment, or a correct-
ing amendment, so that if the first
amendment is out of order then the sec-
ond one is also.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Borring). The
Chair is ready to rule.

The point of order raised by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays) is well
taken. The first amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
KocH) constitutes an appropriation on
a legislative bill in violation of clause 4,
rule XX, and is not protected by the
rule. The second amendment is not in
order under House Resolution 1292.
Therefore the point of order is sustained.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. HALEY).

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HALEY
yielded his time to Mr. Havs.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Younwe).

Mr. YOUNG of Illinois. Mr, Chairman,
there are many provisions in the Federal
Election Campaign Act Amendments of
1974 which improve the conduct of Fed-
eral elections. Because of these positive

features, I urge my colleagues to also
vote for final passage of this bill, even

though I have grave reservations about
some of its provisions and about the
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failure of this bill to add other necessary
provisions.

The forward-looking provisions of the
bill provide for an independent admin-
istration-enforcement board for the Fed-
eral Campaign Act. There will be four
citizen-members, with two Republicans
and two Democrats, with civil enforce-
ment powers, subpena powers, and the
authority to regulate campaign financ-
ing laws.

There will be a limitation on contribu-
tions. The amount is $1,000, which I
think is too small, but I do believe that
there should be a limitation on contribu-
tions. There is also a $5,000 limitation
on contributions by committees, This
provision is not to my liking since it will
continue to provide “special interest” fi-
nancing that will dilute public confidence
in public officeholders. I would have pre-
ferred eliminating all committee contri-
butions other than contributions from
the recognized Republican and Demo-
cratic Party committees.

The $100 limitation on “cash” cam-
paign contributions is excellent. The lim-
itation on honorariums of $1,000 per ap-
pearance and $10,000 per calendar year
is another step that will create greafer
confidence in public officials.

I strongly support the prohibition
against “laundering” campaign funds
and the bad practice of earmarking
contributions through committees.

I think there should be a limitation
on expenditures, but I believe that the
$60,000 limitation is an unrealistic one.
Any such limitation should have been at
least $100,000 to afford challengers a
better opportunity in their contest.

The designation of a principal cam-
paign committee with all expenditures to
be made and accounted for through such
campaign committee is a great step for-
ward. The reduction of reporting require-
ments and the publication of lists of
those who fail to file are good steps that
will eliminate unnecessary paperwork
and make delinquencies known.

The bill repeals media limitations
since they are not necessary with the
limitations on total spending. The bill
permits State and local officials to par-
ticipate in political campaigns, and it
preempts State law where there is a
conflict.

I think there are some other deficien-
cies that should be noted. The recognized
political parties are limited to contribu-
tions of not more than $5,000. I think
that this limitation should be at least
$15,000. There are inadequate prohibi-
tions and regulations pertaining to spe-
cial interest groups. “Pooling” is still per-
mitted, and “in kind"” contributions may
be made.

There is not a sufficient prohibition
against the “dirty trick” type of cam-
paign activity.

Unfortunately, in the determination of
whether or not to vote for this bill, we
must weigh the good against the bad. In
this case, the good outweighs the bad, al-
though by a slighter margin than is de-
sirable. At any rate, we can hope that the
House-Senate conference will improve
the bill in the areas where it is weak.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CARNEY
of Ohio yielded his time to Mr. Hays.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
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nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ZION).

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZION. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio,

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, the
revelations of the last few months have
convinced me of the need for a meaning-
ful election reform bill. Cur Nation can-
not afford a continuation of the massive
campaign abuses that have marred our
electoral process in the past.

The so-called campaign reform bill
now before the House, however, is not
the type of reform that we need.

First, the bill leaves open one of the
largest loopholes in our current law: in-
kind contributions by labor unions. Tens
of millions of dollars—taken from work-
ers as union dues—are used in behalf of
selected candidates to cover the costs of
printing, materials, office space, tele-
phones, and many other campaign items.
Why should these labor union contribu-
tions be treated any differently than
other contributions? Unlimited in-kind
contributions by any special interest
group must be stopped if we are to have
truly meaningful campaign reform.

Second, the bill fails to establish an
independent Federal Elections Commis-
sion to enforce the law. As the Senate
Watergate Committee has pointed out,
enforcement is the key factor in regu-
lating the way campaign funds are raised
and spent. The so-called election reform
bill turns this function over to congres-
sional employees and appointees, who
will be responsible for policing the Con-
gress and drawing up rules and regula-
tions on campaign practices. Two con-
gressional committees will have the
power to veto these rules and regulations.
Such a conflict of interest must be elim-
inated and an independent commission
established if we are to have an effective
campaign reform measure.

Third, the bill provides for matching
taxpayer financing in Presidential pri-
maries. A candidate could receive up to
$5 million in public funds. Such financ-
ing would encourage frivolous candidates
without significant support to file for
office in order to receive public money.
There is also a serious question whether
a taxpayer’s money should be used to
finance the campaign of a candidate with
whom he completely disagrees. In addi-
tion, public financing would weaken the
two-party system and party structure, as
candidates would be funded directly by
Government tax money. Public financing
is not the magic cure-all to our Nation's
electoral problems. In fact, in many ways
it would make matters worse.

Fourth, the bill aliows special interest
groups to pool their members’ contribu-
tions and then pour large amounts into
selected campaigns. Pooling of funds by
special interest groups should be pro-
hibited. Contributors should be required
to designate the recipient of their dona-
tions and be identified for purposes of
full disclosure.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I cannot
support this legislation unless the House
makes substantial changes in its pro-
vision. I urge my colleagues to pass a
truly meaningful campaign reform bill.

Mr., ZION. Mr. Chairman, we des-
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perately need a good campaign reform
bill. It is long past time that special
interest groups be prevented from buying
an election. Unfortunately, this act does
not acomplish this purpose. This bill was
authored by the chairman of the Dem-
ocratic Campaign Committee, who is also
chairman of the House Administration
Committee having jurisdiction over the
legislation. It came out of the Democratic
dominated Rules Committee in a fashion
that prevented Republican Members
from . introducing perfecting amend-
ments.

It does nothing, for example, to pre-
vent big unions from spending $50 mil-
lion in cash and contributions in kind.
It does nothing to stop the use of involun-
tary dues to pay union officials for cam-
paigning purposes, or to pay printing,
postage, and telephone costs for union-
endorsed candidates. A recent AFL-CIO
publication, mailed by a tax-supported
subsidy, called for a veto-proof Congress.
It does not permit a union member to
determine what candidate his money is
used to support, either by dues or volun-
tary contributions.

The Board of Supervisors is hardly
impartial in that it is appointed by sit-
ting Members of the Congress. This bill
is clearly an attempt to protect sitting
Democratic Members of Congress. It is
one of the most serious abuses of poli-
tical power I have ever seen.

Since the need for campaign reform
is so obvious, and since this bill does little
to provide this reform, I reaffirm my own
policy and pledge in this regard:

I will accept not one dime personally
in the forthcoming campaign. All con-
tributions must be sent to my regular
campaign organization.

I have instructed my campaign com-
mittee not to accept any contributions
from any person over $200, nor will I
accept any contribution over $1,000 from
any organization, lobby, or interest group
whatsoever except my own political
party.

This limitation on receipts applies
across the board to any group which
might have a legislative ax to grind—
the AMA, chamber of commerce, Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
pharmaceutical manufacturers, orga-
nized labor—any group at all who might
feel entitled to special legislative con-
siderations because of a large donation
to my reelection campaign.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
TREEN) .

Mr. TREEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the bill, not because I do
not think we need some election reform,
because we certainly do, but I think the
worst abuse is taken care of when we
set a limit on the amount that any con-
tributor can give.

That limit may still be too high. I
voted against the amendment to increase.
But I see no sense in setting an aggre-
gate limit, which limit is now $60,000
after the amendment reducing it from
$75,000. If a candidate can go out and
raise funds exceeding that aggregate
from any number of persons, in order
to raise a campaign fund that is neces-
sary to make a challenge, he should be
permitted to do this. And he can’t make
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a challenge against an incumbent for
$60,000.

We incumbents have the right to send
out newsletters ad infinitum, and the
postage alone is worth $16,000 or $18,000
each time. When we send out a mailing,
we can bring into every household our
message. We can do this any number of
times. But the challenger, who can only
hope to win by exposing a poor voting
record, is limited to $60,000 for all his
campaign expenses.

This bill is unfair to challengers;
it is an incumbent protection bill, and it
ought to be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BUTLER) .

Mr., BUTLER. Mr, Chairman, in the
interest of saving time, I will not intro-
duce an amendment which appears on
page 27047, having discussed the matter
with the chairman.

I will take this time, if I may, to ask
the chairman: The matter that con-
cerns me is, if this legislation is held un-
constitutional, or portions of it, what will
be the status of the various spending
limitations? I will ask the Chairman if
an agreement in writing between the
candidates for nomination or election to
any specific Federal office, agreeing to
abide by these limitations, would be valid
and binding even though the legislation
is held unconstitutional?

Mr. HAYS. If the gentleman will yield,
in my judgment, there is no question
but what such agreement would be bind-
ing and valid, and if broken, it would
be subject to civil penalties and civil
liabilities.

Mr. BUTLER. I thank the gentleman.
Relying on that assurance, I see no ne-
cessity for this amendment. I thank the
gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
McEWEN) .,

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
gret that the amendment that would
make an agreement between candidates
to establish limitations on contributions
and expenditures less than those pro-
vided in this legislation was not consid-
ered. The text of this amendment ap-
pears on page 27047 of the CONGRES-
sIONAL REcoRrD, of August 6, 1974.

The American people are concerned
about the ever-increasing cost of elec-
tions, yet in many contests the amounts
now expended are substantially less than
the limits imposed by this legislation.
Why then should the candidates them-
selves not be permitted to enter into
binding agreements to limit campaign
expenditures to an amount less than
what this bill would permit? I think
they should. More importantly, I think
that the people think they should.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COLLIER) .

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COLLIER
vielded his time to Messrs, SHUSTER and
NELSEN.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SHUSTER) .

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SHUSTER
was allowed to speak out of order.)
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SHUSTER, I was unavoidably de-
tained in the Rayburn Office Building on
a matter concerning my district and ar-
rived in the Chamber 1 minute after the
vote occurred on the Udall-Anderson
amendment. Had I been here, I would
have voted “nay.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. NELSEN) .

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NELSEN

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NeLsEN: Page
79, immediately after line 89, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

“POLITICAL ACTIVITIES BY CERTAIN OFFICERS
AND EMPLOYEES

“Sec. 410. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, any State or local officer or em-
ployee employed by & State or local agency
whose principal employment is in connec-
tion with an activity which is financed in
whole or in part by loans or grants made by
the United States or a Federal agency, other
than any activity which 1s financed in whole
or in part through Federal revenue-sharing
programs, shall be subject to the provisions
of chapter 15 of title 5, United States Code,
as such provisions existed on the day before
the effective date of this Act.”

And redesignate the following section
accordingly.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve all points of order on the amend-
ment.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, under
the terms of this hill, and it has already
been called to my attention this after-
noon, the Hatch Act is amended in this
bill, and the explanation that was given
to me is that the terms under the Hatch
Act, where Federal revenue-sharing
funds were distributed to the States,
automatically then the feeling was that
the State employees who had anything to
do with funds that came from the Fed-
eral Government would automatically be
under the Hatch Act and restricted at
State level. But under the terms of the
bill, this goes beyond that. For OEO and
every other Federal program that is out
there, we open the door where one can
get his feet in the trough and dip in.

In the District of Columbia we have
53 employees in the Executive Office, 423
in Manpower, 700 in the Mayor’'s Office,
1,200 in the Apprenticeship Council,
1,652 in the Department of Human Re-
sources, for a total of 17,535 employees.
These employees would be partially “un-
hatched” under this bill.

And again we get the spoils system on
the way back.

This amendment of mine would not
interfere with any State dealing with
revenue-sharing funds at all. Everything
would remain as it is, but in these other
basically federally funded programs ad-
ministered by State employees it would
bar them from getting into the activity of
partisan politics as would certainly hap-
pen if the restriction is lifted where the
Hatch Act now applies.

I served on the Hatch Act Commission
and we carefully went into this and my
geeling is it would be a mistake to go that

ar.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to amend this
bill so that the provisions of section 401,
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which I am not amending, but merely
clarifying, so as to insure that their ap-
plicability extend only to those State
and local employees financed with Fed-
eral revenue-sharing funds. The Hatch
Act presently prohibits activities of
State and local employees where their
“principal employment is in connection
with an activity that is financed in whole
or in part by loans or grants made by
the United States or a Federal agency.”

I wish to state that I served on the
Commission on Political Activity on Gov-
ernment Personnel, which published its
report in 1967. That Commission was
chaired by Arthur S. Fleming, former
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare under President Eisenhower, and
the Vice Chairman was former Senafor
Daniel B. Brewster, from the State of
Maryland. One of the principal studies of
that Commission had to do with the ap-
plication of the Hatch Act on Federal,
State and local employees. I took the po-
sition on that Commission that the
Hatch Act should not be tampered with
in any way, lest we revert to the spoils
system, which certainly applied to Fed-
eral employees at an early date, and
which I found to be true in the Execu-
tive Department of the State of Minne-
sota when I first entered politics and
served in the Minnesota State Senate
in the mid 1930's.

There have been persistent attempts
to amend the Hatch Act in one way or
another. The most recent attempt was
one which was made in “home rule” leg-
islation considered by the House District
Committee, and which was passed by the
House and Senate in 1973. There was also
language proposed in a conference on
a relatively minor piece of legislation—
an insurance bill—earlier this year that
would have amended the Home Rule Act
which would have provided the very
same kind of exemption provided for in
this bill. I strongly opposed the attempt
in conference to grant an exemption to
District employees who were in an equiv-
alent status of State and local em-
ployees, as provided in section 401 of this
bill.

I want to point out several things to
the Members of the House as it relates
to Hatch Act exemptions for State and
local employees employed with Federal
grants and funds:

First. There were no public hearings
on these Hatch Act provisions that I
know of.

Second. Hatch Act exemptions are to-
tally inappropriate in a bill of this tvpe.
The fact that it is in here can only lead
one to the conclusion that we are going
back to the spoils system. This is 2 cam-
paign finance bill, and the only conclu-
sion I can draw is that those who favor
this provision want to reach into the
pockets of the State and local employees
and get their contributions of money.
They want to obtain the contribution of
time and energy and their total com-
mitments in the way of political activity
from these State and local employees.
That to me is a return to the spoils
system.

Third. The Civil Service Commission,
which is most knowledgeable about this
matter, was never asked to give their
views to the committee on this measure.
Yet based on their prior statements and
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positions taken by the Commissioners,
the following statement would apply as
to the position of the Civil Service Com-
mission.

The U.8. Civil Bervice Commission ex-
presses its very strong objection to the in-
clusion of Section 401 in HR 16080. This
provision, which has just come to their at-
tention, would amend the Hatch Act by ex-
empting state and local employees who work
in connection with Federally funded pro-
grams from the prohibitions against parti-
san political management and campaigning.
While such employees would stlll be unable
to seek partisan office themselves, they would
be free actively to participate in partisan
politics on behalf of others.

In 1940 Congress amended the Hatch Act,
which had been enacted the year before,
principally in order to bring such employees
within the partisan political activity ban.
It was recognized then, and is now recog-
nized as well, that the prohibition against
political activity serves as a substantial em-
ployee safeguard since, among other things,
it immunizes covered employees from pres-
sures, overt or otherwise, to engage in poli-
tics against their will, and it prevents the
diversion of Federal funds for political pur-
poses at the state and local level.

At all events, what is being proposed in
Section 401 is a drastic change In our laws
in this area.

Plainly, a measure having such drastic
consequences should not be acted upon with-
out the same kind of extended and thought-
ful deliberation that Congress brought to
bear upon the matter when it first dealt
with the subject in 1940. And, after more
than 30 years of enforcing the Hatch Act
as 1t applies to state and local employees
who work in connection with Federally fund-
ed programs, the Civil Service Commission
would certainly hope and expect that Con-
gress would call upon them for an orderly
presentation of their views before undertak-
ing such a significant revision of the law.
Finally, it is worth noting that Congress, in
its deliberations surrounding the recently
enacted D.C. Home Rule bill, expressly de-
clined to allow Federal and D.C. employees
to participate in campaigns on behalf of
partisan candidates for local office.

Fourth. There is no reason why we
should treat local employees, whose em-
ployment is funded basically with Fed-
eral funds, any differently than we treat
our regular Federal employees. Other-
wise, in our States we will have State
and local employees performing virtually
the same functions and activities and
perhaps working at the desk next to a
Federal employee. One will be Hatched
and the other will not be Hatched; and,
of course, my view is that both should
be Hatched. The extent of Federal grant
funding in the States covering Federal
and local employees is perhaps best illus-
trated by the number of Federal grant
employees that we have here in the Dis-
triet of Columbia. The number of Fed-
eral grant positions as carried in the
1975 budget of Mayor Washington was
17,535.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, if we
want to go back to the “spoils system,”
then let us do so in an enlightened man-
ner. Let us have open hearings; let us
have testimony from those in the Civil
Service Commission who are most fa-
miliar with the problem; let the munic-
ipal employee unions, who are probably
behind this move, come forward and
identify themselves and state their case
in open hearings. I am confident that if
we take this route, the Hatch Act will
remain intact. Meanwhile, I strongly
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urge each and everyone of you to sup-
port this amendment.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
made the point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment on the ground that it
was not made in order by the rule nor
was it printed in the Recorp.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, speak-
ing to the point of order, it is my under-
standing the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Hays) indicated he would not personally
make a point of order against amend-
ments if they were not in the Recorp
if anybody could stand up and say he was
unaware that was one of the provisions,
and that is true in this case.

The Civil Service Commission was not
consulted and there were no hearings.
The Civil Service came down and asked
me to oppose this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BoLLiNGg). The
Chair will hear the gentleman on the
point of order only.

The Chair must sustain the point of
order on the ground that it was not
printed in the Recorp. The point of order
is therefore sustained.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BRown).

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I rise at this time to advise the Members
that the motion to recommit the Federal
Election Campaign Act Amendments of
1974 will be offered with instructions to
recommit the bill to the Committee on
House Administration with instructions
to amend article 101(a) after line 8
on page 4 to insert the contributors’
right amendments I introduced which
were printed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD on August 5, 1974, on page 26875.

The motion to recommit will be intro-
duced by the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. Dickinson), the ranking minority
member of the committee. A copy of the
amendment was sent to all Members this
morning for their information.

The amendment is aimed at making all
political action committees responsible to
their contributors by requiring that no
candidates can knowingly accept funds
from such committee unless the commit-
tee: First, is acting as an agent of the
individual contributor and second, the
individual contributor designates the
candidate’s committee which is to receive
the donor’s contribution and third, the
identity of each individual contributor
is furnished by the political action com-
mittee to the candidate or his committee.
These provisions will assure that con-
tributors will have the right to indicate
who will be spending their contributions.

I can see nothing arguable about that
objective.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise on a
point of parliamentary inquiry.

This amendment if offered on the floor
would have been subject to a point of
order under the rule, Does that stand?

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment has
been offered.

Mr. HAYS. But the gentleman says he
is going to offer a motion to recommit
containing an amendment printed in the
Recorp which would have been subject
to a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a matter
for the Chairman of the Committee of
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the Whole to decide. It is a matter for
the Speaker in the House.
Mr, HAYS. I thank the Chairman.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
a parliamentary inquiry.

Is the motion to recommit required to
fall within the rule on this legislation?

Mr. FRENZEL. Not unless the rule so

S.
ss"a"rl'he CHAIRMAN. The Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole cannot in-
terpret a motion to recommit. It is not
within his jurisdiction.

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. I thank the
Chairman. I will certainly rely on the
fairness of the Speaker to properly inter-
pret the method by which a motion to
recommit can be made.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
MATHIS) .

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, in the brief time remaining I
would like again to commend the chair-
man of the Committee on House Admin-
istration as well as all the Members on
both sides of the aisle for the work they
have done in bringing this bill to the
floor.

I would like to point out for the benefit
of all the Members that there was not
ever at any point in our committee delib-
erations the kind of partisan bickering
we have seen on the floor this afternoon.

There are certain things in this bill I
would not agree with obviously. I think
we are making a horrible mistake in
adopting this so-called Independent
Election Commission.

I said earlier in the debate on the
amendment that we would rue the day.
I rise reluctantly in support of the bill.
I say there is too much common cause
in it and not enough commonsense.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BRADE-
mas yielded his time to Mr. Hays.)

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MICHEL
yielded his time to Mr, FRENZEL.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr, FRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr, Chairman, there
has been plenty of talk in the last 2 days
about in-kind contributions. I want this
record to show that that section 205 of
the 1972 act, amending chapter 610 of
title 18, clearly provides in its definition
of contribution that ‘“any services, or
anything of value” is a contribution and
must be reported as such.

Obviously, such contributions are
subject to all the requirements that any
contribution is subject to.

The problem with in-kind contribu-
tions is that they have not been properly
reported by either donor or recipient.
With the creation of the new Board of
Supervisory Officers, I believe that super-
vision adequate to cause reporting, dis-
closure, and limitations of in-kind con-
tributions.

Mr. Chairman, the rule prevented me
from making an amendment which would
make dirty tricks and political espionage
eriminal offenses under this law. I moved
the amendment in committee and it
failed.

The idea for this amendment was
given to me by the gentleman from
California (Mr. DoN H. CravseN) whose
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work on this matter was diligent and
effective.

He, in turn, was inspired by the care-
ful and dedicated work of his admin-
istrative assistant, Mr. Bill Stodart. Mr.
Stodart, recently deceased, labored long
and hard for this concept, and I wish we
could have done a better job of progress-
ing the amendment for him.

Even though we could not bring this
up today, Congressman CLAUSEN and I
expect to continue the work of Bill
Stodart, and to press for adoption of this
worthwhile and needed legislation in
whatever way we can.

Mr. Chairman, section 315 of H.R.
16090 authorizes the Board of Super-
visory Officers to institute actions for
declaratory or injunctive relief to imple-
ment or construe the campaign finance
laws.

In past years the lack of enforcement
of campaign finance laws has been a
major problem.

As the author of this section of the
bill, I want to make clear that this lan-
guage grants to the Board of Supervisory
Officers the power to institute civil ac-
tions in their own name against violators
to enforce the campaign finance laws
without having to go through the De-
partment of Justice.

This power of civil enforcement is in
addition to the Board’s other powers set
forth in other sections.

Mr. Chairman, we are getting down to
the end of 2 long days. We have had a
good deal of spirited debate in which we
have all engaged with enthusiasm and
some good luck, I think.

I would like to direct my remarks
mainly to the Republican side of the
aisle, because I think there may be many
Members on that side who are tempted
to vote against the bill. I will admit that
there is far too much public financing
in the bill to suit my taste. Nevertheless,
it seems to me there are a number of
very strong and positive features in this
bill that will warrant close consideration
and, I hope, an affirmation vote.

We do get an independent administra-
tion and enforcement mechanism, limita-
tion on contributions, $100 limitation on
cash contributions, limitation on hon-
orariums, prohibition on laundering and
secretive earmarking, limitation on ex-
penditures, prohibition on contributions
by foreign nationals, increase in the pen-
alty features, which have not been dis-
cussed; prohibition on contributions in
the name of another, the single campaign
committee, the reporting requirements,
the publishing of a list of those who do
not file, repeal of the media limitations,
the opening up of the Hatch Act, the pre-
emption of State laws and other desir-
able features.

I submit that these do overcome the
problems that we face in terms of our
party discrimination in this bill. To be
sure, there is too much public financing.
There is no prohibition of dirty tricks.
There is an unconstitutional disqualifica-
tion of people who do not file and wish
to run for office.

Qur parties are discriminated against
in being made the equal of special inter-
est groups; but on balance, it is not a
bad bill, and the committee does deserve
praise for its diligent work, not only the
standing committee, but the Committee
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of the Whole, which worked to improve
the bill.

It is time for us to vote for the bill.
It is a useful bill, despite its deficiencies.
I hope it will be even more improved in
conference. I hope there will be a signifi-
cant number of votes for the bill on our
side of the aisle.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Hays) to close the debate.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, as I said
earlier, this is not a perfect bill. I do not
think anybody will claim it is.

I want to spend a little time discussing
the motion to recommit which the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, Brown) is going to
make. What Mr. BrRownN wants to do, and
there is no secret about it, he wants to
prohibit any laboring man from making
any contribution to any candidate and
let the fat cats——

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentlemen yield?

Mr, HAYS. I am not going to yield—
who contribute to his campaign to do it
without very much trouble.

The amendment was out of order un-
der the rule and the gentleman from
Ohio knows it. I know exactly how his
campaign has been financed in the past.
I want to say—you can boo-hoo all you
like—he comes from my State. His father
was a friend of mine, a great friend of
mine.

I want to say that what he proposes
to do is to see that if any labor organiza-
tion through voluntary contributions col=
lects a half million dollars in $1 contri-
butions, that in order for it to make a
contribution, it has to have half a million
pieces of paper saying that they want
the dollar to go to a specific candidate.

Mr. Brown’s $60,000 he would be al-
lowed to spend, if this limit stands, eould
come from 60 wealthy contributors, so he
only has to have 60 pieces of paper.

It is just that simple; that is all there
is to it, and I think every Member of the
House who gets his money from small
contributors or from voluntary associa-
tions, whether it be Ampac, Compac, or
whatever it is, that is the effect of his
amendment. The more small contribu-
tions they have, the sooner they are put
out of business. The more big contribu-
tions they have, the more they are in the
business. -

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
16090, the Federal Election Act Amend-
ments of 1974, is a measure whose time
has truly come. Almost 2 years after the
most corrupt national political cam-
paign in our history, we are provided the
opportunity of making substantial re-
pairs on our battered and abused elec-
toral process. The hour is late—but we
must act now to restore a measure of in-
tegrity to American politics.

A scant 3 years following the enact-
ment of the Federal Elections Campaign
Act of 1971, which provided the first re-
form of election law since 1925, we in this
country have witnessed a debacle in elec-
tion funding and misuse of campaign
funds that has revealed to us all too
clearly the pressing need for a far more
thorough overhaul of our election laws.

I do not think it is necessary for me to
elaborate more on the provisions of this
bill, or to explain my reasons for sup-
porting particular provisions, except in
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a general sense. Others have done an
excellent job of explaining the reasons
for and the meaning of these proposals.
The committee bill reforms present cam-
paign law by limiting contributions that
an individual or a group may make to a
candidate for Federal office. It also lim-
its the amount of money that may be
spent by congressional or Presidential
candidates. And, it places limits on the
amount that a candidate may spend
from his own pocket. The bill provides
public financing from the dollar check-
off fund for Presidential general elec-
tions and primaries and for national
party conventions. There are also provi-
sions for improving reporting require-
ments.

I am in substantial agreement with
provisions of this bill. However, I feel
that in certain instances it does not go
far enough in reforming campaign pro-
cedures: There are several amendments
before us which will correct inadequacies
in the bill and strengthen it. And, I urge
my colleagues to consider these amend-
ments and this bill with great care. The
hasic confidence of our citizens in our
system of Government is at stake and w=
must not fail in this effort to restore
greater integrity to our elections and our
Government.

Mr. EASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman, I
shall reluctantly cast my vote in favor
of the campaign finance reform bill.
Although several good features of this
bill persuaded me that it should be sup-
ported, I have serious reservations about
the spending limitations established in
the bill for candidates to the House of
Representatives.

Notable among the strong features of
the bill are provisions establishing
stronger enforcement mechanisms than
provided in current law, and the crea-
tion of a system of partial public financ-
ing of Presidential campaigns. While
some may object to public financing of
political campaigns, I support this move
since it seems to me that it is time
to try finanecing such campaigns through
something other than special interest
money.

However, the spending limit for House
races of $150,000, including the costs
of fund-raising—$75,000 in the primary
and $75,000 in the general election—is in
my view exorbitant. Such an excessive
ceiling defeats one of the primary pur-
poses of this bill which is to limit the
ability of any candidate to literally buy
an election. I would have much preferred
the application of the Wisconsin cam-
paign finance law to House races which
limits spending to $35,000 for primary
and $50,000 for general elections, and
greatly regret that the amendment
which would have permitted such
stronger State laws to prevail over thesé
Federal limitations was defeated. The
limitation of $150,000 represents only a
minor improvement over the $187,500
proposed in the original committee bill
and still invites large contributions and
the type of corrupting influences which
have become so familiar in this day of
Watergate.

The possibility of such influences
might have been lessened had tighter
restrictions been placed on contributions
in this bill. But, here too, by permitting
up to $10,000 in contributions to each
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Federal candidate by political commit-
tees and separate corporate and union
committees established for political
purposes, the bill fell short of the type
of limitation I would have preferred.

I announced earlier this year that I
would accept no contributions in excess
of $500 from an organization and $250
from an individual. I believe that this
limitation is more in keeping with the
intent of campaign finance reform.
There is no need for any candidate for
the House in the State of Wisconsin to
spend anything approaching $150,000.
I would further argue that there is no
need for any candidate from any State to
spend such an exorbitant amount of
money in his or her attempt to gain
election to the House or Senate. This bill,
unfortunately, not only permits such ex-
cessive spending, it effectively invites
such spending.

Despite these reservations, I feel that,
on balance, the bill is a very limited
move in the right direction. A halt must
be placed on the concept of “the sky's
the limit” when it comes to campaign
spending and contributions and this
bill represents only a beginning.

Mrs. MINEK. Mr. Chairman, election re-
form has been a major concern of the
Congress long before Watergate.

Congress enacted the Federal Election
Campaign Act in 1971, imposing limits
on campaign communications spending
and requiring disclosure of campaign re-
ceipts and expenditures in excess of $100.
Prior to that, we enacted the “tax check-
off” law to enable Federal funding of
Presidential election campaigns.

Not all of the crimes and misconduct
captioned under the phrase “Watergate”
are connected with political campaign-
ing, but those that were, were mostly
committed before the Election Reform
Act took effect or were in violation of
it. I believe it is important to keep this
fact in mind.

I feel we should guard against undue
reaction to what is called Watergate. In
large measure, that disaster is due not
to a failure of laws but the fallibility of
humans. It is because the intent if not
the letter of campaign finance laws was
violated that the transgressions took
place. For the most part, changes in
the law cannot absolutely guard against
a repeat of these kinds of violations.

Having said this, I do not mean to
imply that campaign laws cannot be an
effective stimulus to clean and honest
politics. We need stern and effective
statutes against unfair and corrupt prac-
tices.

Many of the misdeeds of “Watergate”
were not connected with campaigning
at all.

It is only because CREEP-hired bur-
glars were arrested breaking into the
Democratic headquarters, a dramadtic act
which galvanized the Nation, that there
is any connection between the abuses
of power and corruption in the admin-
istration and political campaigning, In
truth, the fact that an elite band seized
the instruments of power and perverted
governmental agencies into abusers of
that power, raises far larger implications
for the future good of our country. To
the extent we are diverted into think-
ing that campaign reform is the only
needed response to “Watergate,” we con-
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tinue to permit ourselves to be deceived
by the perpetrators of that sad historical
episode.

It should be obvious that a break-in
on Democratic headquarters was not
needed to win the Presidential election.
The polls showed President Nixon far
ahead. The Watergate was raided be-
cause that was standard operating pro-
cedure, the same as applying the Inter-
nal Revenue Service against “enemies”
or stealing the private files of a psychia-
trist, or releasing false stories maligning
the opposition candidates, or making
mass illegal arrests of political demon-
strators. The Democrats and all dissent-
ers were simply thorns in the side that
had to be destroyed by whatever govern-
mental or other weapons were available.
The Watergate incident, then, should be
viewed not solely in campaign terms but
in the context of an “above the law" men-
tality that had become a way of life in
the administration. We should he seek-
ing to deal with this problem instead of
only applying patches to the cracks in the
political process.

I am not willing to be swept up into
the reform bandwagon cry without re-
gard to the possible deleterious changes
in the political structure that could oc-
cur just because somebody says it will
“cure” Watergate. I hope we have not
reached the stage where only this most
radical step, the complete Treasury fi-
nancing of all Federal campaigns, be-
comes the litmus test of sincerity in the
quest for campaign reform.

Surely much more can and should be
done to strengthen or expand our cam-
paign laws. However, I feel we should
move with caution and not take precipi-
tous steps which could adversely change
our two-party system. Let us bear in
mind that hasty enactment of the Postal
Reform Act gave us poorer mail service
and far higher costs, and the revenue-
sharing program has given the States less
money than they had before. Legislation
labeled as “reform” must be scrutinized
in detail rather than enacted simply on
a slogan basis.

I am particularly concerned with pro-
posals for “public” Treasury financing of
congressional campaigns. Those pressing
for this “reform” are merely exploiting
the overwhelming public desire for a
cleanup of Watergate-type politics. They
portray Treasury financing as the anti-
dote for Watergate. Just remove the taint
of money from politics by taking it from
the Treasury, they say, and all will be
purified.

While I have nothing but the highest
respect for those who seek to cleanse our
Nation’s political process, I do differ on
whether Treasury financing is a good ap-
proach to reform.

The first thing we need is diligent en-
forcement of existing statutes. It is ter-
ribly important that we prosecute all
those who violated Federal laws in all
elections. The specter of punishment and
public humiliation should dissuade many
from engaging in similar tactics in the
future. This year’s elections will be the
first whose financing is totally subject
to the disclosure requirements of the re-
form act.

The disclosure approach to campaign
reform rests on the thesis that an in-
formed public ean act in its own self-
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interest. The disclosure act signed into
law in early 1972 is designed to tell the
identity of all contributors of over $100
to candidates for Federal offices of Presi-
dent, Congressman, and Senator. It pre-
sumes that once the voters know who
financed a candidate, they can judge the
candidate’s leanings accordingly, or that
public disclosure will deter large donors.

The Treasury financing approach to
campaign reform on the other hand as-
sumes that no amount of disclosure will
provide sufficient protection to the pub-
lic. It holds that voters are unable to
evaluate a candidate even if they know
where the funds came from. Thus, they
argue only by removing all individual
campaign contributions can the integrity
of elections be guaranteed.

In choosing between the two ap-
proaches, tax dollar financing has a cer-
tain surface appeal because of the serious
campaign abuses in the 1972 Presidential
election. I do not feel we should throw
out the existing campaign system and
switch to a dependency on tax dollars
without careful study of the conse-
quences of such a change.

The difficulties encountered in 1972
might equally be attributed to: First, a
failure to communicate to voters the fi-
nancing disclosed by candidates, and sec-
ond, a lack of public follow-through on
the reports filed by candidates.

I believe the Nation’s news media
failed to adequately publish the facts on
1972 financing disclosed in official re-
ports. Moreover, no citizens’ organiza-
tions were sufficiently effective in compil-
ing and publicizing the results of the
campaign finance filings, including lack
of compliance by the candidates.

These inadequacies were not exclu-
sively the fault of the media and public
interest groups. A new law was involved,
and all concerned lacked experience in
working with it. In addition, nobody
seemed to believe the grave misdeeds
which were being revealed in the activi-
ties of the Committee to Re-Elect the
President.

This year, however, there should be
greater understanding by all of the im-
portance of working diligently to imple-
ment the disclosure act. By taking time
to inspect and report on the official cam-
paign reports filed by candidates, the
press can make a major contribution to
greater knowledge of candidates’ financ-
ing. Public interest groups can devote
the time and effort required to analyze
these reports and make factual criticisms
of candidates who fail to disclose the
identity of contributors as required by
the act. Campaign reports should be sub-
jected to an independent audit and all
deficiencies published. It is important to
know how these funds are being spent
as well as who gave them. CREEP's irre-
sponsible spending led to much of the
michief and political saboteur tactics.

I recognize that asking the press, pub-
lie, and private groups to participate fully
in our elective process through this de-
manding means of disclosure and follow-
up, is asking quite a lot. It requires
serious concentration and long effort. But
I believe this is far preferable to enact-
ing treasury financing as a quick
panacea.

Complete treasury financing is wrong
both on the merits and as a wasteful use

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

of Federal tax dollars. I am inherently
suspicious of severing the link between
citizen and public official, just as I am
in the case of revenue-sharing systems
which cut the tie of responsibility be-
tween taxpayer and tax spender. Both
may tend in the long run to reduce the
amount of control the individual has
over the actions of those who hold pub-
lic office.

Our political parties do not exist in a
vacuum, If no party is directly dependent
for its finances on those who support its
policies, then no party will have much
reason to stand for any particular poliey,
other than the issues currently popular
in any given election. In a sense there
would be no real political parties at all,
only two alternatives on the ballot, “A”
and “B.”

Under Public Treasury financing, both
political parties and candidates could
thumb their noses at the voter. The par-
ties would not need active voter support
for contributions, since these would be
levied against the taxpayers regardless of
their wishes. Despite a 25-percent cur-
rent support rating, the President’s party
could get over 60 percent of the public
funds for the current election solely be-
cause of the votes garnered in the last
election. How is this more conducive to
clean government? Isn't it better to link
contributions to current performance?

According to press reports, Republican
fund-raising efforts declined this year
because of Watergate discontent in the
ranks. I am not saying whether this is
good or bad, but it does show that citi-
zens can influence policy under the exist-
ing system. Under public financing, you
receive the dollars to your campaign
based upon your popularity 4 years ago
for President, 6 years ago for U.S. Sena-
tor, or 2 years ago for Representative.
No matter how bad a current service rec-
ord you have, you could depend on tax
money to refinance your campaign for
reelection.

Surely our two major political parties
stand for something. I believe the gen-
eral ranks of Republicans feel they have
a direct interest in the programs and
goals of their party, and the Democrats
do, too. The perceived policies may
change according to the needs of the
times, but the basic interest-identifica-
tion remains. Our citizens can assure the
continuation of their interest only
through contributions to the party of
their choice. If this connection is ren-
dered impossible, the responsibility and
the responsiveness of political parties to
large groups of voters will be reduced.

The very role of the political party
would decline under total Treasury fi-
nancing, and the cult of personality
would increase. I see a danger that our
political system might disintegrate. In-
stead of a two-party system offering the
voters a relatively simple and under-
standable choice, they would sce a multi-
tudinous array of candidates. The avail-
ability of free public funds would en-
courage the massive formation of mi-
nority parties unable to command broad
support but capable of rallying a small
band of supporters on narrow single is-
sues such as school busing, abortion,
prayer in schools, et cefera. The national
unity which comes from a two-party sys-
tem would be destroyed. Ours would be-
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come a politics of chaos, confusion, and
discord. Less than majority candidates
would win; or costly runoffs would be-
come the standard routine.

There is also a struetural problem in-
herent in public funding of campaigns.
It does not provide the “feedback” a
candidate obtains from soliciting and
receiving numerous small private con-
tributions. Over a campaign of several
months, the inflow of contributions timed
to the development of issues and various
events can show a candidate how the
public is responding to the campaign. It
helps to shape the candidate’s stand on
new issues and improves responsiveness
to the electorate. All this would be lack-
ing under Treasury financing. There
would be a void of interplay between
voter and candidate until after the elec-
tion when the ballots are counted. Only
then would the candidate discover how
the public reacted to campaign pledges.
To counteract this loss of interplay, more
reliance would have to be placed on pub-
lic opinion polls. Treasury funds allotted
to candidates would have to be spent on
costly polling.

The public funding provision for con-
gressional campaigns supported by one
major public interest group—Common
Cause—called for handing out $90,000 in
tax funds for each House candidate in
the general election. I have never spent
even half that much in any of my five
general elections. I am sure that this is
true for others like me, With tax funds
of $90,000 available, the more personal
type of campaigning now used in many
congressional districts will be replaced by
advertising agency productions. The
ready pool of tax dollars will be easy
picking for these agencies to conduct
“slick” advertising campaigns for a high
fee, They would get most of the money
with mass mailing making up the rest.

Candidates would be “sold” like soap
“squeezable Charmin”, or all day deodo-
rant. Voters would be subjected to un-
relenting assaults of 30-second radio and
TV commercials urging them to vote on
the basis of slogans and jingles. Is this
the way to better inform the public?
Congressional candidates ought to spend
only what they can receive from small
contributors, not what they can appro-
priate for themselves from the Treasury.
I have financed my past campaigns with
3,000 supporters giving an average of $25
each. Many contribute $5 or less. Con-
tacting this many contributors and ask-
ing for their support based on my voting
record is part of the process of informing
the voters on the issues. This is an ardu-
ous and unwelcome task, but without it
there would be far less real communica-
tion. Under public financing, it would all
but disappear.

‘' If a voter is asked to voluntarily con-
tribute his or her own money to a can-
didate, the voter has an inducement to
examine closely the candidate’'s record
and performance. By giving to the cam-
paign, the voter feels involved in the
political process, and is involved as a
vital component. Public financing, on the
other hand, would increase the feeling
of alienation. The voter would feel pow-
erless to add to or detract from the can-
didate’s chances of winning except
through the vote. I suspect the turnout
at the polls would then decline drastical-
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ly even from its current low state. Can-
didates, being on the Federal Govern-
ment’s payroll so to speak, would be fur-
ther and further incubated in isolation
to the ultimate detriment of the demo-
cratic process.

These are some of the basic reserva-
tions I have about public financing of
U.S. House and Senate elections. An im-
portant but secondary consideration is
the cost of such a program, which might
well be a quarter of a billion dollars every
election year. If we pay $90,000 for each
candidate in 435 congressional districts
and 33 Senate races, and there are 5 or
10 candidates in each election, the cost
rapidly escalates. At a time when we are
denying the use of scarce tax funds for
meeting critical human needs in such
areas as health, nutrition, education, and
job-training, I do not believe this is a
justifiable allocation of funds.

Who will monitor how public cam-
paign funds are spent? Would we not
need further new laws and new programs
to check up on the activities of the moni-
tors? Where will it all end. In the final
sense, only participation by the people
can assure integrity in the election proc-
ess. If Watergate demonstrated any-
thing, it should be that more rather than
less citizen involvement is needed. Shelv-
ing off the responsibility on a Treasury
financing scheme will hardly guarantee
responsible government.

Personal campaigning is still possible
and desirable in House and Senate elec-
tions, but admittedly it is impossible for
a Presidential candidate to have close
personal contact with anv significant
portion of the national electorate. In
recognition of this, Congress has already
provided for tax financing of Presidential
campaigns. The tax checkoff law was en-
acted long before Watergate. Under this
$1 can be voluntarily designated each
year by each taxpayer to finance the
Presidential campaign. Hopefully, this
will become the exclusive means of fi-
nancing Presidential elections in the near
future.

While I oppose extending Treasury fi-
nancing to congressional elections, I am
not among those who wish to do nothing
at all about the campaign finance abuses
disclosed by Watergate. My own bill, H.R.
11931, the Comprehensive Campaign Fi-
nancing Control Act, is as far as I know
the most sweeping major campaign re-
form bill ever introduced in Congress. It
applies rigid controls on contributions
and spending, along with strict disclos-
ure, in all major elections in the United
States, including those in States and
large cities. The limit on any person’s
total contributions to any one eandidate
would be $500, and it could not be in
cash. There could be no splitting of con-
tributions among various dummy com-
mittees or other subterfuges to evade the
limitations. An overall limit of $50,000
should be placed on expenditures in a
U.S. House race by any candidate. I be-
lieve reform along these lines offers a
more meaningful prospect of achieving
honest elections and the election of offi-
cials committed only to the public in-
terest.

‘We should be striving not to concen-
trate campaign financing in one source,
this time the Government, but to dis-
perse it more widely so that as many
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citizens as possible participate in this
vital aspect of our democratic process.

Under a system of full disclosure, com-
bined with strict limits on individual
contributions and accountability in can-
didate spending, I believe we could effec-
tively curb excessive campaign costs,
limit the influence of big money, encour-
age wider citizen participation, and pre-
vent corruption. I believe, based on my
experience to date of 20 years in elec-
tive politics, that my proposed reform
will better protect our two-party system
from proliferation and guarantee greater
citizen participation in our democracy.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
am thrilled to finally have the opportu-
nity to join in debate on the pressing
issue of election campaign financing. I
am one of many Americans who have
anxiously awaited, and insisted upon,
speedy full House consideration of this
legislation. We have before us H.R.
16090; a good core of legislation, despite
various shortcomings. I am confident
that we can now close the loopholes in
this bill through the amending process
and pass a sweeping and effective re-
form package.

The need to improve our system of fi-
nancing election campaigns for Federal
office has been repeatedly recognized by
our Nation’s leadership since the turn of
the eentury, and particularly in the years
since World War II. Recently, two de-
velopments have significantly changed
the entire context in which elections are
financed; the geometric multiplication
of campaign costs and the increased
number of business activities which have
become vitally affected by Government
decisions.

The Presidential Election Campaign
Act of 1971 was an effort to halt the spir-
aling cost of campaigning and to restore
public confidence in the election process.
This act placed a media use spending
limitation on candidates for Federal elec-
tive office and also required reporting
and disclosure of campaign contribu-
tions and expenditures.

It is obvious from examining the abuse
of campaign financing in the 1972 elec-
tions that the need for electoral reform
has not been satisfied by the 1971 act.
We are now faced with three major prob-
lems magnified by the 1972 elections and
the Watergate affair: An unceasing rise
in campaign costs, the misuse of expendi-
tures, and the expanded role of influence
money in election campaigns. Recogni-
tion of the potency of big money, along
with the discovery that some political
committees resorted to unusual methods
to avoid compliance with the disclosure
provisions of the 1971 Campaign Act, has
led many to conclude that the act is un-
enforceable and necessitates immediate
and substantial revision. The public re-
mains suspicious about the integrity of
the elective offices being sought and,
consequently, the democratic process suf-
fers because of voter cynicism.

All of the evidence adds up to a crucial
need for new legislation to insure equal
access to elective office, increased ecit-
izen participation, lower overall cam-
paign costs—in general, a new relation-
ship between money and politics. The
present system of financing election
campaigns too often leaves the elector-
ate running a poor second behind big
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money and special interests. As we watch
Watergate fuel pressures for legislation,
the Senate three times approve broad
measures, and many State governments
created their own tough elections laws,
the House cannot shy away from com-
prehensive and airtight electoral reform.

The Committee on House Administra-
tion should be commended for its
thoughtful consideration of campaign
finance reform. However, if passed as
introduced, HR. 16090 will not satisfy
the aforementioned needs. After con-
ducting my own extensive examination
of the legislation, I have concluded that
while the bill contains many sound pro-
visions, the loopholes drastically reduce
its merit. Although there are many areas
which could use improvement—for ex-
ample, the definition of an expenditure,
the disclosure and reporting procedure,
the precise placement of contributions
and expenditures ceiling, the role of
special interests and political parties and
the problem of incumbency under our
present system—two of the bill's loop-
holes have commanded my attention;
publiec financing and enforcement.

Controls must be extended over the
amount of money that is contributed to
election campaigns. I believe that con-
tributing to a political campaign is a
means of expression, but this does not
mean freedom to abuse the privilege.
To protect the integrity of the elective
process, it is surely justifiable to exer-
cise reasonable control over the amount
of money which is poured into an elec-
tion campaign. In legislating such con-
trols, we must make certain that com-
petitiveness is not impeded, and equal
access is insured. To combat this poten-
tial impediment, the only realistic alter-
native before us is public financing of
election campaigns.

Support for public subsidies has been
mounting steadily over the years, and
was intensified by the insidious cam-
paign practices of the past election. The
impact of the private dollar on our legis-
lative process in currently unavoidable
yet, as I have implied, I believe that it
is impossible to completely deny an in-
dividual the right to make a monetary
political contribution. We must strike
a balance between the excessive influence
of “fat cats” and the need to encourage
public participation.

I am, therefore, in support of the
amendment offered by my distinguished
colleagues, Mr. ANpErsoN and Mr, UpaLL,
which proposes a system of matching
Federal grants which would be available
to all eandidates, and national and con-
gressional campaign committees, after
a “threshold” amount is raised. The
threshold and subsequent small con-
tributions would be matched until a
matching grant ceiling is reached. This
concept has many advantages: It re-
quires a candidate to establish a base of
support before being eligible for public
funds; it protects traditional political
freedoms by allowing and encouraging
small contributions; and it provides a
means a public financing without overly
strict expenditure ceilings.

The Anderson-Udall amendment pro-
vides for the extension of public finan-
cing to include campaigns for congres-
sional offices. I believe this is essential.
High campaign costs, expenditure mis-
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use, influence money, and lack of public
confidence are not problems which apply
solely to Presidential campaigns; our
system of financing the campaigns of
House and Senate aspirants needs sub-
stantial reform as well.

The most eritical fault of the commit-
tee bill is its failure to provide for the
establishment of an independent, bipar-
tisan, full-time commission which is in
many ways the most important feature
of any campaign reform package. Every-
one must realize that any reform bill will
only be as effective as the enforcement
provisions it provides.

Under the 1971 act, three separate of-
fices were responsible for receiving dis-
closure reports, making them available
to the public, reviewing them for viola-
tions, and referring them to the Depart-
ment of Justice for action. The Justice
Department has rarely initiated action
in this politically sensitive area for the
past 50 years, and there are approxi-
mately 5,000 unenforced violations pres-
ently pending. The Committee on House
Administration decided to combat this
problem by recommending the institu-
tion of a board of supervisory officers,
including the Secretary of the Senate
and the Clerk of the House, to give ad-
visory opinions and have civil prosecu-
torial powers. To keep this board in
check, the committee authorized them-
selves and the Senate Finance Commit-
tee to review and veto or approve the
regulations issued by the board.

In opening this wide loophole in the
legislation, the committee has allowed
for congressional domination of election
supervision. How can imparitiality pos-
sibly be expected? And given the lone
history of nonenforcement of election
law and the impropriety of having con-
gressional employees sit in judgment on
their employers, how can we hope for a
restoration of public confidence in the
electoral system? Only an independent,
full-time commission will provide for ef-
fective policing of reform provisions. I
contend, with no hesitation, that this en-
tire legislative package is worthless with-
out appropriate enforcement provisions.
Thus, I have enthusiastically cospon-
sored the fine amendment drafted by Mr.
FrenzeL and Mr. Fascery, and I urge all
my colleagues to support this essential
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot delay in en-
acting this much-needed legislation. The
American political system is dependent
upon active political participation and
public confildence in the Government.
The enactment of electoral reforms will
help restore credibility in our govern-
mental institutions and our elected offi-
cials: in these turbulent times, there can
be no higher priority. We have before us
a good vehicle for reform in H.R. 16090
and, with the critical changes I have al-
ready mentioned, its immediate passage
will be our response to America's call for
fair, open and honest campaigns for
Federal office.

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in strong support of the campaign re-
form bill, HR. 16090, and the amend-
ments to be offered by Congressmen AN-
DERSON, UpALL, FRENZEL, and FASCELL.

At a time when credibility in Govern-
ment has reached a low, this measure
represents a very real opportunity to
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control future campaign finance abuses.
If we are to maintain a system of gov-
ernment that is representative of the
people then the election process—that
vital function that selects those who will
represent—must be inherently credible.

For this reason, I introduced in No-
vember 1973, my own campaign reform
proposal, many of the provisions of which
have been included in the bill before us
today.

During the past few months I have
become increasingly concerned over the
failure of the House to move on this bill,
and particularly lamented the failure of
the House Administration Committee to
report a bill.

The original committee bill, I believe
contained serious flaws and I am pleased
that some of these have been rectified.
However, it is essential that the House
move to adopt the Frenzel amendment
to strengthen the enforcement proce-
dures, by establishing a truly independ-
ent Federal Elections Commission em-
powered to take candidates and officials
suspected of wrong-deoing directly to
court without going through the Justice
Department.

It is likewise critical that the House
move to adopt the Anderson-Udall
amendment to extend limitation to con-
gressional elections and to provide
matching funds for congressional races.

The unfortunate scandal surround-
ing Watergate was caused in some meas-
ure by our current system of campaign
financing—with its heavy reliance on
large contributions from powerful politi-
cal interest groups. This nonsystem af-
fects all levels, and undermines the in-
dependence of our political process. I
believe the Frenzel and Anderson-Udall
amendments can make the committee
bill a fully effective mechanism to insure
fair and honest campaigns.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
clamor for campaign reform has reached
a deafening roar in recent years, and we
all know that there is good reason. The
misuse of campaign funds, shady
methods of obtaining such funds, and
downright illegal expenditure of such
funds became epidemic in 1972. Natu-
rally I am angered that these misdeeds
were performed in behalf of the Presi-
dential candidate of my party.

Today, we are considering legislation
which, it is said, will solve the problem
and prevent future abuses. I am afraid
that in many respects this bill repre-
sents instead a “solution” which is more
illusion than reality.

As my good friend, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. CraNE) noted in his sepa-
rate views in the committee report, noth-
ing short of a congressional resolution
repealing original sin will end corruption
in politics. Obviously, that is not within
our power. What, then, does this legis-
lation propose to do?

First, and most significantly, the bill
places severe restrictions on the amount
of money which any individual or spe-
cial interest committee can contribute
to a candidate’s campaign. This restric-
tion may be needed but it could be faulty
for two reasons: By prohibiting an indi-
vidual from giving more than $1,000 to a
candidate in an election campaign, it
places the limit so low that it may con-
stitute an unconstitutional restraint on

August 8, 1974

his or her freedom to communicate their
views or to support a candidate who rep-
resents those views. In addition, in the
wild rush to limit the influence of special
interest groups, this bill threatens to ef-
fect the demise of our two-party system.
The limitation of $5,000 in contributions
from any one committee does not exempt
or make special provision for political
party organizations, which often contrib-
ute substantially more money to their
own candidates. This would have a disas-
trous effect on the role which the parties
play in insuring stability and continuity
in our political system, as has been stated
by my distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illincis (Mr. MICHEL).

The biil also takes yet another step in
the direction of full public campaign
financing. It extends the “dollar check-
off” system of financing, where a tax-
payer may designate a dollar of his Fed-
eral income taxes for a public campaign
fund, to Presidential primaries and
party nominating conventions. Until
now, this money has been reserved only
for Presidential contests in the general
election. By holding out the offer of lots
of Federal money to primary candidates
we are setting the stage for a prolifera-
tion of Presidential hopefuls which will
give the entire process a circus atmos-
phere, and attract as many publicity
seekers as serious candidates.

Financing such a wasteful exercise
could quickly diminish whatever public
enthusiasm now exists for earmarking
that dollar on the tax form. Fortunately,
the committee wisely rejected public fi-
nancing of any campaigns other than
Presidential races. But I fear that by
taking this additional step toward ex-
panding public financing, we are merely
setting the stage for an expansion of the
idea, an expansion I emphatically op-
DOSe.

Finally, the most glaring weakness in
this legislation involves the section re-
garding “in kind” contributions. We can-
not ignore the fact that special interest
groups, principally labor unions, con-
tribute the equivalent of upwards of
$100,000,000 a year in “inkind” gifts to
candidates: mailings, get-out-the-vote
drives, printing, mailing lists, equipment,
transportation, storefronts, and numer-
ous other campaign benefits which are
more valuable than cash. Not only does
this bill fail to deal effectively with this
type of contribution, it encourages them,
and fails to either limit or require dis-
closure of such activity. This represents
a glaring loophole big enough to drive
every Teamster-operated truck in the
Nation through. It makes a farce of any
effort to bring about campaign “re-
form,” and instead promises to expand
campaign contributions of a very sub-
stantive nature which never need be re-
ported or kept track of. This section
makes the title “campaign reform” the
biggest violation of “truth in packaging”
since 19th century hawkers roamed the
prairie selling snake oil as a cure for
cancer.

Mr. Chairman, there is unquestionably
a need for further reform of laws regu-
lating campaign activity, and in par-
ticular provisions which would require
full and complete disclosure of the source
of all contributions and a full accounting
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of all expenditures. While this measure
takes a step in that direction, it is in-
adequate. Because it is jnadequate there,
and because it contains so many other
features which generate the precise op-
posite of true, meaningful reform of the
campaign laws, I must oppose it as it is
written. I shall instead offer my own
legislation which will constitute what I
consider to be meaningful reforms.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, Water-
gate and its implications have kept the
country in a state of shock, outrage, and
disgust for the past 2 years, We have ex-
perienced a trauma which has touched
every aspect of American life. One of
the most scalding aspects is the attitude
of mistrust and despair of the American
people toward their political institutions.
Their faith in the institutions and the
people who represent them has been
severely curtailed. Politics, once one of
man’s noblest professions, is believed to
be a camp of sordid details, lies, deceit,
and a total lack of respect for the Ameri-
can people. The administration and its
reluctance to be open and honest, has
hurt and confused Americans from New
York to Alaska.

It has become imperative that we, in
the Congress, take action now to restore
the confidence of the American people
toward the political system.

The Federal Election Campaign
Amendments of 1974 provides us an
avenue to begin to free the country from
the pollution that has been eroding our
ability to see and breathe freely. This
legislation provides means for making
campaigns a place for debating the is-
sues and nothing more. One of the high-
lights of this bill is the area that deals
with campaign contributions and cam-
paign spending. It enforces a limit on
the amount a Federal candidate can
spend on a campaign. The amount varies
with the different officers, the Presiden-
tial candidates being limited to $10 mil-
lion in a primary election and $20 million
for a general election. This is essential,
for it maintains an area that all candi-
dates must follow, no matter what
amount of money they have, and enables
a campaign to direct itself to issues in
comparable fashion.

Congressional campaigns have a ceil-
ing of $75,000. It is my belief that this
figure is exorbitant; there is absolutely
no need for a campaign dealing with the
problems and concerns of the people to
spend that amount. I attempted to pass
an amendment that would lower this
figure, but it was the sense of the com-
mittee to maintain the $75,000 amount
as a reasonable sum.

There is also one other area that I
am very concerned about and that is the
public financing of Federal campaigns.
There is a provision for Presidential cam-
paign financing. However, there is none
for congressional races. While this con-
dition remains, so will the evil that has
been shrouding our campaigns for so long.
I urge my colleagues to reconsider their
position on this matter as I feel that pub-
lic financing of campaigns is the essence
of a corruption-free system.

There are also areas of this legislation
that certainly are helpful and are di-
rected in a useful manner. One of these
is the limitations put on the amount con-
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tributors are allowed to give to a Federal
campaign. This aspect of the bill is rea-
sonable. A group is allowed $5,000 per
election and an individual $1,000. This
policy is excellent in that it will keep the
campalgn focused in the proper areas,
not in the direction of special interest
groups. These groups will no longer have
the leverage to effectively impose their
wills as they have seemingly done in the
past. This puts a campaign into the per-
spective that is best for both the candi-
dates and the voting public. It enables
a campaign to be a forum for the can-
didates to exchange views on issues that
concern the Nation and enables the peo-
ple of this country to decide on their
candidate by reviewing these issues with-
out questioning the integrity of the po-
litical system or those who represent it.
This is not and should not be a gift: It
is the essence of what our country was
founded upon, and a manner of behavior
that the American people are entitled to
expect. Any other mode of behavior by
the political system or those who uphold
it is unacceptable, both to the system
itself and the American people.

I serve on the Committee on House
Administration and support the bill that
we have presented to the floor of the
House. I urge my colleagues to join me
in a swift passage of this legislation.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, the
electoral process has been suffering a
most serious illness. One need not be a
medical doctor to diagnose the problem.
Every citizen is sadly aware of the fact
that campaigns in the United States
have been riddled with unethical and
illegal contributions and expenditures.
The treatment for this cancerlike dis-
ease is simple, yet this honorable body
of Congress hac done little to cure the
electoral process and revitalize the voice
of our democracy.

We can wait no longer. We must begin
treatment immediately—not merely pro-
viding a good bedside manner with use-
less lip service—but a thorough and ef-
fective treatment. To insure the full
recovery of our electoral process, we must
enact a strong campaign reform bill.

I urge my colleagues to enact a cam-
paign reform bill which provides for the
establishment of an Independent Elec-
tion Commission and a mixed public/
private matching system for congres-
sional campaign financing. We cannot
substitute an aspirin for an operation.
If we fail to adopt these amendments to
H.R. 16090, we will b2 condoning the
election scandals which have been
strangling our Nation for the past 2
years, Moreover, we will fail to preserve
the sanctity of the American Constitu-
tion, which guarantees our rights to free-
dom and liberty.

If we were to pass the committee bill
as it now stands, not only would we fail
to provide the necessary incentive to
solicit small contributions from a wvast
base of citizen participants, but we would
be boosting the power of special interest
groups which now threaten to destroy
the fundamental voice of the American
electorate. We would also fail to establish
an effective Commission to insure that
the election laws were being properly
enforced. We all know that without suffi-
cient oversight, laws are useless words.
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I ask the Members of Congress, can
we remain idle while the future of our
great Nation stands in jeopardy. To re-
move only a fraction of a malignant
tumor is futile. We must thoroughly re-
move all traces of the cancer. We must
stitch the loopholes in order to make
campaign reform a meaningful and suc-
cessful operation.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, Congress
once again is attempting to legislate in-
dividual responsibility and ethics. This
time we’re looking down the barrel of a
new bureaucracy charged with authority
to keep political candidates clean and
the voters honest. Just as gun registra-
tion failed to get at the roots of crime,
campaign reform misses its point.

Mr, Chairman, Watergate did not
occur solely because dishonest Govern-
ment officials had dishonest friends. Fail-
ing to recognize that the problem goes
much deeper than dishonesty, Congress
has written legislation which applies a
shiny coat of paint over a malignant ill-
ness in our political system.

Mr. Chairman, the real lesson of
Watergate is that Government has bhe-
come too powerful. The benefits of illegal
activities have become greater than the
risks. The businessman who lives day
by day on the threat of Government per-
mits, contracts and regulations is too
often forced to compromise his integrity
and the integrity of his friends in the
bureaucracy. = Excessive Government

power and favor have finally authenti-
cated that phrase, “Good guys finish
last.” If Government officials did not
have so much to offer the private sector
in the way of favorable rulings, contract

awards, et cetera, then business would
not have to engage in this kind of eco-
nomie survival.

To ask for more laws to prevent an-
other Watergate overlooks the fact that
there were already laws prohibiting these
kinds of political activities. These laws
have already convicted a fistful of public
officials of wrongdoing and Congress is
considering impeachment of the Presi-
dent because of the possible violation of
these laws. This is the appropriate means
of handling dishonesty—not passage of
more laws against dishonesty but en-
forcement of an already adequate crim-
inal code and adherence to the consti-
tutional process.

Rather than addressing the issue in its
proper perspective, Congress proposed
extensive campaign reform, including
public financing of campaign expendi-
tures and limitations on the rights of
voters to contribute to campaign activi-
ties. Traditional concepts of political in-
volvement and responsibilities are cast
aside in this legislation. The real issues
are swept under the rug. In seeking to
make all candidates equal and honest,
Congress is actually proposing to handi-
cap principles of republican government
established by our Constitution.

Underlying the whole issue is a burn-
ing question: “Should money play any
role in politics?™ If we value the freedom
of expression guaranteed in the frst
amendment, the answer to this question
has to be “yes.” No one person—candi-
date or campaign supporter—need apol-
ogize for the role of money in the polit-
ical campaign.

Mr. Chairman, all political activities
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make economic claims on the commu-
nity. Speeches, advertisements, broad-
casts, building facilities, transportation,
grassroots organizations—all require
money. As long as the financing of these
activities is left to private contributions,
the individual is free to choose his own
style and his own extent of political in-
volvement, free to defend his personal
philosophy, and free to further the cam-
paign of his preferred candidate with
either his dollars or his time. In depriv-
ing the individual of his right to con-
tribute either time or money, we impair
his freedom of expression.

And so who benefits—supposedly—
from public financing of campaigns?

Certainly not the candidate who seeks
change. His financial needs against an
incumbent, tax-supported Congressman
are great.

Certainly not the citizen who holds
opinions but lacks the time to work ac-
tively in a campaign. Public financing
prohibits or severely limits the amount
and extent of his financial support.
Lacking time for various reasons and
lacking the right to contribute dollars by
virtue of Government decree, his polit-
ical role becomes one of inaction.

Certainly the general public has little
to gain through public financing, Cam-
paign contributions are a vehicle of ex-
pression for donors who wish to persuade
others on public issues. This is a vital
arena of political activity often over-
looked in the more obvious rhetoric of
candidates. The charge that these donors
represent those ominous “special inter-
ests” is exactly correct. Anyone with the
slightest flicker of political interest is
representing those economic and social
activities which he feels to be most im-
portant. With obvious exceptions, it is a
disservice to both the donor and the of-
ficeholder to impune their motives. It is
not the fact, necessarily, that a Con-
gressman receives large union contribu-
tions that leads him to support union
causes. It is the reverse that is most often
true—that his convictions attract large
union contributions.

The taxpayer, as usual, will be footing
the bill for this new legislation. His con-
tribution checkcff takes money out of
one pocket at tax time while the huge
bureaucracy required to implement and
sustain the program bleeds the other
pocket.

Mr. Chairman, politics in general has
little to gain through public financing.
Campaign money is & barometer of in-
tensity of voter feeling. It keeps issues
and opponents in perspective. It weeds
public support.

The winners in a publicly financed
campaign are fairly predictable. A party
in control of the White House is likely
to stay in control because its bureau-
cracy pulls the strings on candidate fi-
nancing. What public financing fails to
provide them can be sopped up through
manipulation of Government-sponsored
programs and public relations services.

By equalizing the roles of the candi-
dates through public financing you do
not really reduce the influence of the
wealthy. They will always have direct
access to resources easily converted to
political purposes. Further, you greatly
increase the influence of three distinect
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groups. First, the so-called pressure
groups, like Common Cause and the
American Medical Association which sell
issues rather than candidates, second,
political activities with free time, and
three, the media.

There is a danger, too, that an inde-
pendent candidate will be prevented
from running because he fails in some
way to qualify for Federal financing. It is
possible that sanctions against “extrem-
ist” candidates could be incorporated
into Federal financing laws. This, of
course, raises the guestion: Who defines
“extremists?” With time, these defini-
tions and sanctions could easily be wid-
ened to prevent expression of legitimate
political philosophies.

Campaign reform legislation as pro-
posed does not bring Government closer
to the people. It brings candidates closer
to the Government and pushes people
into the background—except at tax col-
lecting time.

I have watched the House Adminis-
tration Committee put together the jig-
saw of campaign reform legislation piece
by piece. They are missing the heart of
the puzzle—the high sense of morality
and ethics which guides most Americans
in their choices of political representa-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, with the provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 on the books, we have access to rec-
ords of campaign contributions. We are
able to determine to a certain extent the
interests of any candidate’s supporters.
With vigorous enforcement of the crimi-
nal code, we are able to handle officials
who betray the public trust. By reducing
the power and control of the Federal
Government, we would remove the temp-
tations and rewards of influence ped-
dling.

And that is enough. Passage of the
Federal Election Campaign Act Amend-
ments of 1974 will deny the right of ex-
pression guaranteed all Americans under
the first amendment. It is in the right of
free speech that the essence of American-
ism is contained. Without this right to
free expression, all other constitutional
amendments and our basic Constitution
itself falter. This is a high price to pay.
To deny the right of expression to the
majority because of the misdeeds of a few
is a big step down the road toward total-
itarian government. I urge the defeat of
H.R. 16080.

Mr. DENT. Mr, Chairman, the Federal
Hatch Act's extension to State and local
employvees contains three parts. The first
prevents State and local employees from
voluntarily working for candidates of
their choice on their own time for any
partisan public office. The second pro-
hibits management and others from
using their infiuence to force those who
work under them to contribute to or
work for a candidate out of fear for their
jobs, concern for future promotions, et
cetera. The third prohibits State and
local public employees from using the
authority of their positions to influence
the outcome of an election campaign.

This section of the bill repeals only
that part of the Federal Hatch Act which
prohibits State and local public em-
ployees from voluntarily, on their own
time, participating in partisan political
activities.
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It retains those parts of the Federal
Hatch Act which protect State and local
public employeeg from political coercion
by their employers and those parts which
prohibit State and local public employees
from using their own official status to
influence elections.

For too long State and local employ-
ees—just because they are State and
local government employees—have been
prevented from voluntarily working for
candidates they may choose to support.
Workers in the private sector—often
with similar jobs and sometimes even
supported by the Federal tax dollar—are
able to participate fully as citizens in the
political . process. This discrimination
against the voluntary political activity
of millions of State and local employees
is no longer justified.

When the committee unanimously
adopted this section, it did so with the
hope that it would encourage greater vol-
untary citizen participation in the politi-
cal process while at the same time con-
tinuing to prevent coercion and undue
influence.

However, State and local public em-
ployees would still be prevented from
personally running for partisan political
office unless they resign their positions.

This proposed amendment does not
affect Federal employees,

Mr. ICHORD. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
support of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act Amendments of 1974 and urge
that this legislation be passed by the
House of Representatives. It would be
very misleading for me or any other
Member of Congress to pretend that this
bill will solve all the ills present in our
election laws but it is a step in the right
direction.

In the first place I am doubtful that
any legislation can get rid of all loopholes
in campaigns for public office. As long as
human beings are sinful there will be
some individuals tempted to exempt
themselves from certain general stand-
ards or to find ways to circumvent elec-
tion laws. The most we can do in this
respect is to make every effort to remind
elected officials and those aspiring to
elective office that any position of public
trust requires a moral commitment to
their Government and their people.

In the second place I do see this hill
closing certain loopholes that have been
open all too long. The expenditure ceiling
now $60,000 for primary elections, pri-
mary runoff elections, and general elec-
tions while still too high in my opinion
is much better than no limit at all. As
the Members of this body of Congress
know, I supported the Mathis amend-
ment yesterday which would have set the
spending limit at $42,500 which parallels
the salary paid by the job. I am sorry
that this amendment failed because I do
not feel that a candidate should be al-
lowed to spend more than the salary of
the office. I have personally never spent
anywhere close to $42,500 for any elec~
tion including my first race for Congress
when I defeated an incumbent Member
of the House. However, a $60,000 limita-
tion is a great improvement over the fan-
tastic sums of $200,000 and $300,000
spent by candidates in the past in pri-
maries or general elections.

Over 3 years ago in testimony before
the House Administration Committee I
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expressed my strong fear that we were
rapidly reaching the point that only the
very wealthy or those who sold out to
special interest groups could be elected
to public office if we did not take steps
to control campaign spending. The
American claim that only in this coun-
try could an individual rise from such
humble beginnings as an Abraham Lin-
coln to become President of the United
States has been brought into question as
campaign cost for Federal office soared
into six, seven, and eight figures. There-
fore, I feel that the $60,000 limit is a
reasonable step in the right direction.

I am also pleased that an individual
limit of $1,000 or a political committee
limit of $5,000 has been placed in this
legislation. This will do two very con-
structive things: First, it will make vir-
tually impossible attempts by individuals
or groups to buy influence with public of-
ficials; and second, it will force politi-
cians to make every effort to get more of
our citizens involved in the election proc-
ess through the pocketbook which is
the best way to get elected officials who
are responsive and responsible to the
people who elected them. The individual
honorarium limitation of $1,000 or a
total of $10,000 in 1 year will stop
Federal elected officeholders from seek-
ing to profit financially from the job they
were elected to carry out for their con-
stituents.

Once again I would point out that this
is not perfect legislation nor a definitive
answer to the problems we are seeking
to solve but it seriously approaches these
problems and will give us a foundation on
which to build for future election law re-
form as it is needed.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I support the committee
amendment to HR. 16090, which would
revise the composition of the Board of
Supervisory Officers.

I have opposed the provision in the
present campaign spending law which
provides for reporting to and enforce-
ment of the act by the Clerk of the House
and the Secretary of the Senate. I have
felt that these officers might be less than
forceful in requiring Members of Con-
gress, to whom they owe their jobs, to
abide by these reporting requirements.

I prefer, instead, & more independent
body. For that reason, I cosponsored an
amendment, originally intended to be of-
fered by Congressmen FRENZEL and Fas-
CELL, to establish an independent Federal
Elections Commission to monitor the
necessary campaign reporting laws,

However, I am pleased with this com-
mittee amendment, a compromise worked
out by Mr. Hays and Mr. FrReENzZEL. It
differs from the original bill reported
from the House Administration Com-
mittee, in that the Comptroller General
would not be a member of the Board.
The Clerk of the House and the Secre-
tary of the Senate would be nonvoting
Board members. The four publie citizens,
none of whom could he employed by the
executive, legislative, or judicial branch-
es of the Government, would be the only
voting members. And, finally, the full
Senate and the full House of Represent-
atives would have veto power over the
Board’s recommendations, rather than
leaving this power with the House Ad-
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ministration Committee and the Senate
Committee on Rules and Administration.

I firmly believe that an independent
commission will eliminate the possibility
of conflict of interest, reverse the long
history of nonenforcement, and increase
coordination between the administrators
and enforcers of the law. But more im-
portantly, the creation of an independent
body would help foster public confidence
in the effectiveness and fairness of elec-
tion laws and in public officials them-
selves.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
adopt the committee amendment.

Mr. STEELE, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
my distinguished colleagues JOEN ANDER-
soN and Mogrris UpaALL. This amendment
would encourage small contributions to
congressional candidates by providing
for limited Federal matching funds in
the general election.

Specifically, this amendment would
establish a Federal matching fund by
which private contributions of $50 or less
would be matched by public funds. This
matching payment could not exceed one-
third of the spending limit established
for that office. In order to qualify for
such matching payments, congressional
candidates must first demonstrate their
popular support by raising 10 percent of
their spending limit in contributions of
$50 or less.

As a cosponsor of the Anderson-Udall
Clean Elections Act from which this pro-
vision is drawn, I believe that this
amendment is an important step in the
effort to reform the way in which we fi-
nance our elections. In my view, the way
to cleanse our political process of the
unhealthy influence of big money and
special interests is thorough setting
stringent limits on campaign contribu-
tions and through the encouragement of
small contributors. This is what I have
been doing in my own campaign for Gov-
ernor of Connecticut and I believe that
the success I have had is a telling sign
that campaign reform truly works.

It is essential that we restore public
confidence in our electoral system. And
the way to begin is to return politics to
the people. This amendment will be a
major stride in encouraging the average
citizen to get involved in electoral poli-
tics and in driving the corrupting in-
fluence of big money and special inter-
ests out of our campaign financing
system,

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts, Mr.
Chairman, today the House is about to
take a major step toward restoring
honesty to our electoral process. The pas-
sage of the Federal Election Campaign
Act Amendments will represent our re-
sponse to Watergate and the cancerous
corruption of the election process which
this scandal has revealed to us during
the last 2 years.

By now everyone understands the
harm that can arise from uncontrolled
campaign fundraising. The Watergate
scandals have made it clear to the Ameri-
can public that money has become the
most important campaign resource for
candidates running for Federal office and
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that candidates are responsive to the
people who supply it.

Our current system gives special in-
terest groups and the wealthy a dispro-
portionate role in determining outcomes
of elections and in the subsequent proc-
ess of governmental policymaking.

As a member of the Republican Task
Force on Election Reform and as the
sponsor of campaign reform legislation,
I have been an outspoken advocate of
public financing of elections as the only
viable way to minimize the opportunities
for influence peddling and buying in
politics.

The bill presently under consideration,
H.R. 16080, provides for public financing
of Presidential elections from tax dollars
paid to a Presidential Election Campaign
Fund through the voluntary dollar check-
off on all tax returnms.

From this campaign fund Presidential
candidates would receive up to $20 mil-
lion in checkoff funds for the general
election and matching payments for con-
tributions of $250 or less for primary elec-
tions.

The maximum probable cost of public
financing would amount to less than $2
per taxpayer per year. I consider this a
small price to pay for the assurance of
clean elections and for the revival of
citizen participation and interest in con-
gressional and Presidential elections.

Equally important for the reformation
of campaign procedures are the pro-
visions of H.R. 16090 which limit cam-
paign contributions and candidate ex-
penditures.

In 1972 the two major Presidential
candidates spent more than $45 million
in each of their campaigns. These exorbi-
tant figures demonstrate that in the past
the emphasis has been on the cost of
the campaign while little attention has
been given to the issues.

The Federal Election Campaign Act
Amendments before us for a vote would
prohibit future Presidential candidates
from spending more than $20 million in
the general election and $10 million in
the primary. Candidates for the Senate
and the House would be limited to
roughly $150,000 for total expenditures
in their primary and general election
campaigns.

On the other side of the campaign
coin, this legislation restricts con-
tributors from investing in candidates
by prohibiting individuals from giving
more than $1,000 in the primary and in
the general election, while a group or
organization cannot give more than
$5,000 in either election to any candidate
for Federal office .

I urge my colleagues to support the
Federal Election Campaign Act amend-
ments, legislation which would restore
integrity to all Federal elections in 1976
and rebuild the public’s confidence in the
elected officials of our Government. En-
actment of this legislation would signify
the return to the principle of “one man,
one vote” in our political system.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, as an original sponsor of the
Federal Election Campaign Amendments
of 1974, I go on record in support of this
legislation. The Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 was a good law and a
step in the right direction. Since its en-
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actment, most campaign expenditures
and contributions have been publicly dis-
closed. However, some large problems
still exist and the purpose of these
amendments is to correct these prob-
lems.

The purpose of the Federal Election
Campaign Amendments of 1974 is:

First. To place limitations on cam-
paign contributions and expenditures;

Second. To facilitate the reporting and
disclosure of the sources and disposition
of campaign funds by centralizing cam-
paign committees;

Third. To establish a Board of Su-
pervisory Officers to oversee enforce-
ment of and compliance with Federal
campaign laws; and

Fourth. To strengthen the law for
public financing of Presidential general
elections, and to authorize the use of the
dollar checkoff fund for financing Presi-
dential nominating conventions and
campaigns for nomination to the office
of President.

The bill places strict limitations on
contributions to candidates for Federal
office. Contributions by individuals to
candidates are limited in the aggregate
to $1,000 per election. Further, an indi-
vidual is limited to an aggregate of $25,-
000 in contributions within any calen-
dar year. A major innovation of the bill
will prohibit any contributions in cash
in excess of $100.

In an effort to reduce the spiraling cost
of campaigns, Presidential candidates
will be limited to $20,000,000 for election
and $10,000,000 for nomination to the
office.

In the case of campaigns for nomina-
tion for election, or for election to the
office of Senator, the limitation is 5 cents
times the population of the State, or
$75,000, whichever is greater. The ex-
penditure limitation on campaigns for
the offices of Representative, Delegate
from the District of Columbia, or Resi-
dent Commissioner is $75,000. These
limitations apply separately to each cam-
paign for nomination for election, or
election, to those offices

In an effort to simplify and improve
the disclosure provisions of the cam-
paign law, this legislation would require
that each candidate designate a prin-
cipal campaign committee to make ex-
penditures on behalf of the candidate
and to file with the appropriate super-
visory officer consolidated reports and
statements which include the activities
of all the committees which support the
candidate.

To enforce all of the laws on elections
the bill establishes a seven-member
Board of Supervisory Officers composed
of the Secretary of the Senate, the Clerk
of the House, the Comptroller General
and four public members—two appointed
by the President of the Senate and two
appointed by the Speaker of the House.

The bill under consideration today
contains provisions for the public fi-
nancing of Presidential elections. The
present dollar checkoff law, now limited
to the financing of Presidential general
elections, would be strengthened and ex-
panded. Dollar checkoffs would be self-
appropriating. Up to $2 million of such
funds could be used for nominating con-
ventions of major parties and lesser
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amounts for smaller parties. All parties
would be limited to $2 million from all
sources for convention expenditures.
Dollar checkoff funds could be used in
Presidential primaries to match private
contributions of $250 or less; to be eligi-
ble a Persidential primary candidate
must have raised $5,000 in private con-
tributions of $250 or less in each of 20
States; no candidate could receive more
than $5 million in Federal funds and he
could spend no more than $10 million
from all sources; funds for Presidential
primaries could become available only
after obligations for Presidential general
elections and nominating conventions
have been met.

It is unfortunate that I will not be here
to vote on this measure tonight. I have
made & major political commitment to
my district and it is one of long standing
which cannot be broken. However, I wish
to be on record in support of the strong
provisions provided for in this legislation.
And I wish also to state that I am on
record in support of this bill as I voted
for the rule and against the motion to re-
commit.

I have long supported congressional
election reform and have testified as such
in hearings. As I said before the Senate
Committee on Communications:

The Federal Election Law of 1871 was de-
signed to obviate the reprehensible act of
anyone seeking to buy a federal election.

The legislation we have brought to the
floor today goes a long way toward im-
proving our Federal elections system.
And I am gratified to have been a part
of that movement.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, as the
scandal-ridden Nixon Presidency reaches
its anguished conclusion, the job of this
Congress to restore the integrity of our
political system has only just begun. The
disclosure of the serious abuses engaged
in by the President and his associates
during the 1972 campaign has demon-
strated with frightening clarity the need
to enact vigorous campaign reform legis-
lation.

Several provisions are essential to any
comprehensive campaign reform pack-
age.

First, strict limitations must be placed
on contributions by individuals or orga-
nizations to candidates for Federal office.
The pervasive influence of private wealth
upon our political system will continue
unless such resirictions are adopted.

Second, overall spending ceilings for
candidates must be set at responsible
levels. These ceilings should be sufficient-
ly high to enable challengers to gain
widespread voter recognition, but low
enough to prevent any candidate from
“buying his way into office’” through the
expenditure of vast sums of money for
mass mailings and media advertising.

Third, we should move as quickly as
possible toward a system of public fi-
nancing for all Federal elections. The
special influence of campaign contribu-
tors has no proper place in the American
political system. Total public financing
will insure that Federal officeholders will
be equally accountable to all their con-
stituents, not beholden to those who con-
tribute money to help get them elected.
The success to date of the voluntary $1
income tax checkoff to finance Presiden-
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tial contests demonstrates that public
financing has widespread support among
American taxpayers. Certainly, public fi-
nancing is far cheaper in the long run
than those policies implemented to re-
ward big campaign contributors. The
high prices of milk, bread, and gasoline
constitute part of the cost borne by con-
sumers today for private financing of the
1972 Presidential election campaign.
Partial public financing of Federal elec-
tion campaigns, while not a fully satis-
factory solution, would represent a sig-
nificant step in the right direction.

Fourth, rigorous requirements for pub-
lic reporting of all campaign contribu-
tions and expenditures must be imple-
mented. Full public accountability
during an election campaign can act as
an effective deterrent to abuses in. the
area of campaign financing. All candi-
dates for Federal office should be re-
quired to designate a single committee
to compile and disclose campaign fi-
nances. In order to insure that all cam-
paign funds can be recorded and traced,
if necessary, to their source, cash con-
tributions should be prohibited.

All of the vital campaign reform meas-
ures summarized above can become
meaningful only if they are accompanied
by a vigorous enforcement mechanism.
Candidates for Federal office cannot be
relied upon to police themselves. An in-
dependent supervisory body must be es-
tablished to oversee campaign practices
and enforce the law.

During the past few years, Congress
has begun to respond to the erying need
for campaign reform. The Federal Elec-
tions Campaign Act of 1971 established,
for the first time, limitations on media
expenditures and striet disclosure re-
quirements of campaign contributions
and expenditures by all candidates for
Federal office. The 1971 legislation pro-
vided a solid foundation for future cam-
paign reform initiatives, but it was only
a beginning.

Last year, I joined more than 140 Con-
gressmen in sponsoring “The Clean Elec-
tions Act of 1973,” the so-called ‘“Ander-
son-Udall bill.” This comprehensive leg-
islation meets many of the campaign re-
form priorities I have enumerated. It sets
strict limitations on campaign contribu-
tions and expenditures. It requires can-
didates to designate a central committee
to report all campaign finances. It estab-
lishes a system of partial public financ-
ing for all Federal primary and general
elections. Most importantly, perhaps, it
creates an independent Federal Elections
Commission with substantial enforce-
ment power to oversee campaign prac-
tices and administer the law.

I was extremely gratified that the pro-
visions of the “Clean Elections Act” be-
came the basis of the campaign reform
bill, S. 3044, passed by the Senate on
April 11, 1974, S. 3044 conformed to the
Anderson-Udall bill in limiting contribu-
tions and expenditures, closing disclo-
sure loopholes, and establishing an inde-
pendent regulatory commission to en-
force the law. The Senate bill went be-
yvond the provisions of the “Clean Elec-
tions Aet” in providing full public fi-
nancing of general election campaigns
for the House, the Senate, and the Presi-
dency; in conjunction with partial pub-




August 8, 197}

lic financing of primary campaigns for
these same offices.

The campaign reform bill we will con-
sider today, H.R. 16090, contains many
worthwhile provisions. Like the Senate-
passed bill, it sets strict ceilings on cam-
paign expenditures and contributions for
all Federal elections. It requires can-
didates to establish a central campaign
committee for reporting purposes. It pro-
vides for full public financing of presi-
dential elections through voluntary tax
checkoffs, including primaries, national
party conventions, and general election
campaigns.

I support all of these aspects of the
bill. Certainly, the enactment of H.R.
16090 would substantially improve the
conduct of Federal election campaigns.
Yet the bill approved by the House Ad-
ministration Committee is deficient in
several important respects. The super-
visory body it creates to administer Fed-
eral elections law is not truly independ-
ent of those it is designed to oversee.
Three of the seven members of this part-
time Board of Supervisors would be em-
ployees of Congress. Moreover, congres-
sional committees would have power to
veto regulations promulgated by the
Board. I do not believe that such a close
connection between Congress and this
supervisory body will serve the public in-
terest in assuring vigilant enforcement
of Federal elections law.

A second serious shortcoming of H.R.
16090 is its failure to extend public fi-
nancing to congressional races. The
committee’s approval of full public fi-
nancing for presidential elections was
based upon the recognized need to safe-
guard the political process from im-
proper influence exercised by private
wealth. Why, then, did they fail to apply
the same standard to candidates for
Congress? If the President might be in-
fluenced by contributors to his campaign,
then why are Congressmen immune to
similar pressures?

There is no justification for treating
Presidential and congressional candi-
dates any differently in this regard. All
of our elected officials must be free from
special influence if we are to restore in-
tegrity to American politics. I believe
that we will raise justifiable public sus-
picions concerning our motives if we en-
act legislation which forbids private con-
tributions to Presidential candidates
while permitting candidates for Congress
to receive such funds.

I will support amendments to rectify
these deficiencies in H.R. 16090. It is
vital that the House enact a strong bill
which can be readily reconcilcd to the
provisions of S. 3044 in conference, The
public is fed up with corrupt politics and
corrupt politicians. The investigations
conducted by the Senate Select Commit-
tee on Presidential Campaign Activities
and the House Judiciary Committee have
brought the serious abuses of Watergate
and its aftermath out into the open.
Now, we, in Congress, must act to pre-
vent future political scandals by enact-
ing vigorous campaign reform lezisla-
tion. We owe it to the American people to
apply the grim lessons of Watergate to
this constructive purpose.

Mr, DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, the
political process in our country has un-
dergone a severe strain due to the Wa-
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tergate crisis and related incidents, and
the cry for Federal election campaign
reform has been great. Honest elections
are essential to the survival of our form
of government and there is a constant
and ongoing need for legislation in this
field. However, this legislation to be ef-
fective must be fair and workable, and
with that thought in mind, I must vote
against H.R. 16090, the Federal Election
Campaign Act Amendments of 1974.

There are a number of very strong and
positive features in the bill which I do
support including an independent ad-
ministration and enforcement mecha-
nism, limitation on contributions, $100
limitation on cash contributions, limi-
tation on honorariums, prohibition on
contributions by foreign nationals, in-
crease in the penalty features, prohibi-
tion on contributions in the name of an-
other, the single campaign committee,
the reporting requirements, the publish-
ing of a list of those who do not file, re-
peal of the media limitations, the open-
ing up of the Hatch Act, and the preemp-
tion of State laws. Nevertheless, I believe
there are other important areas which
should have been better handled, and as
ranking Republican on the House Ad-
ministration Committee, it is my duty to
offer a motion to recommit the bill to the
committee for changes. Under the Rules
of the House of Representatives, I must
oppose the bill in order to offer the mo-
tion to recommit.

The most glaring deficiency in the
measure is the absence of sufficient
restrictions on the influence of special
interest groups. I will offer the motion
to recommit with instructions that the
bill be reported back to the House of
Representatives with an amendment
providing that organizations represent-
ing business, agriculture, health, labor,
and other special interest groups be
allowed to act only as agents of indivi-
dual contributors, but the individual
must designate to whom the contri-
bution will be given and the agent must
identify the original donor. The amend-
ment is aimed at any special interest
group that goes out and skims off the
top of the workingman’s salary or the
businessman’s income and says “We will
decide for you where your money goes—
what candidate will get it—and it does
not have to be accounted for.” The con-~
tributor should say where the money is
going to go and to whom it is going to
go. This amendment will serve to tighten
the special interest group’s accounta-
bility to its members and the politician’s
accountability to the individuals who are
the ultimate support of his election.

I also find other aspects of the bill
particularly unrealistic and will com-
ment on them.

1. FINANCING OF PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARIES

The provisions for public financing of
Presidential primaries will inject the
Federal Treasury into what many times
amounts to a popularity contest under a
formula that will probably work unfairly
to the candidates involved. The prospect
of a Federal subsidy to run for office may
very well result in numerous candidates,
many of whom may only run because of
the desire for publicity.

2. FINANCING OF CONVENTIONS

The financing of political conventions

should not be supported by the overbur-
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dened Public Treasury. The vitality of
the party is enhanced by the participa-
tion of its members, while publiec financ-
ing of conventions will undercut indi-
vidual initiative and participation.

3. POLITICAL PARTIES

Instead of strengthening the role of
political parties in the political process,
the committee bill, by treating political
parties the same as all other political
committees, would significantly weaken
and contribute to the demise of the two
party system. The National and State
committees have been traditionally the
policymaking bodjes of the major parties
and are cornerstones of our political sys-
tem. Therefore, they should be excluded
from the definition of political commit-
tee for the purpose of contribution lim-
itations.

4. CITIZENS PARTICIPATION

The sheer length and complexity of
this bill will discourage citizen participa-
tion and involvement perhaps even driv-
ing many people right out of politics.
There will be ample potential for unin-
tentional violations of the law and many
people may worry about going to jail or
being fined for an inadvertent violation.
It would be ironic indeed if, in the name
of reforming our present system of cam-
paign financing, we fail to drive out the
special interests and only succeed in
driving honest, concerned citizens from
participation in the political process.

I regret that I am unable to support
the Federal Election Campaign Act
Amendments of 1974 in its present form,
but I will certainly work for true reform
in this fleld.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
speak in support of H.R. 16090, the bill
to amend the 1971 Federal Elections
Campaign Act.

As we near the end of the Watergate
scandal, it is imperative that this Con-
gress pass campaign reform legislation
to prevent such an atmosphere from
recurring in the future. Our Federal
elections need stricter regulations and
supervision. Campaign contributions and
expenditures must be limited and made
public if we are to ever reinstill public
confidence in the Congress of the United
States.

If this Watergate mess has proven
anything, it is that the American Con-
stitution is still a strong, living, viable
instrument of the people, working for
The past year and a half have seen the
the people, and being used by the people.
three branches of our government work-
ing side-by-side to obtain justice and
fairness for all concerned with and in-
volved in Watergate.

While the Constitution remains
strong, our election laws do not. If we
are going to aveid Watergates in the
future, whether they be at the Presi-
dential level, in a Senate race, or in the
Sixth Congressional District of Min-
nesota we must make amends of the
campaign laws that we have on the books
now. H.R. 16090 offers many of the
needed changes. However, it does not go
far enough, and therefore I will support
amendments that I feel will strengthen
this bill.

I will support the Anderson-Udall
amendment that will provide a matching
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system of public and private campaign
funds for congressional races. The volun-
tary checkoff funds would be used to
mateh privately raised moneys in con-
gressional general elections in 1876. I
feel this amendment would be a major
step, a necessary step to restoring public
confidence in the U.S. Congress.

While H.R. 16090 is basically a good
bill, it does contain some deficiencies, as
the minority view of the committee
members points out.

I am especially concerned about the
lack of attention in-kind contributions
have received in the final version of this
bill. Incalculable amouats of goods, serv-
ices, and manpower are poured into cam-
paigns at all levels of government. Cars,
planes, men, storefronts, food, and so
forth, are completely ignored in this bill.
While I do not believe we should outlaw
these in-kind efforts, we surely should
control them, list them, and if need be,
limit them. But to completely ignore
them creates the biggest campaign loop-
hole of all.

In the past, campaign finance legisla-
tion has failed us poorly because of the
lack of good, effective enforcement. We
need to establish a more independent
administration and enforcement agency
than is established in this bill. Enforce-
ment is the key, and Mr. FRENZEL'S
amendment would provide a stronger,
independent agency to administer the
provisions of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, to err is human, but
to blame it on someone else is politics.
If we are going to continue to have cam-
paign abuses and future Watergates, we
have no one to blame but ourselves.

Reform is already too late for 1974.
Millions of dollars worth of cash and in-
kind contributions are and will be spent
to influence the fall congressional and
senatorial elections.

Reform for 1976 is not too late. But
the time to act is now. HR. 16090 is
timely indeed.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, we will
never have a Congress that truly reflects
the diversity of the American electorate
as long as money dominates political
campaigns. Congress will remain—as it
is—a predominantly segregated club of
white-skinned, upper-middle-class males
as long as qualified candidates are pre-
cluded from seeking elective office solely
because they lack personal wealth or ac-
cess to the wealth of others. We will never
have an electorate that trusts in the po-
litical system as long as some politicians
feel that they must cater to the whims
of special interest groups in order to raise
campaign funds or as long as we have
laws that allow them to do so.

Our present system of financing elec-
tions is unfair, undemocratic, and unac-
ceptable. The Nation has had a tragic
experience as a result of the lawbreaking
activities of CREEP in 1972 in which
President Nixon’s reelection committee
hauled in, and in some cases extorted,
millions of dollars in cash and laundered
checks from corporations and private in-
terest groups in order to manipulate a
national election and finance illegal ac-
tivities. Clearly, we need more effective
laws and more effective enforcement.

The only way to eliminate reliance on
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large private contributions and open the
elective process to all qualified candi-
dates—irrespective of their financial re-
sources—is through a comprehensive
scheme of public financing of all Federal
elections. We must be prepared to pay
for the public business of elections with
public funds. Although the Federal elec-
tion carapaign bill proposed by the Com-
mittee on House Administration is a step
in the right direction it stops far short
of the needed reform. While it provides
for the public financing of presidential
primaries, conventions, and elections it
fails to provide for the public financing
of congressional elections. The amend-
ment to be offered by Messrs. UpALrL,
FoLey, ANDERSON, and CoNABLE seeks to
remedy this omission by appropriating
some Federal money to congressional
candidates.

However, this proposed amendment
should not be confused with a “true sys-
tem” of public financing of congressional
elections. First, it only provides public
funds to candidates in general elections.
Consequently, candidates, in districts
that are so dominated by one-party that
victory in the primary is tantamount to
being elected, will be denied Federal as-
sistance in the only race of importance—
the primary. Second, the amendment
only provides matching funds up to one-
third of the maximum that the candi-
date can spend—in the case of a House
election that amounts to $25,000. In spite
of these unsatisfactory aspects, the
amendment does contain a number of
far-sighted provisions.

First, only contribtuions of $50 or less
would be matched by public funding,
thereby encouraging a candidate to seek
out small contributions. Second, the
amendment does not distinguish between
major and minor parties, Any candidate
from any party who has raised 10 per-
cent of the maximum spending limit in
contribtuions of $50 or less is entitled to
matching public funds. Since the positive
aspects outweigh the deficiencies I will
vote in favor of this amendment, and
urge each Member of this Chamber to
do the same.

While the proposed bill limits the
amount a congressional candidate may
spend in either a primary or general
election it sets these limits so high as to
be meaningless. Specifically, under the
proposed bill candidates for House seats
can spend up to $75,000 on the primary,
another $75,000 on the general election
plus an additional 25 percent of these
maximum amounts to raise campaign
funds—a grand total of $187,500. How-
ever, less than 5 percent of all candidates
for House seats in 1972 spent more than
$150,000. In effect then, this “reform law"
would make the exceptional spender the

rule.

I find these limits far too high, because
they only serve to increase the emphasis
on money in political campaigns, at a
time when just the opposite is needed.
These limits would enable the wealthy
and those with access to large campaign
contributions—especially incumbents—
to continue to dominate the elective
process. If the spending limits are low-
ered to correspond more closely to the
amount of money that nonafluent candi-
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dates can raise, then the leverage of the
rich will be drastically reduced and the
elective process will be opened to a great-
er number of gualified candidates.

Consequently, I will support the
amendment to be offered by Mr. CLEVE-
LAaND which would reduce the maximum
spending limits in congressional elections
to $60,000 per candidate. Finally, while
the proposed bill simplifies and expands
campaign finance reporting procedures,
and establishes a commission to scruti-
nize these reports and enforce the elec-
tion laws, the composition of the com-
mission is suspect. Three of the seven
members of the commission—the Clerk
of the House, the Secretary of the Sen-
ate, and the Comptroller General of the
United States—owe their jobs to the very
people whose elections they are supposed
to oversee. Certainly, the electorate
would have every reason to be skeptical
of the vigor with which such a commis-
sion would enforce the election laws.
Therefore, I intend to support the
amendmeat to be offered by Messrs.
Frenzer and Fasceirn which would re-
move these three officials from the com-
mission.

We desperately need legislation that
would enahble candidates to compete not
for dollars but for votes. The proposed
bill is but a beginning. It is in need of
amendment along the lines that I have
outlined above; and I will support such
amendments as they are introduced.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther amendments, under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BoLLinG, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 16090) to impose overall limita-
tions on campaign expenditures and po-
litical contributions; to provide that each
candidate for Federal office shall desig-
nate a principal campaign committee; to
provide for a single reporting responsi-
bility with respect to receipts and ex-
penditures by certain political commit-
tees; to change the times for the filing of
reports regarding campaign expenditures
and political contributions; to provide
for public financing of Presidential
nominating conventions and Presidential
primary elections; and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 1292,
he reported the bill back to the House
with sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment?

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a separate vote on the so-called
Frenzel amendment relating to public
financing of presidential nominating
conventions.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de-
manded on any other amendment? If
not, the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment on which a separate vote
has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Amendment: Page 53, strike line 17, and
all that follows down through page 61, line 4.

Page 61, line 6, strike out “407" and insert
in lieu thereof “406",

Page 61, line 15, strike out “408" and in-
sert in lieu thereof *407".

Page 78, line 5, strike out “409" and in-
sert in lleu thereof “'408".

Page T9, line 11, strike out *'410" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “409".

Page 79, line 15, strike out “408, and 409"
and insert in lieu thereof “and 408".

Mr. BRADEMAS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con=-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with and that it be
printed in the RECORD.

The *SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, is this the Frenzel
amendment which deletes the use of tax-
payers’ money for national political Pres~
idential nominating conventions, which
the committee defeated by a substantial
margin?

Mr. BRADEMAS. The gentleman’s col-
loquy is inaccurate.

Mr. FRENZEL. If it is, I withdraw my
reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr, Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 205, noes 206,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No 468]
AYES—205

Cohen
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney

Abdnor
Anderson, Tll.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett

Gross
Grover
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Harsha
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Hillis

Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleyeland
Cochran

Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flynt
Forsythe
Fountain
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.

Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt

Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Kemp
Ketchum
King
Kuykendall
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Lott

Lujan
MeClory
McCloskey
McCollister

McDade
McEwen
McKlinney
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callf.
Mayne

fchel
Miller
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.XY.
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,

Calif.
Mosher
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Parris
Pettis
Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bergland
Bevyill
Blaggl
Blester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Boiling
Bowen
Brademas
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Philllp
Carney, Ohio
Casey, Tex,
Clark
Clay
Collins, 111,
conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danfelson
Davis, B.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford
Fraser
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons

Quillen
Railsback
Regula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Roncallo, N. Y.
Rousselot
Ruppe

Ruth
Bandman
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

Skubltz
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis,
Stephens

NOES—206

Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa,
Grifiiths
Gude
Gunter
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Hoitzman
Howard
Hungate
Ichord

Johnson, Calif.

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kluczynskl
Eoch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Luken
McCormack
McFall
McEay
Macdonald
Madden
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murtha
Natcher
Nedzl

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
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Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Towell, Nevy.
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wigging
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Zwach

Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Podell
Preyer
Price, Il1.
Randall
Rangel
Rees

Reid

Reuss
Riegle
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa,
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

ROy

Roybal
Runnels
Ryan

St Germain
Barbanes
Schroeder
Belberling
Shipley
Slsk

Slack
Smith, Towa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tiernan
Traxler
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldle
Whalen
White
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Young, Tex.
Zablocki
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NOT VOTING—24
Gray Mollohan
Hansen, IJdaho Murphy, N.Y.
Hansen, Wash. Passman
Hébert Rarick
Heckler, Mass. Rooney, N.Y.
Davls, Ga. Holifleld Schneebell
Dulski McSpadden Teague
Frelinghuyeen Mliford Willlams

The SPEAKER. On this vote the ayes
are 205, the noes are 205. The Chair votes
1(1410."

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Murphy of New
York against.

Mr. Rarick for, with Mrs. Chisholm against.

Mr. Passman for, with Mrs. Heckler of
Massachusetts against.

Mr. Blackburn for, with Mr. Carey of New
York against.

Mr. Frelinghuysen for, with Mr. Mollohan
against.

Mr. Schneebeli for, with Mr. Dulskl against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Teague with Mr. Holifield.

Mr. McSpadden with Mr. Blatnik.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mrs, Hansen of
Washington.

Mr. Gray with Mr. Rooney of New York.

Mr. Milford with Mr. Williams.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY
ME. DICEINSON

Mr, DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit,

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. DICKINSON, I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, DickINgoN moves to recommit the bill,
H.R. 16090, to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the
following amendment: Page 4, immediately
after line 8, insert the following:

“(7) No candidate or any political com-
mittee acting on behalf of such candidate
may knowingly accept any contribution from
any political committee, other than from an
individual or from a local, State, or national
political party organization registered under
section 303 of the Federal Election Campalign
Act of 1971, unless (A) such political com-
mittee making such contributlon is acting as
the agent of an individual contributor, (B)
the individual contributor designates such
candidate or any political committee acting
on behalf of such candidate as the recipient
of such contribution, and (C) the identity
of the individual contributor is furnished by
the political committee making such con-
tribution to such candidate or the political
committee acting on his behalf which re-
celves such contribution. No undesignated
contribution which a political committee re-
ceives from an individual contributor may be
made by such political committee to a can-
didate or any political committee acting on
behalf of such candidate.”.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, if I
might say to my colleagues, they received
through the mail a copy of the proposed
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amendment which was not in order, but
I will explain it in layman’s terms. -

I offer this motion to recommit with
jnstructions because although I believe
there are a number of places I believe ghe
bill could be improved, the most glaring
of the deficiencies in the measure is the
absence of sufficient restrictions on the
influence of special interest groups.

I was very surprised to hear the chair-
man of my committee, for whom I have
the highest regard, try to make this into
a labor amendment or an antilabor
amendment, I have here in my hand the
front page of today’s paper, the Wash-
ington Post. It shows a picture under the
caption of “Pleads Guilty.” It shows Jake
Jacobsen and it says:

Jake Jacobsen, former lawyer for the larg-
est U.S. milk cooperative, leaves court after
pleading guilty to making a $10,000 payoff
to former Treasury Secretary John Connally.

Then it says the further story is inside.

And I also note from the UPI News
Service the following:

WasHINGTON.—Sen. Henry Jackson, D-
Wash., received $225,000 in secret donations
to his 1972 presidential campaign from oil
millionaire Leon Hess, according to Senate
Watergate Committee records.

The Washington Star-News said the rec-
ords showed that Hess disgulised the do-
nations under the names of other persons,
The contributions were made before the
April 1972, change in the election law that
required contributions be made public.

The records showed another $166,000 in
gecret cash contributions to Jackson, with
more than half of the money coming from
other ollmen, the newspaper said. The larg-
est cash gift—$50,000—came from Walter
Davis. an oll operator in Midland, Tex.

The committee’s files showed that Jackson
raised a total of just over $1.1 million for the
1972 race—and nearly half the money came
from large donors, including Hess, who were
at the same time supporting President
Nixon's campalign.

Hess is Board Chairman of Amerada Hess
Corp.

Mr. Speaker, if we are to have a cam-
paign reform bill that is meaningful, if
we are going to do something here to-
day to get at the evils we are all lament-
ing and we are aware of, let us all get
at them now.

This is not aimed at labor. This is
aimed at any special interest group that
goes out and skims off the top of the
workingman’s salary or the business-
man’s income and says: “We will decide
for you where your money should best
go and it does not have to be accounted
for.” They do not have to account for it.
They say: “You do not have to designate
where it goes. We will decide for you.”

Out of all the scandals that have sur-
faced recently, can any Member think of
anything that needs more regulation,
that is more deserving of being looked at
and gotten to in this legislation, in this
so-called campaign reform, than this one
area? I refer the Members specifically to
such organizations as the AMPI, the
American Milk Producers, Inc., and we
can go to the labor unions too. The labor
unions can take what they want through
checkoff. The rank and file does not
know what that money is going for, but
this is not aimed just at them.

The biggest scandals have come from
the areas I have described, and there it
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is on the front page of today’s paper
where big business can go in and tap this
guy and this guy and this little milk pro-
ducer, or whatever industry is involved,
and say, “All right, you just keep the
money coming in and we will sluice it
where it is going to do the most good.”
This amendment would prohibit that. It
says if one is going to contribute indi-
vidually to someone acting as an agent
to sluice it for one, to guide it where it
is going to do the most good, you desig-
nate where it is going to do the most good
because if you do not we will put it there
for you. This is the evil that needs cor-
recting. Anybody can give if he wants to.

The chairman makes a big thing that
if one is going to give $1,000, is one going
to have to have 1,000 pieces of paper?
Well, what is wrong with that? We see
1,000 pieces of paper in our office every
day. The contributor should say where
the money is going to go and to whom it
is going to go. What is wrong with that?
Can somebody tell me what is wrong with
telling where he wants his money to go?
There is nothing illegal and there is
nothing immoral with that. It is just
commonsense in getting at the evils we
are trying to get at.

This is just obfuscation and pulling the

wool over the eyes in saying that this is
antilabor and this is going to get at the
little workingman. Little workingman,
my foot. Ask about John Connally and
about Jacobsen or ask about those who
already have gotten the slammer closed
on them. Talk about the little working-
man.
So if the Members want to do some-
thing to get at the evils of directing
money and collecting money and telling
where it is to go, if they want to make
campaigns cleaner, this is the way to do
it. Vote for the motion to recommit with
instructions that gets at what we are
going to do when we start taking up
money.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to the motion.

Mr. Speaker, I have sat beside my
genial friend, the gentleman from Ala-
bama, on the House Administration Com-
mittee for a good many years. I never
knew him to get so worked up about
anything and I never knew before that
he was such a master of obfuscation and
circumlocution.

The truth of the matter is, that the
piece of paper he very dramatically
waved, does not have anything to do with
this bill or anything in this bill. The
money that Mr. Jacobsen allegedly gave
to Mr. Connally was not a campaign con-
tribution, or at least the allegation is not,
because Mr. Connally was not a candi-
date for anything. I am not finding Mr.
Connally guilty of anything, but—just sit
down, Mr. BrownN. I am not going to
yield to you in any way, so do not bother
me anymore, just sit down. Do not be
trying to disrupt my time.

Mr. Jacobsen pleaded guilty in court,
as I understand it, to attempting to bribe,
or bribing an official of the Government
to get a favorable ruling.

Now, when the gentleman says that
his amendment is not aimed at labor, he
is not kidding me or anybody else. Sure,
all members of a laboring union—in
the first place, a labor union cannot
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spend checkoff funds or union dues, and
if they do, they are subject to criminal
penalties. The only thing they can do is
collect a voluntary fund and if the work-
ingman says, “I want to contribute $1”
and there are 100,000 members and 50,000
want to contribute a dollar, they have to
get 50,000 pieces of paper; but if the
American Medical Association, and their
average national income is around $60,-
000 a year these days—and they contrib-
ute $1,000 and to raise $50,000, they do
not have to get 50,000 pieces of paper,
just 50. That is what the amendment is
all about.

I do not yield to the gentleman (Mr.
Brown). If I had a piece of tape, I'would
like to put it over his face. I do not see
how in the world I am going to hush him
up while I am talking.

Mr. Speaker, I can understand the
Republican boo hoos. If I were in the
situation they are and looking forward to
9 o'clock, I would be doing worzse than
boo hoo-hooing. I would be standing on
my head.

Let us face it. This is about as partisan
a motion to recommit as was ever made.

1like the gentleman from Alabama and
the fact that they shifted the motion
from the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Brown) to the gentleman from Alabama
improves it only in the author of the
amendment. It does not improve the
amendment.

So therefore, I ask that the motion to
recommit be defeated.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 243,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 469]
AYES—164

Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davls, Wis.
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich

Abdnor
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalls
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bell
Bray
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.

Gross
Grover
Gubser
Hammer-
gchmidt
Hanrahan
Harsha
Hastings
Hinshaw
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa,
Kemp
Ketchum
King
Kuykendall
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Latta
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
Meadigan

Goldwater
Goodling
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Mallary
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callf.

Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Myers
Nelsen
O’Brien
Parris
Pettis
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Rhodes

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
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Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Bkubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Btelger, Arls.
Steiger, Wis.
Stubblefleld
Bymms
Talcott

NOES—243
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Gibbons
CGilman
Ginn
Gongzalez
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington
Hawkins

Hays
Hechler, W. Va.

Helnz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hogan
Holtzman

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan

Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
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Taylor, Mo.
Thomson, Wis,
Thone
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Wampler
Ware
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
‘Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Rog
. Roncalio, Wyo.

Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal

Ryan

St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Shipley

Bikes

Bisk

Slack
Smith, Towa
Btaggers
Btanton,
James V.
Btark
Bteed
Bteele
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Btuckey
Btudds
Sulllvan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thoroton
Tiernan
Traxler
Tdall
Ullman
Van Deerlin

Wright

Yates

Yatron

Young, Alaska

Young, Ga.
Charles, Tex. Young, Tex.

Wolft Zablockl
NOT VOTING—27

Hansen, Idaho Mitchell, Md.
Hansen, Wash, Mollohan
Hébert Murphy, N.¥Y.
Heckler, Mass, Passman
Holifield Rarick
Landrum Rooney, N.Y.
McEay Schneebell
Flynt McSpadden Teague
Gray Milford Wwilllams

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Murphy of New
York against.

Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Carey of New
York against.

Mr. Rarick for, with Mrs. Chisholm against.

Mr. Flynt for, with Mr. Diggs against.

Mr. Landrum for, with Mrs. Heckler of
Massachusetts agalnst.

Until further notice:

Mr. Mitchell of Maryland with Mr, Blatnik.

Mr. Mollohan with Mrs. Hansen of Wash-
ington.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Holifleld.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. McKay.

Mr. Gray with Mr. McSpadden.

Mr, Milford with Mr. S8chneebell.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SCHERLE, Mr, Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 355, nays 48,
not voting 31, as follows:

[Roll No. 470]
YEAS—356

White

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Wilson,

Vander Veen

Blackburn
Blatnik
Brasco
Carey, N.X.
Chisholm
Davis, Ga.
Diggs

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalis
Barrett
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blagel
Blester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield

Brotaman

Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Callf,
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler

Byron

Carney, Ohio
Carter

Casey, Tex.

Collins, 11.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter

Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Danlel, Dan

Danlel, Robert

W., Jr.
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danlelson
Davlis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinskl
Dingell
Donochue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Eckhardt

Edwards, Calif.

Ellberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evlns, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish

Flood

Flowers

Foley

Ford

Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Glbbons
Gllman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gongzaleg
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawking
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Helng
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan

Earth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
King

ne
Eluczynskl
Eoch
EKuykendall
Kyros
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leggett

McEwen
McFall
McElnney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary

Mann
Marazitl
Martin, N.C.
Mathlas, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Miller

Mills

Minish

Mink
Minshall, Ohlo
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mizell

Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,

Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers

Roncallo, Wyo.

Roncallo, N.¥.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

ROy

NAYS—48

Duncan
Edwards, Ala.

Price, Tex.
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Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
S5t Germaln
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Blkes
Bisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Bnyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steele
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefleld

Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomeson, Wis,
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Ney.
Traxler
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Willson,
Charles, Tex.

Winn

Wolfr

Wright

Wryatt

Wydler

Yates

Yatron

Young, Alaska

Young, Fla.

Young, GA.

Young, Ill.

‘Young, Tex.

Zablockl

Zion

Zwach

Rhodes
Rousselot
Shuster
Skubltz
Steed
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Symms
Treen
vander Jagt
Waggonner
Wiggins
Wylie

Wyman
Young, 8.C.
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NOT VOTING—31
Hansen, Wash. Mollohan
Hébert Murphy, N.¥Y.
Heckler, Mass. Passman
Hinshaw Rarick
Holifield Rooney, N.Y,
Landrum Schneebeli
Long, Md. Teague
McEKay Waldle

Gray McSpadden williams

Grifiths Milford

Hansen, Idaho Mitchell, Md.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Landrum for, with Mr. Hébert against.

Mr, Flynt for, with Mr. Passman against,

Mr. Mitchell of Maryland for, with Mr.
Rarick against.

Blackburn
Blatnik
Brasco
Carey, N.Y.
Chishelm
Davls, Ga.
Diggs
Flynt

Until further notice:
Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Blat-
k

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mrs. Grif-
fiths.

Mr. Teague with Mrs. Hansen of Wash-
ington.

Mr. Carey of New York wtih Mr. McEay.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr, McSpadden,

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Hinshaw.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Gray.

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Long of Maryland.

Mr, Milford with Mr. Holifleld.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Willlams.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
House Administration be discharged
from the further consideration of the
Senate bill (S. 3044) to amend the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 to
provide for public financing of primary
and general election campaigns for Fed-
eral elective office, and to amend certain
other provisions of law relating to the
financing and conduct of such cam-
paigns, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
Farr). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays) ?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

8. 3044

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Federal Election
Campalgn Act Amendments of 1974".

TITLE I—FINANCING OF FEDERAL
CAMPAIGNS
PUBLIC FINANCING PROVISIONS

Sec. 101. The Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1071 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new title:

“TITLE V—PUBLIC FINANCING OF FED-
ERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGNS
“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 501. For purposes of this title, the
term—

“(1) ‘candidate’, ‘Commission’, ‘contribu-
tion’, ‘expenditure’, ‘national committee’,
‘political committee’, ‘political party’, or
‘State’ has the meaning given it in section
801 of this Act;

“(2) ‘suthorized committee’ means the
central campaign committee of a candidate
(under section 310 of this Act) or any politi-
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cal committee authorized in writing by that
candidate to make or receive contributions or
to make expenditures on his behalf;

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

*(4) ‘Representative’ means a Member of
the House of Representatives, the Resident
Commissioner from the Commonwealth of
Fuerto Rico, and the Delegates from the Dis-
triet of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin Is-
lands;

“(5) ‘general election’' means any regu-
larly scheduled or special election held for
the purpose of electing a candidate to Fed-
eral office or. for the purpose of electing
presidential and vice presidentlal electors;

“(8) ‘primary election’ means (A) an
election, including a runoff election, held
for the nomination by a political party of a
candidate for election to Federal office, (B)
a convention or caucus of a political party
held for the nomination of such candidate,
(C) a convention, caucus, or electlon held
for the selection of delegates to a national
nominating convention of a political party,
and (D) an election held for the expression
of a preference for the nomination by a
political party of persons for election to the
office of President;

*{7) ‘eligible candidate’' means a candl-
date who 1is eligible, under section 502, for
payments under this title;

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

“{A) a political party whose candidate for
election to that office in the preceding gen-
eral election for that office received, as the
candidate of that party, 26 percent or more
of the total number of votes cast in that
election for all candidates for that office, or

“(B) if only one political party gqualifies
as & major party under the provisions of
subparagraph (A), the political party whose
candidate for election to that office in that
election received, as the candidate of that
party, the second greatest number of votes
cast in that election for all candidates for
that office (if such number is equal to 15
percent or more of the total number of
votes cast in that election for all candidates
for that office, and if, in a State which
registers voters by party, that party’s regis-
tration in such State or district is equal to
15 per centum or more of the total voter
registration in sald State or district);

“(8) ‘minor party’' mean, with respect to
an election for a Federal office, a political
party whose candidate for election to that
office in the preceding general election for
that office received, as the candidate of that
party, at least 5 percent but less than 25
percent of the total number of votes cast in
that election for all candidates for that
office; and

“(10) ‘fund’ means the Pederal Election
Campalgn FPund established under section
506(a).

“ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENTS

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

“(1) to obtain and to furnish to the Com-
mission any evidence it may request about
his campaign expenditures and contribu-
tions;

“(2) to keep and to furnish to the Com-
mission any records, books, and other in-
formation it may request;

“(3) to an audit and examination by the
Commission under section 507 and to pay
any amounts required under section 507; and

“(4) to furnish statements of expenditures
and proposed expenditures required under
section 508.

“(b) Every such candidate shall certify to
the Commission that—

“(1) the candidate and his authorized
committees will not make expenditures
greater than the limitations in section 504;
and
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"(2) no contributions will be accepted by
the candidate or his authorized committees
in violation of section 615(b) of title 18,
United States Code.

“(e) (1) To be eligible to receive any pay-
ments under section 506 for use In connec-
tion with his primary election campaign, a
candidate shall certify to the Commission
that—

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

“(B) he Is seeking nomination by a politi-
cal party for election to the Senate and he
and his authorized committees have received
contributions for that campaign equal in
amount to the lesser of—

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

*(11) $1256,000; or

“(C) he is seeking nomination by a politi-
cal party for election to the officefof President
and he and his authorized committees have
received contributions for his campaign
throughout the United States in a total
amount of more than £250,000, with not less
than $5,000 in matchable contributions hav-
ing been received from legal residents of
each of at least twenty States.

“(2) To be eligible to receive any payments
under section 506 for use in connection with
a4 primary runoff election campalgn, a candi-
date shall certify to the Commission that he
is seeking nomination by a political party
for election as a Representative or as a Sena-
tor, and that he is a candidate for such nom-
Ination In a runoff primary election.
Such a candidate is not required to receive
any minimum amount of contributions be-
fore receiving payments under this title.

“(d) To be eligible to receive any pay=
ments under section 506 in connection with
hils general election campaign, a candidate
must certify to the Commission that—

“(1) he is the nominee of a major or
minor party for election to Federal office: or

“(2) in the case of any other candidate,
he is seeking election to Federal office and
he and his authorized committees have re-
ceived contributions for that campaign in a
total amount of not less than the campaign
fund required under subsection (c¢) of a
candidate for nomination for election to that
office, determined in accordance with the
provisions of subsection (e) (disregarding the
words ‘for nomination’ in paragraph (2) of
such subsection and substituting the words
‘general election’ for ‘primary election' in
paragraphs (2) and (3) of such subsection).

“(e) In determining the amount of con-
tributions received by a candidate and his
authorized committees for purposes of sub-
section (c) and for purposes of subsection
(d)(2)—

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

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

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

“(f) Agreements and certificatlons under
this eection shall be filed with the Commis-
sion at the time required by the Commission.
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“ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENTS

“Sgc. 503. (a) (1) Every eligible candidate
is entitled to payments in connection with
his primary election campaign in an amount
which is equal to the amount of contribu-
tions received by that candidate or his au-
thorized committees, except that no contri-
bution received as a subscription, loan, ad-
vance, or deposit, or as a contribution of
products or services, shall be taken into
account.

“(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—

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

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

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

“(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 greater
of—

“(A) an amount which bears the same
ratlo to the amount of payments to which
a candidate of a major party for the same
office is entitled under this subsection as
the total number of popular votes recelved
by the candidate of that minor party for
that office in the preceding general election
bears to the average number of popular
votes received by the candidatez of major
parties for that office In the preceding gen-
eral election; or

“(B) an amount which bears the same
ratio to the amount of payments to which
a candidate of a major party for the same
office is entitled under this subsection as the
total number of popular votes received by
that eligible candidate as a candidate for
that office (other than votes he received as
the candidate of a major party for that
office) in the preceding general election bears
to the average number of popular votes re-
celved by the candidates of major partles
for that office in the preceding general elec-
tion.

“{3) (A) A candidate who is eligible under
section 502(d) (2) to recelve payments un-
der section 506 is entitled to payments for
use In his general election campalgn in an
amount equal to the amount determined
under subparagraph (B).

“(B) If a candidate whose entitlement is
determined under this subparagraph received,
in the preceding general election held for
the office to which he seeks election, 5 per-
cent or more of the total number of votes
cast for all candidates for that office, he is
entitled to receive payments for use in his
general election campaign in an amount (not
in excess of the applicable limitation under
section 504) equal to an amount which bears
the same ratio to the amount of the payment
under section 506 to which the nominee of
a major party 1s entitled for use in his gen-
eral election campalgn for that office as the
number of votes recelved by that candidate
in the preceding general election for that
office bears to the average number of votes
cast In the preceding general election for all
major party candidates for that office. The
entitlement of a candidate for election to
any Federal office who, in the preceding gen-
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eral election held for that office, was the
candidate of a major or minor party shall
not be determined under this paragraph.

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

“({A) an amount which bears the same
ratio to the amount of the payments under
section 506 to which the nominee of a major
party was or would have been entitled for
use in his campaign for election to that
office as the number of votes received by
the candidate in that election bears to the
average number of votes cast for all major
party candidates for that office in that elec-
tion, reduced by

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

“(5) In applying the provisions of this
section to a candidate for election to the
office of President—

“(A) votes cast for electors afiiliated with
a political party shall be considered to be
cast for the Presidential candidate of that
party, and

“(B) votes cast for electors publicly
pledged to cast their electoral votes for a
candidate shall be considered to be cast for
that candidate.

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

“EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS

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

“(A) 8 cents multiplied by the voting age
population (as certified under subsection
(g)) of the geographical area in which the
election for such nomination is held, or

“(B) (1) $125,000, if the Federal office
sought is that of Senator, or Representative
from a State which is entitled to only one
Representative, or

“(i1) 90,000, if the Federal office sought
is that of Representative from a State which
is entitled to more than one Representative.

“(2) (A) No candidate for nomination for
election to the office of President may make
expenditures In any State in which he is
8 candidate In a primary election in excess
of two times the amount which a candidate
for nomination for election to the office of
Senator from that State (or for nomination
for election to the office of Delegate in the
case of the District of Columbia, the Virgin
Islands, or Guam, or to the office of Resident
Commissioner in the case of Puerto Rico)
may expend in that State in connection with
his primary election campalgn.

"“{B) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subparagraph (A), no such candidate may
make expenditures throughout the United
States in connection with his campaign
for that nomination in excess of an amount
equal to 10 cents multiplled by the voting
age population of the United Btates. For
purposes of this subparagraph, the term
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‘United States’ means the several States of
the Tnited States, the District of Columbia,
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands and any area
from which a delegate to the mnational
nominating convention of a political party
is selected.

“(b) Except to the extent that such
amounts are changed under subsection (I)
{(2), no candidate who recelyes payments
under this title for use in his general electlon
campalgn may make expenditures in con-
nection with that campalgn In excess of the
greater of—

“(1) 12 cents multiplied by the voting
age population (as certified under subsec-
tion (g)) of the geographical area in which
the election is held, or

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

“(B) £80,000, if the Federal office sought
is that of Representative from a State which
is entitled to more than one Representative.

“(¢) No candidate who is unopposed in a
general election may make expenditures in
connection with his general election cam-
palgn in excess of 10 percent of the llmita-
tion in subsection (b).

“(d) The Commission shall preseribe regu-
lations under which any expenditure by a
candidate for nomination for election to the
office of President for use in two or more
States shall be attributed to such candidate's
expenditure limitation in each such State
under subsection (a) (2) (A) of this section,
based on the voting age population in such
State which can reasonably be expected to be
influenced by such expenditure.

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

“(2) Expenditures made by or on behalf
of any candidate for the office of Vice Presi-
dent of the United States are, for the pur-
poses of this section, considered to be made
by the candidate for the office of President
oi the United States with whom he is run-
ning.

*(8) For purposes of this subsection, an
expenditure is made on behalf of a candidate,
including a Vice Presidential candidate, if it
it made by—

“(A) an authorized committee or any other
agent of the candidate for the purposes of
making any expenditure;

“(B) any person authorized or requested
by the candidate, an authorized committee
of the candidate, or an agent of the candi-
date to make the expenditure; or

“(€) & national or State committee of a
political party in connection with a primary
or general election campalgn of that candi-
date, If such expenditure is In excess of the
Iimitations of section 614(b) of title 18,
United States Code.

“(4) For purposes of this section an ex-
penditure made by the natlonal committee
of a political party, or by the State com-
mittee of a political party, In connection
with the general election campalgn of a
candidate affillated with that party which is
not In excess of the limitations contained
in section 614(b) of title 18, United States
Code, 18 not considered to be an expenditure
made on behalf of that candidate.

*{f) (1) For purposes of paragraph (2)—

“(A) ‘price Index’ means the average over
a calendar year of the Consumer Price Index
(all items—United States city average) pub-
lished monthly by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, and

*“(B) ‘base perlod’ means the calendar
year 1973,

“(2) At the beginning of each calendar
year (commencing in 1975), as necessary data
become available from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics of the De; nt of Labor, the
Secretary of Labor shall certify to the Com-~
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mission and publish in the Federal Register
the percentage difference between the price
index for the twelve months preceding the
beginning of such calendar year and the price
index for the base period. Each amount
determined under subsections (a) and (b)
shall be changed by such percentage differ-
ence, Each amount so changed shall be the
amount in effect for such calendar year.

“(g) During the first week of January,
1875, and every subsequent year, the Secre-
tary of Commerce shall certify to the Com-
mission and publish In the Federal Register
an estimate of the voting age population of
the United States, of each Btate, and of each
congressional district as of the first day of
July next preceding the date of certification,
The term ‘voting age population’ means resi-
dent population, eighteen years of age or
older.

“(h) Upon receiving the certification of
the Secretary of Commerce and of the Sec-
retary of Labor, the Commission shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register the applicable
expenditure 1imitations in effect for the cal-
endar year for the Unlted States, and for each
State and congressional district under this
section.

“(1) In the case of a candldate who is cam-
palgning for election to the House of Repre-
sentatives from a district which has been es-
tablished, or the boundaries of which have
been altered, since the preceding general elec-
tion for such office, the determination of the
amount and the determination of whether
the candidate is a major party candidate or
& minor party candidate or is otherwise en-
titled to payments under this title shall be
made by the Commission based upon the
number of votes cast in the preceding gen-
eral election for such office by voters residing
within the area encompassed in the new or
altered district.

“CERTIFICATIONS BY COMMISSION

“Sgc. 505. (a) On the basls of the evidence,
books, records, and information furnished by
each candidate eligible to receive payments
under section 506, and prior to examination
and audit under section 507, the Commission
shall certify from time to time to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury for payment to each
candidate the amount to which that candi-
date is entitled.

“(b) Initial certifications by the Commis-
slon under subsection (a), and all determi-
nations made by it under this title, shall be
final and conclusive, except to the extent that
they are subject to examination and audit by
the Commission under section 507 and judi-
clal review under section 313.

“PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES

“Sec, 6506. (a) There 18 established within
the Treasury a fund to be known as the
Federal Election Campaign Fund. There are
authorized to be appropriated to the fund
amounts equal to the sum of the amounts
designated by taxpayers under section 6006
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 not
previously taken into account for purposes
of this subsection, and such additional
amounts as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this title without any re-
duction under subsection (¢). The moneys
in the fund shall remain avallable without
fiscal year limitation. The Secretary of the
Treasury may accept and credit to the fund
money receilved in the form of a donation,
gift, legacy, or bequest, or otherwise con=-
tributed to the fund.

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

“(e) (1) If the Becretary of the Treasury
determines that the moneys in the fund are
not, or may not be, sufficlent to pay the full
amount of entitlement to all candidatea
eligible to recelve payments, he shall reduce
the amount to which each candidate is en-
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titled under section 503 by a percentage
equal to the percentage obtained by dividing
(A) the amount of money remaining in the
fund at the time of such determination by
(B) the total amount which all candidates
eligible to recelve payments are entitled to
recelve under section 503. If additional can-
didates become eligible under section 502
after the Secretary determines there are in-
sufficlent moneys In the fund, he shall make
any further reductions in the amounts pay-
able to all eligible candidates necessary to
carryout the purposes of this subsection. The
Secretary shall notify the Commission and
each eligible candidate by registered mail of
the reduction in the amount to which that
candidate is entitled under section 503.

“(2) If, as a result of a reduction under
this subsection in the amount to which an
eligible candidate 1s entitled under section
503, payments have been made under this
sectlon in excess of the amount to which
such candidate is entitled, that candidate is
liable for repayment to the fund of the ex-
cess under procedures the Commission shall
prescribe by regulation.

“(d) No payment shall be made under this
title to any candidate for any campaign in
connection with any election occurring be-
fore January 1, 1976.

“EXAMINATION AND AUDITS; REPAYMENTS

“Sec. 507. (a) After each Federal election,
the Commission shall conduct a thorough
examination and audit of the campaign ex-
penditures of all candidates for Federal
office who recelved payments under this title
{?r use in campaigns relating to that elec-

on.

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

“(2) If the Commission determines that
any amount of any payment made to a can-
didate under section 506 was used for any

urpose other than—

“(A) to defray campalign expenditures, or

“(B) to repay loans the proceeds of which
were used, or otherwise to restore funds
(other than contributions to defray cam-
paign expenditures which were received and
expended) which were used, to defray cam-
palgn expenditures,
i1t shall notify the candidate of the amount
80 used, and the candldate shall pay to the
Secretary of the Treasury an amount equal
to such amount,

“(8) No payment shall be required from a
candidate under this subsection in excess
of the total amount of all payments received
by the candidate under sectlon 506 in con-
nection with the campaign with respect to
which the event occurred which caused the
candidate to have to make a payment under
this subsection.

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

“(d) All payments recelved by the Secre-
tary under subsection (b) shall be deposited
by him in the fund.
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“INFORMATION ON EXPENDITURES AND PROPOSED
EXPENDITURES

“Sec. 508, (a) Every candlidate shall, from
time to time as the Commission requires,
furnish to the Commission a detailed state-
ment, in the form the Commission prescribes,
of—

(1) the campaign expenditures incurred
by him and his authorized committees prior
to the date of the statement (whether or not
evidence of campalgn expenditures has been
furnished for purposes of section 505), and

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

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

“REPORTS TO CONGRESS

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

“{1) the expenditures incurred by each
candidate, and his authorized committees,
who received any payment under section
506 in connection with an election;

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

*(3) the amount of payments, if any, re-
quired from that candidate under section
507, and the reasons for each payment re-
quired.

Each report submitted pursuant to this
section shall be printed as a Senate docu-
ment.

“(b) The Commission is8 authorized to
conduct examinations and audits (in addi-
tion to the examinations and audits under
sections 6505 and B607), to conduct investi-
gations, and to require the keeping and
submission of any books, records, or other
information necessary to carry out the func-
tions and duties imposed on it by this title.

“PARTICIPATION BY COMMISSION IN JUDICIAL

PROCEDURES

“8gc. 6510. The Commission may initlate
civil proceedings in any district court of the
United BStates to seek recovery of any
amounts determined to be payable to the
Secretary of the Treasury by a candidate
under this title.

“PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS

“Sec. 511. Violation of any provision of this
title is punishable by a fine of not more
than 850,000, or imprisonment for not more
than five years, or both.

"RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER FEDERAL ELECTION

LAWS

“See. 512. The Commission shall consult
from time to time with the Secretary of the
Senate, the Clerk of the House of Represent-
atives, the Federal Communications Com-
mission, and with other Federal officers
charged with the administration of laws re-
lating to Federal elections, In order to de-
velop as much consistency and coordination
with the administration of those other laws
as the provisions of this title permit. The
Commission shall use the same or compara-
ble data as that used in the administration
of such other election laws whenever pos-
sible.". r
TITLE II—CHANGES IN CAMPAIGN COM-

MUNICATIONS LAW AND IN REPORTING

AND DISCLOSURE PROVISIONS OF FED-

ERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF 1971

CAMPAIGN COMMUNICATIONS

Sec. 201. (a) Sectlon 315(a) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 316(a))
is amended—

(1) by inserting "(1)" immediately after
‘l(a’ ”:
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(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2),
(3), and (4) as subparagraphs (A), (B), (C),
and (D), respectively; and

(8) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

*(2) The obligation imposed by the first
sentence of paragraph (1) upon a licensee
with respect to a legally qualified candidate
for any elective office (other than the offices
of President and Vice President) shall be met
by such licensee with respect to such can-
didate if—

“(A) the licensee makes avalilable to such
candidate not” less than five minutes of
broadcast time without charge;

“(B) the licensee notifies such candidate
by certified mail at least fifteen days prior
to the election of the avallability of such
time; and

“({C) such broadcast will cover, in whole
or in part, the geographical area In which
such election is held.

“(8) No candidate shall be entitled to the
use of broadcast facilities pursuant to an of-
fer by a licensee under paragraph (2) unless
such candidate notifies the licensee in writ-
ing of his acceptance of the offer within
forty-eight hours after receipt of the offer.”.

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

(c) (1) SBection 315(c) of such Act (47
U.8.C. 315 (¢) ) iz amended to read as follows:

“(e) No station licensee may make any
charge for the use of any such station by or
on behalf of any legally qualified candidate
for nomination for election, or for election,
to Federal electlve office unless such candi-
date (or a person specifically authorized by
such candidate in writing to do so) certifies
to such licensee in writing that the payment
of such charge will not exceed the llmit on
expenditures applicable to that candidate
under section 504 of the Federal Election
Campalgn Act of 1971, or under section 614
of title 18, United States Code.".

(2) Section 315(d) of such Act (47 U.S.C.
315(d)) 1s amended to read as follows:

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

(d) Section 317 of such Act (47 U.8.C. 317)
is amended by—

(1) striking out paragraph (1) of subsec-
tion (a) "“person: Provided, That"” and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: “per-
son. If such matter is a political advertise-
ment sollciting funds for a candidate or a
political committee, there shall be an-
nounced at the tlme of such broadcast a
statement that a copy of reports filled by that
person with the Federal Election Commis-
sion is avallable from the Pederal Election
Commiesion, Washington, D.C., and the li-
censee shall not make any charge for any
part of the costs of making the announce-
ment. The term"; and

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

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

(e) The Campalgn Communications Re-
form Act is repealed,
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CHANGES IN DEFINITIONS FOR REPORTING AND
DISCLOSURE

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

(1) striking out “, and (5) the election of
delegates to a constitutional convention for
proposing amendments to the Constitution
of the United States” in paragraph (a), and
by inserting “and” before “(4)" in such

aragraph;

v (2) s*g'lkmg out paragraph (d) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

“(d) ‘political committee’ means—

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

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

“(3) any committee, association, or organi-
zation engaged in the administration of a
separate segregated fund described in section
610 of title 18, United States Code;";

(8) inserting in paragraph (e) (1) after
“gubscription” the following: “(including any
assessment, fee, or membership dues)”;

(4) striking out in paragraph (e) (1) “or
for the purpose of influencing the election
of delegates to a constitutional convention
for proposing amendments to the Constitu-
tion of the United States” and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “or for the pur-
pose of financing any operations of a po-
litical committee (other than a payment
made or an obligation incurred by a corpora-
tion or labor organization which, under the
provisions of the last paragraph of section
610 of title 18, United States Code, does not
constitute a contribution by that corpora-
tion or labor organization), or for the pur-
pose of paying, at any time, any debt or
obligation incurred by a candidate or a po-
litical committee in connection with any
campalgn for nomination for election, or
for election, to Federal office”;

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

*(2) funds received by a political commit-
tee which are transferred to that committee
from another political committee;"”;

(8) redesignating subparagraphs (4) and
(6) of paragraph (e) as paragraphs (3) and
(4), respectively;

(7) striking out paragraph (f) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

“(1) ‘expenditure’—

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

*“(A) influencing the nomination for elec-
tlon, or the election, of any person to Fed-
eral office, or to the office of presidential and
vice-presidential elector;

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

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

“(D) paying, at any tlme, any debt or
obligation incurred by a candidate or a po-
litical committee in connection with any
campalgn for nomination for election, or for
election, to Federal office; and

“(2) means the transfer of funds by a po-
litical committee to another political com-
mittee; but

*“(3) does not include—

“(A) the value of services rendered
individuals who volunteer to work without
compensation on behalf of a candidate; or
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“(B) any payment made or obligation in-
curred by a corporation or a labor organizas
tion which, under the provisions of the last
paragraph of section 610 of title 18, United
States Code, would not constitute an expend-
iture by that corporation or labor organi-
zation;";

(8) striking “and"” at the end of para-
graph (h);

(9) striking the period at the end of para-
graph (1) and inserting in lleu thereof a
semicolon; and

(10) adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

“(J) ‘identification’ means—

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

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

“(k) ‘national committee’ means the or-
ganization which, by virtue of the bylaws of
a political party, 1s responsible for the day-
to-day operation of that political party at
the national level, as determined by the
Commission; and

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

(b) (1) Section 302(b) of such Act (relat-
ing to reports of contributions in excess of
$10) is amended by striking “, the name and
address (occupation and principal place
of business, If any)" and inserting “of the
contribution and identification".

(2) Section 302(c) of such Act (relating
to detalled accounts) is amended by strik-
ing “full name and malling address (occu-
pation and the principal place of business,
if any)” In paragraphs (2) and (4) and in-
serting in each such paragraph “identifica-
tion.”

(3) Section 802(c) of such Act is further
amended by striking the semicolon at the
end of paragraph (2) and Inserting “and,
if a person's contributions aggregate more
than 8100, the account shall include occu-
pation, and the principal place of business
(if any):".

REGISTRATION OF CANDIDATES
COMMITTEES

Sec. 203. (a) Section 303 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to
registration of political commitiees; state-
ments) 1s amended by redesignating sub-
sections (a) through (d) as (b) through
(e), respectively, and by Inserting after “Sgc.
303." the following new subsection (a):

“(a) Each candidate shall, within ten days
after the date on which he has qualified
under State law as a candidate, or on which
he, or any person authorized by him to do
so, has received a contribution or made an
expenditure In connection with his cam-
palgn or for the purpose of preparing to
undertake his campalgn, file with the Com-
mission a reglstration statement in such
form as the Commission may prescribe. The
statement shall Include—

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

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

“(3) such additional relevant information
as the Commission may require.”.

{b) The first sentence of subsection (b) of
such section (as redesignated by subsection

AND POLITICAL
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(a) of thnis section) is amended to read as
follows: ‘““The “treasurer of each political
committee shall flle with the Commission a
statement of organization within ten days
after the date on which the committee is
organized.”.

(¢) The second sentence of such subsec-
tion (b) is amended by striking out “this
Act” and Inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “the Federal Election Campaign Act
Amendments of 1974,

(d) Subsection (c¢) of such section (as re-
designated by subsection (a) of this section)
is amended by—

(1) inserting “be In such form as the Com-
mission shall prescribe, and shall” after “The
statement of organization shall”;

(2) striking out paragraph (3) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“(3) the geographic area or political juris-
diction within which the committee will
operate, and 8 general description of the
committee’s authority and activities;”; and

(3) striking out paragraph (9) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

**{9) the name and address of the cam-
paign depositories used by that committee,
together with the title and number of each
account and safety deposit box used by that
committee at each depository, and the iden-
tification of each individual authorized to
make withdrawals or payments out of such
account or box;”.

(e) The caption of such section 303 is
amended by inserting “cANDIDATES AND" after
“REGISTRATION OF".

CHANGES IN REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Sec. 204. (a) Section 304 of the Federal
Election Campalign Act of 1971 (relating to
reports by political committees and candi-
dates) is amended by—

(1) inserting *“(1)" after “(a)" in subsec-
tion (a);

(2) striking out "for election” each place
it appears in the first sentence of subsection
(a) and inserting in lieu thereof In each such
place “for nomination for election, or for
election,";

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

(4) striking out everything after “filing"
in the third sentence of subsection (a) and
inserting in lieu thereof a period and the
following: “If the person making any anony-
mous contribution 1s subsequently identi-
fled, the identification of the contributor
shall be reported to the Commission within
the reporting period within which he 1s
identified."”; and

(5) adding at the end of subsection (a) the
following new paragraph:

“(2) Upon a request made by a presi-
dential candidate or a political committee
which operates in more than one State, or
upon its own motion, the Commission may
walive the reporting dates (other than Jan-
uary 31) set forth in paragraph (1), and re-
quire instead that such candidates or politi-
cal committees file reports not less fre-
quently than monthly. The Commission
may not require a presidential candidate or
& political committee operating in more than
one State to file more than eleven reports
{not counting any report to be filed on
January 31) durlng any calendar year. If
the Commission acts on 1ts own motion un-
der this paragraph with respect to a can-
didate or a political committee, that candi-
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date or committee may obtain judicial re-
view Iin accordance with the provisions of
chapter 7 of title 5. United States Code.”.

{b) (1) Bection 304(b) of such Act (relat-
ing to reports by political committees and
candidates) s amended by striking ‘“full
name and malling address (occupation and
the principal place of business, if any)” In
paragraphs (9) and (10) and inserting in
lien thereof in each such paragraph “iden-
tification”.

(2) Subsection (b) (6) of such section 304
is amended by striking out “lender and en-
dorsers' and inserting in lleu thereof “lender,
endorsers, and guarantors”.

(c) Subsection (b)(12) of such section is
amended by inserting immediately before
the semicolon a comma and the following:
“together with a statement as to the cir-
cumstances and conditions under which
any such debt or obligation is extinguished
and the consideration therefor".

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

(1) striking the “and" at the end of para-
graph (12); and

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

(18) such information as the Commis-
slon may require for the disclosure of the
nature, amount, source, and designated re-
cipient of any earmarked, encumbered, or
restricted contribution or other speclal fund;
and",

(e) The first sentence of subsection (c)
of such section is amended to read as fol-
lows: “The reports required to be filed by
subsection (a) shall be ecumulative during
the calendar year to which they relate, and
during such additional periods of time as the
Commission may require.”.

(f) Such sectlon 304 is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
subsections:

“(d) This section does not require a Mem-~
ber of Congress to report, as contributions
recelived or as expenditures made, the value
of photographle, matting, or recording serv-
ices furnished to him before the first day
of January of the year preceding the year
in which his term of office expires if those
services were furnished to him by the Sen-
ate Recording Studio, the House Recording
Studio, or by any individual whose pay is
disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate or
the Clerk of the House of Representatives
and who furnishes such services as his
primary duty as an employee of the Senate
or House of Representatives, or if such serv-
ices were pald for by the Republican or
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee,
the Democratic National Congressional Com-
mittee, or the National Republican Congres-
slonal Committee.

“{e) Every person (other than a political
committee or candidate) who makes con-
tributions or expenditures, other than by
contribution to a political commititee or
candidate, in an aggregate amount in excess
of 8100 within a calendar year shall file with
the Commission a statement contalning the
information required by this section. State-
ments required by this subsectlon shall be
filed on the dates on which reports by politi-
cal committees are filed but need not be
cumulative.”.

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

“REPORTS'.
CAMPAIGN ADVERTISEMENTS

See. 205. Section 805 of the Federal Elee-
tlon Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to re-
ports by others than political committees)
is amended to read as follows:

“REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO CAMPAIGN
ADVERTISING

“Sec. 805. (a) No person shall cause any
political advertisement to be published un-
less he furnishes to the publisher of the ad-
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vertisement his identification in writing, to-
gether with the identification of any person
authorizing him to cause such publication.

“(b) Each published political advertise-
ment shall contain a statement, in such form
as the Commission may prescribe, of the
identification of the person authorizing the
publication of that advertisement.

“{c) A publisher who publishes any politi-
cal advertisement shall maintain such rec-
ords as the Commission may preseribe for a
period of two years after the date of pub-
lication setting forth such advertisement and
any material relating to identification fur-
nished to him in connection therewith, and
shall permit the public to inspect and copy
those records at reasonable hours.

"(d) No person who sells space in a news-
paper or magazine to a candldate, or to the
agent of a candidate, for use in connection
with that candidate’s campaign, may charge
any amount for such space which exceeds the
amount charged for comparable use of such
space for other purposes.

*(e) Each political committee shall in-
clude on the face or front page of all litera-
ture and advertisements socliclting contribu-
tions the following notice:

“‘A copy of our report is flled with the
Federal Election Commission and is avail-
able for purchase from the Federal Electlon
Commission, Washington, D.C.’

*“(f) As used in this section, the term—

“(1) ‘political advertisement’ means any
matter advocating the electlon or defeat of
any candidate but does not Include any
bona fide news story (including interviews,
commentaries, or other words prepared for
and published by any newspaper, magazine,
or other periodical publication the publica-
tion of which work 1s not pald for by any
candidate, political committee, or agent
thereof); and

*(2) ‘published’ means publication in a
newspaper, magazine, or other periodical pub-
lication, distribution of printed leafiets,
pamphlets, or other documents, or display
through the use of any outdoor advertising
facility, and such other use of printed media
as the Commission shall prescribe.”.

WAIVER OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Sec. 208. Section 306(c) of the Federal
Electlon Campalgn Act of 1871 (relating to
formal requirements respecting reports and
statements) is amended to read as follows:

“(e) The Commission may, by a rule of
general applicability which 1is published in
the Federal Register not less than thirty days
before its effective date, relieve—

“{1) any category of candidates of the
obligation to comply personally with the re-
quirements of subsections (a) through (e)
of section 804, if it determines that such ac-
tion is conslstent with the purposes of this
Act, and

*“(2) any category of political committees
of the obligation to comply with such sec-
tion If such committees—

“(A) primarily support persons seeking
State or local office, and

“{B) do not operate in more than one
State or do not operate on a statewlde basls.”.

ESTABLISHMENT OF FEDERAL ELECTION COM-
MISSION; CENTRAL CAMPAION COMMITTEES;
CAMPAIGN DEPOSITORIES
Sec. 207, (a) Title III of the Federal Elec-

tlon Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to dis-

closure of Federal campalgn funds) 1Is
amended by redesignating section 308 as sec-

tion 312, and by inserting after section 307

the followlng new sections:

“FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
“Sec. 308. (a) (1) There is established, as
an independent establishment of the execu-
tive branch of the Government of the United

States, a commission to be known as the

Federal Election Commission.

*(2) The Commission shall be composed of
the Comptroller General, who shall serve
without the right to vote and seven mem-
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bers who shall be appointed by the President
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. Of the seven members—

“(A) two shall be chosen from among in-
dividuals recommended by the President pro
tempore of the Senate, upon the recom-
mendations of the majority leader of the
Senate and the minority leader of the Sen-
ate; and

*{B) two shall be chosen trom among in-
dividuals recommended by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, upon the rec-
ommendations of the majority leader of the
House and the minority leader of the House.
The two members appointed under sub-
paragraph' (A) 'shall not be affiliated with
the same political party; nor shall the two
members appointed under subparagraph
(B). Of the members not appointed under
such subparagraphs, not more than two shall
be affiliated with the same political party.

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

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

“(B) one of the members appolnted under
paragraphs (2) (A) shall be appointed for a
term ending one year after April thirtieth on
which the term of the member referred to In
subparagraph (A) of this paragraph ends;

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

“{D) one of the members not appointed
under subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph
(2) shall be appointed for a term ending
three years thereafter;

“(E) one of the members appolnted under
paragraph (2) (A) shall be appointed for a
term ending four years thereafter;

“(F) one of the members appointed under
paragraph (2) (B) shall be appointed for a
term ending five years thereafter; and

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

“(4) Members shall be chosen on the basia
of their maturity, experience, integrity, im-
partiality, and good judgment. A member
may be reappointed to the Commission only
once.

“{56) An individual appointed to fill a va-
cancy occurring other than by the expiration
of a term of office shall be appointed only
for the unexpired term of the member he
succeeds. Any vacancy occurring in the office
of member of the Commission shall be filled
in the manner In which that office was
originally filled.

“{6) The Commission shall elect a Chair-
man and a Vice Chairman from among its
members for a term of two years. The Chalr-
man and the Vice Chairman shall not be
affiliated with the same political party. The
Vice Chalrman shall act as Chairman in the
absence or disability of the Chalrman, or in
the event of a vacancy in that office.

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

"{c) The Commission shall have an official
seal which shall be judicially noticed.

“(d) The Commission shall at the close
of each fiscal year report to the Congress and
to the Presldent concerning the action it
has taken; the names, salaries, and dutles of
all individuals in its employ and the money
it has disbursed; and shall make such fur-
ther reports on the matters within its juris-
dictlon and such recommendations for fur-
ther legislation as may appear desirable,
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*(e) The principal office of the Commis~-
sion shall be in or nmear the District of Co-
lumbia, but it may meet or exercise any or
all its powers In any State.

“({f) The Commission shall appoint a Gen-
eral Counsel and an Executive Director to
serve at the pleasure of the Commission,
The General Counsel shall be the chlef legal
officer of the Commission. The Executive Di-
rector shall be responsible for the admin-
istrative operations of the Commission and
shall perform such other duties as may be
delegated or assigned to him from time to
time by rules or orders of the Commission.
However, the Commission shall not delegate
the making of rules regarding elections to
the Executive Director.

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

“(h) The Commission may obtain the
services of experts and consultants in ac-
cordance with section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code.

“(i) In carrying out its responsibilities un-
der this title, the Commission shall, to the
fullest extent practicable, avail itself of the
assistance, including personnel and facilities,
of the General Accounting Office and the De-
partment of Justice. The Comptroller Gen-
eral and the Attormey General may make
available to the Commission such personnel,
facilities, and other asslstance, with or with-
out reimbursement, as the Commission may
request,

“(§) The provisions of section 7324 of title
5, United States Code, shall apply to mem-
bers of the Commission notwithstanding the
provisions of subsection (d)(3) of such sec-
tion.

“(k)(1) Whenever the Commission sub-
mits any budget estimate or request to the
President or the Office of Management and
Budget, it shall concurrently transmit a
copy of that estimate or request to the
Congress.

“(2) Whenever the Commission submits
any legislative recommendations, or testi-
mony, or comments on legislation requested
by the Congress or by any Member of Con=-
gress to the President or the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, it shall concurrently
transmit a copy thereof to the Congress or
to the Member requesting the same. No offi-
cer or agency of the United States shall have
any authority to require the Commission to
submit its legislative recommendations, tes-
timony, or comments on legislation, to any
office or agency of the United Btates for ap-
proval, comments, or review, prior to the
submission of such recommendations, testi-
mony, or comments to the Congress.

“POWERS OF COMMISSION

“Sgc. 309. (a) The,K Commission has the
power—

*“(1) to require, by special or general or-
ders, any person to submit in writing such
reporte and answers to questions as the
Commission may prescribe; and such submis-
sion shall be made within such a reason-
able period of time and under oath or other-
wise as the Commission may determine;

“(2) to administer oaths;

“(3) to require by subpens, signed by the
Chalirman or the Vice Chairman, the attend-
ance and testimony of witnesses and the
production of all documentary evidence re-
lating to the execution of its duties;

“(4) In any proceeding or investigation to
order testimony to be taken by deposition
before any person who is designated by the
Commission gnd has the power to administer
oaths and, in such instances, to compel tes-
timony and the production of evidence in
the same manner as authorized under para-
graph (3) of this subsection;

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

“(8) to initiate (through civil proceed-
ings for injunctive relief and through pres-
entations to Federal grand juries), prosecute,
defend, or appeal any civil or criminal ac-
tion in the name of the Commission for the
purpose of enforcing the provisions of this
Act and of sections 602, 608, 610, 611, 612,
613, 614, 615, 616, 617, and 618 of title 18,
United States Code, through Iits General
Counsel;

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

*“(8) to make, amend, and repeal such
rules, pursuant to the provislons of chapter
5 of title 5, United States Code, as are nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
Act,

*(b) Any United States district court
within the jurisdiction of which any inquiry
is carrled on, may, upon petition by the
Commission, in case of refusal to obey a sub-
pena or order of the Commission issued un-
der subsection (a) of this section, issue an
order requiring compliance therewith. Any
fajlure to obey the order of the court may
be punished by the.court as a contempt
thereof.

*(e) No person shall be subject to civil
liability to any person (other than the Com-
mission or the United States) for disclosing
information at the request of the Commis-
ston.

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Commission shall bé the primary
civil and criminal enforcement agency for
violations of the provisions of this Act, and
of sections 602, 608, 610, €611, 612, 613, 614,
815, 6168, 617, and 618 of title 18, United
States Code. Any violation of any such pro-
vision shall be prosecuted by the Attorney
General or Department of Justice personnel
only after consultation with, and with the
consent of, the Commission.

“{e) (1) Any person who viclates any pro-
vision of this Act or of section 602, 608, 610,
611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 616, 617, or 618 of ti-
tle 18, United States Code, may be assessed &
civil penalty by the Commission under para-
graph (2) of this subsectlon of not mor=
than $10,000 for each such violation. Eacl
occurrence of a violation of this Act and eack
day of noncompliance with a disclosure re-
guirement of this title or an order of the
Commission issued under this section shall
constitute a separate offense, In determining
the amount of the penalty the Commission
shall consider the person’s history of pre-
vious violations, the appropriateness of such
penalty to the financial resources of the per-
son charged, the gravity of the violation, and
the demonstrated good faith of the person
charged in attempting to achleve rapid com-
pliance after notification of a violation.

“(2) A civil penalty shall be assessed by
the Commission by order only after the per-
son charged with a violation has been given
an opportunity for a hearing and the Com-
mission has determined, by decision in-
corporating its findings of fact therein, that
a violation did occur, and the amount of
the penalty. Any hearing under this section
shall be of record and shall be held in ac-
cordance with chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code.

“(3) If the person against whom =& civil
penalty is assessed falls to pay the penalty,
the Commission shall file a petition for en-
forcement of its order assessing the penalty
in any appropriate district court of the
Unlted States. The petition shall designate
the person against whom the order is sought
to be enforced as the respondent. A copy of
the petition shall be sent by registered or
certined mall to the respondent and his at-
torney of record, and thereupon the Com-
mission shall certify and file in such court
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the record upon which such order sought
to be enforced was issued. The court shall
have jurisdiction to enter a judgment en-
forcing, modifying, and enforcing as so modi-
fled, or setting aside in whole or in part the
order and decision of the Commission or it
may remand the proceedings to the Commis-
glon for such further action as it may direct.
The court may determine de novo all issues
of law but the Commission’s findings of
fact, If supported by substantial evidence,
shall be conclusive.

“(f) Upon application made by any indi-
vidual holding Federal office, any candidate,
or any political committee, the Commission,
through its General Counsel, shall provide
within a reasonable period of time an advi-
sory opinion, as to whether a specific trans-
action or activity may constitute a violation
of any provision of this Act or of any provi-
slon of title 18, United States Code, over
which the Commission has primary jurisdic-
tion under subsection (d).

“CENTRAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES

“Sec. 310. (a) Each candidate shall desig-
nate one political committee as his central
campalgn committee. A candidate for nomi-
nation for election, or for election, to the
office of President, may also designate one
political committee in each State in which
he is a candidate as his State campalgn com-
mittee for that State, The designation shall
be made in writing, and a copy of the desig-
nation, together with such information as
the Commission may require, shall be fur-
nished to the Commission upon the designa-
tion of any such committee.

“(b) No political committee may be des-
ignated as the central campalgn committee
of more than one candidate, except that a
political committee described in section 301
(d) (2) may be designated as the central
campalgn committee of more than one can-
didate for purposes of the general election
campaign and if so designated, it shall com=-
ply with all reporting and other requirements
of law as to each candidate for whom it is so
designated as if it were the central campaign
committee for that candidate alone. The
central campalgn committee, and each State
campaign committee, designated by a candi-
date nominated by a political party for elec-
tion to the office of President shall be the
central campalgn committee and the State
campalign committee of the candidate nomi-
nated by that party for election to the office
of Vice President.

“{e) (1) Any political committee author-
ized by & candidate to accept contributions
or make expenditures in connectlon with
his campaign for nomination for election, or
for election, which is not a central campalgn
committee or a State campalgn committee,
shall furnish each report required of it un-
der section 304 (other than reports required
under section 311(b)) to that candidate’s
central campaign committee at the time it
would, but for this subsection, be required
to furnish that report to the Commission.
Any report properly furnished to a central
campaign committee under thls subsection
shall be, for purposes of this title, considered
to have been furnished to the Commission
at the time at which it was furnished to such
central campalgn committee.

*(2) The Commission may, by rule, re-
quire any political committee receiving con-
tributions or making expenditures in a State
on behalf of a candidate who, under subsec-
tion (a), has deslgnated a State campalgn
committee for that State to furnish its re-
ports to that State campaign committee in-
stead of furnishing such reports to the cen-
tral campalign commitiee of that candidate.

“(8) The Commission may require any po-
litical committee to furnish any report di-
rectly to the Commission.

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

“Sgc. 811. (a)(1l) Each candidate shall
designate one or more National or State
banks as his campalgn depositories. The cen=
tral campaign committee of that candidate,
and any other political committee authorized
by him to receive contributions or to make
expenditures on his behalf, shall maintain
& checking account at a depository desig-
nated by the candidate and shall deposit any
contributions received by that committee
into that account. A candidate shall deposit
any payment received by him under section
508 of this Act in the account maintained by
his central campaign committee. No expend-
iture may be made by any such committee on
behalf of a candidate or to influence his elec=
tion except by check drawn on that account,
other than petty cash expenditures as pro-
vided in subsection (b).

“(2) The treasurer of each political com=
mittee (other than a political committee au-
thorized by a candidate to receive contribu-
tions or to make expenditures on his behalf)
shall designate one or more National or State
banks as campaign depositories of that com-
mittee, and shall maintain a checking ac-
count for the committee at each such de-
pository. All contributions received by that
committee shall be deposited in such an ac-
count. No expenditure may be made by that
committee except by check drawn on that
account, other than petty cash expenditures
as provided in subsection (b).

“(b) A political committee may maintain
a petty cash fund out of which it may make
expenditures not in excess of $100 to any
person in connection with a single purchase
or transaction. A record of petty cash dis-
bursements shall be kept in accordance with
requirements established by the Commissjon,
and such statements and reports thereof
shall be furnished to the Commission as it
may require.

“(c) A candidate for nomination for elec-
tion, or for election, to the office of President
may establish one such depository in each
State, which shall be considered by his State
campalgn committee for that State and any
other political committee authorized by him
to receive contributions or to make expendi-
tures on his behalf in that State, under reg-
ulations prescribed by the Commission, as
his campalgn depository. The campaign de-
pository of the candidate of a political party
for election to the office of Vice President
shall be the campalign depository designated
by the candidate of that party for election to
the office of President.”.

(b) (1) Section 5314 of title 5, United
Btates Code, 18 amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(60) Members (other than the Comp-
troller General), Federal Election Commis-
slon (7).”

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

“(98) General Counsel, Federal Election
Commission.

“(99) Executive Director, Federal Election
Commission.”

(c) Until the appointment and qualifica-
tion of all the members of the Federal Elec-
tlon Commission and its General Counsel
and until the transfer provided for in this
subsection, the Comptroller General, the
Becretary of the Senate, and the Clerk of the
House of Representatives shall continue to
carry out their responsibilities under title I
and title ITI of the Federal Election Cam-
palgn Act of 1971 as such titles existed on
the day before the date of enactment of this
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Act. Upon the appointment of all the mem-
bers of the Commission and its General
Counsel, the Comptroller General, the Bec-
retary of the Senate, and the Clerk of the
House of Representatives shall meet with the
Commission and arrange for the transfer,
within thirty days after the date on which
all such members and the General Counsel
are appointed, of all records, documents,
memorandums, and other papers associated
with carrying out their responsibilities under
title I and title IIT of the Federal Election
Campalgn Act of 1871.

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

(1) amending section 801(g) (relating to
definitions) to read as follows:

“(g) ‘Commission’ means the Federal Elec-
tion Commission;";

(2) striking out “supervisory officer” in
section 302(d) and inserting in lieu thereof
“Commission’’;

(8) striking out section 302(f) (relating to
organization of political committees);

(4) amending section 303 (relating to
registration of political committees; state-
ments) by—

(A) striking out “supervisory officer” each
time it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof “Commission”; and

(B) striking out “he” in the second
sentence of subsection (b) of such section
(as redesignated by section 203(a) of this
Act) and inserting in lieu thereof “it";

(5) amending section 304 (relating to re-
ports by political committees and candidates)

by—

(A) striking out “appropriate supervisory
officer” and “him’ in the first sentence there-
of and inserting in lieu thereof “Commis-
sion” and “it”, respectively; and

(B) striking out “supervisory officer”
where it appears in the third sentence of
subsection (a)(1) (as redesignated by sec-
tion 204(a) (1) of this Act) and in para-
graphs (12) and (14) (as redesignated by
section 204(d) (2) of this Act) of subsec-
tion (b) and inserting in lieu thereof “Com~
mission";

(6) striking out “supervisory officer” each
place it appears in section 306 (relating to
formal requirements respecting reports and
statements) and Inserting in lieu thereof
“Commission”;

(7) striking out “Comptroller General of
the United States” and “he" in section 307
(relating to reports on convention financing)
and Inserting in lieu thereof ‘“Federal Elec-
tion Commission” and “it”, respectively;

(8) striking out '‘SUPERVISORY OFFICER" in
the caption of section 812 (as redesignated
by subsection (a) of this section) (relating
to duties of the supervisory officer) and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘coMMISSION";

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

(10) amending section 312(a) (as redes-
ignated by subsection (a) of this section)
b

(A) striking out “him” in paragraph (1)
and inserting in lleu thereof “it";

(B) striking out “him" in paragraph (4)
and inserting in lieu thereof “it"; and

(C) striking out “he’” each place it appears
in paragraphs (7) and (9) and inserting in
lieu thereof “it";

(11) striking out "supervisory officer” in
section 312(b) (as redesignated by subsec-
tion (a) of this subsection) and inserting in
lieu thereof “Commission’;

(12) amending subsection (e¢) of section
312 (as redesignated by subsection (a) of this
section) by—

(A) striking out *“Comptroller General"
each place 1t appears therein and inserting
in lleu thereof “Commission” and striking
out “his" in the second sentence of such
subsection and inserting in lieu thereof “its";
and
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éB) striking out the last sentence thereof;
an

(13) amending subsection (d) (1) of sec-
tion 312 (as redesignated by subsection (a)
of this section) by—

(A) striking out “supervisory officer” each
place it appears therein and inserting in
lieu thereof “Commission”;

(B) striking out “he” the first place it ap-
pears in the second sentence of such section
and inserting in lleu thereof “it”; and

(C) sfriking out “the Attorney General on
behalf of the United States” and inserting
in lieu thereof “the Commission”.

INDEXING AND PUBLICATION OF REPORTS

Sec. 208. Section 312(a)(6) (as redesig-
nated by this Act) of the Federal Election
Campalgn Act of 1971 (relating to duties of
the supervisory officer) is amended to read
as follows:

“(6) to compile and maintain a cumula-
tive index listing all statements and reports
filed with the Commission during each calen-
dar year by political committees and candi-
dates which the Commission shall cause to
be published in the Federal Register no less
frequently than monthly during even-num-
bered years and quarterly in odd-numbered
years and which shall be in such form and
shall include such information as may be
prescribed by the Commission to permit easy
identification of each statement, report, can-
didate, and committee listed, at least as to
their names, the dates of the statements and
reports, and the number of pages in each,
and the Commission shall make copies of
statements and reports listed In the index
avallable for sale, direct or by mall, at a price
determined by the Commission to be reason=-
able to the purchaser;".

JUDICIAL REVIEW

Sec. 208, Title III of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 is amended by insert-
ing after section 312 (as redesignated by this
Act) the following new section:

“JUDICIAL REVIEW

“Sec. 313. (a) An agency action by the
Commission made under the provisions of
this Aet shall be subject to review by the
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circult upon petition filed
in such court by an Interested person. A
petition filed pursuant to this section shall
be filed within thirty days after the agency
action by the Commission for which review
is sought.

“(b) The Commission, the national com-
mittee of any political party, and individuals
eligible to vote in an election for Federal
office, are authorized to institute such sac-
tions, including actions for declaratory judg-
ment or injunctive rellef, as may be appro-
priate to lmplement any provision of this
Act.

*{e) The provislons of chapter T of title
b, United States Code, apply to judicial re-
view of any agency action, as defined in
section 561 of title 5, United States Code,
by the Commission.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES TO PROMOTE
COMPLIANCE

Bec. 210. Bection 309 of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to state-
ments filed with State officers) s redesig-
nated as section 314 of such Act and
amended by—

(1) striking out *a supervisory officer” in
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof
“the Commission";

(2) striking out “in which an expenditure
Is made by him or on his behalf” in sub-
section (a) (1) and inserting in leu thereof
the following: “in which he is a candidate
or in which substantial expenditures are
made by him or on his behalf”; and

(3) adding the followlng new subsection:

“(c) There is authorized to be appro-
priated to the Commission In each fiscal
year the sum of 8500,000, to be made avail-
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able in such amounts as the Commission
deems appropriate to the States for the pur-
pose of assisting them in complying with
their duties as set forth in this section.”.
CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE NAME OF ANOTHER
PERSON
Bec. 211. Bection 310 of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1871 (relating to pro-
hibition of confributions in name of an-
other) is redesignated as section 315 of such
Act and amended by inserting after “another
person”, the first time it appears, the follow=
ing: “or knowingly permit his name to be
used to effect such a contribution".
ROLE OF POLITICAL PARTY ORGANIZATION IN
PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGNS; USE OF EXCESS CAM~
PAIGN' FUNDS; USE OF FRANKED MAIL; AU~
THORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS; PENALTIES
Bec. 212. Title IIT of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 is amended by strik-
ing out section 311 and by adding at the
end of such title the following new sec-
tions:
“APPROVAL OF PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN EXPENDI-
TURES BY NATIONAL COMMITTEE

“Sec. 316. (a) No expenditure in excess of
$1,000 shall be made by or on behalf of a
eandidate who has received the nomination
of his political party for President or Vice
President unless such expenditure has been
specifically approved by the chalrman or
treasurer of that political party’s national
committee or the designated representative
of that national committee in the State
where the funds are to be expended.

“(b) Each national committee approving
expenditures under subsection (a) shall
register under section 303 as a political com-
mittee and report each expenditure it ap-
proves as If it had made that expenditure,
together with the identification of the per-
son seeking approval and making the ex-
penditure.

“(c) No political party shall have more
than one national committee.

“USE OF CONTRIBEUTED AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN
PURPOSES

“Sec, 317. Amounts recelved by a candidate
as contributions that are in excess of any
amount necessary to defray his expenditures
(after the application of sectlon 507(b) (1)
of this Act), and any other amounts con-
tributed to an individual for the purpose
of supporting his activities as a holder of
Federal office, may be used by that candidate
or individual, as the case may be, to defray
any ordinary and necessary expenses incur-
red by him in connection with his duties as
a holder of Federal office, or may be contrib-
uted by him to any organization described
in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954. To the extent any such contri-
bution, amount contributed, or expenditure
thereof is one otherwise required to be dis-
closed under the provisions of this title, such
contribution, amount contributed, or expend-
itures shall be fully disclosed In accordance
with rules promulgated by the Commission.
The Commission is authorized to promul-
gate such rules as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this section,
“SUSPENSION OF FRANK FOR MASS MAILINGS

IMMEDIATELY BEFORE ELECTIONS

“Sec. 318. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no Senator, Representative,
Resident Commissioner, or Delegate shall
make any mass malling of a newsletter or
mailing with a simplified form of address
under the frank under section 3210 of title
39, United States Code, durilng the sixty days
immediately preceding the date on which
any election is held in which he is a can-
didate.

“PROHEIBITION OF FRANKED SOLICITATIONS

“Sec. 319. No Senator, Representative, Res-
ident Commissioner, or Delegate shall make
any solicitation of funds by a mailing under

27521

the frank under section 3210 of title 39,
United States Code.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. 320. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Commission for the pur-
pose of carrying out its functions under
this title, title V, and under chapter 29 of
title 18, United States Code, not to exceed
$5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, and not to exceed $5,000,000 for each
fiscal year thereafter.

“PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS

“Sec. 321. (a) Violation of any provision
of this title is a misdemeanor punishable
by a fine of not more than #$10,000, im-
prisonment for not more than one year, or
both.

“(b) Violatlon of any provision of this
title with knowledge or reason to know that
the action committed or omitted is a viola-
tion of this title is punishable by a fine of
not more than $100,000, imprisonment for
not more than five years, or both.”.

APPLICABLE STATE LAWS

Sec. 213. Section 403 of the Federal Elec-
tlon Campaign Act of 1971 is amended to
read as follows:

“EFFECT ON STATE LAW

“Sec. 403. The provisions of this Act, and
of rules promulgated under this Act, pre-
empt any provision of State law with re-
spect to campaigns for nomination for elec-
tion, or for election, to Federal office (as
such term is defined in section 301(e)).".

EXPEDITIOUS REVIEW OF CONSTITUTIONAL

QUESTIONS

Sec. 214, Title IV of the Federal Eléttion
Campalgn Act of 1971 18 amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new section:

“JUDICIAL REVIEW

“Sec. 407. (a) The Federal Election Com-
mission, the national committee of any
political party, and individuals eligible to
vote for President are authorized to Institute
such actions, including actlons for de-
claratory judgment or injunctive relief, as
may be appropriate to implement or con-
strue any provision of this Act or of chapter
29 of title 18, United States Code. The district
court shall immediately certify all questions
of constitutionality of this Act or of such
chapter to the United States court of ap-
peals for that circuit, which shall hear the
matter sitting en banc,

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law or rule, any decision on a matter certi-
fied under subsection (a) shall be review-
able by appeal directly to the Supreme Court
of the United States. Such appeal must be
brought within twenty days of the decision
of the court of appeals.

“(¢) It shall be the duty of the court of
appeals and of the Supreme Court of the
United States to advance on the docket and
to expedite to the greatest possible extent
the disposition of any question certified
under subsection (a).”

TITLE III—-CRIMES RELATING TO

ELECTIONS AND POLITICAL ACTIVITIES

CHANGES IN DEFINITIONS

BEc. 301. (a) Paragraph (a) of section 501
of title 18, United States Code, 15 amended
by—

(1) inserting “or" before “(4)"; and

(2) striking out “, and (5) the election
of delegates to a constitutional convention
for proposing amendments to the Constitu-
tion of the United States”.

(b) SBuch sectlon 591 is amended by strik-
ing out paragraph (d) and inserting in lleu
thereof the following:

“(d) ‘political committee’ means—

“(1) any committee, club, association, or
other group of persons which, recelves con-
tributions or makes expenditures during a
calendar year in an aggregate amount ex-
ceeding $1,000;
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“(2) any national committee, association,
or organization of a political party, any
State affiliate or subsidiary of a national po-
litical party, and any State committee of a
political party; and

**(3) any committee, association, or orga-
nization engaged Iin the administration of
a separate segregated fund described in sec-
tion 610;".

(¢) Such section 591 is amended by—

(1) inserting in paragraph (e) (1) after
“subscription” the following: *(including
any assessment, fee, or membership dues)"”;

(2) striking out in such paragraph “or for
the purpose of influencing the election of
delegates to a constitutional convention for
proposing amendments to the Constitution
of the United States” and inserting in lleu
thereof the following: “or for the purpose
of financing any operations of a political
committee, or for the purpose of paying, at
any time, any debt or obligation incurred
by a candidate or a political committee in
connection with any campalgn for nomina-
tion for election, or for election, to Federal
office”;

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

*(2) funds received by a political commit-
tee which are transferred to that committee
from another political committee;”; and

(4) redesignating subparagraphs (4) and
(5) of paragraph (e) as paragraphs (3) and
(4), respectively.

(d) Such section 591 is amended by strik-
ing out paragraph (f) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

“(f) 'expenditure’ means—

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

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

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

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

(D) paying, at any time, any debt or ob-
ligation incurred by a candidate or a po-
litical committee in connection with any
campaign for nomination for election, or for
election, to Federal office; and

“{2) the transfer of funds by a political
go:?m.ittse to another political committee;

u

*“(3) does not include the value of service
rendered by individuals who volunteer to
work without compensation on behalf of a
candidate;".

(e) Buch section 5981 Is amended by strik-
ing out “and” at the end of paragraph (g),
striking out “States.” in paragraph (h) and
inserting in lieu thereof “States;”, and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraphs:

(1) ‘political party' means any association,
committee, or organization which nominates
8 candidate for election to any Federal office
whose name appears on the election ballot
as the candidate of that assoclation, com-
mittee, or organization;

*(]) ‘State committee’ means the organiza-
tion which, by virtue of the bylaws of a
political party, is responsible for the day-to-
day operation of that political party at the
State level, as determined by the Federal
Election Commission; and
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“(k) ‘national committee’ means the or-
ganization which, by virtue of the bylaws
of the political party, is responsible for the
day-to-day operation of the political party
at the national level as determined by the
Federal Election Commission under section
801(k) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971.”.

EXFENDITURE OF FPERSONAL AND FAMILY FUNDS
FOR FEDERAL CAMPAIGNS

Sec. 302. (a) (1) Subsection (a) (1) of sec-
tion 608 of title 18, United States Code, s
amended to read as follows:

“(a) (1) No candidate may make expendi-
tures from his personal funds, or the per-
sonal funds of his immediate family, in con-
nection with his campaigns for nomination
for election, and for election, to Federal of-
fice In excess in the aggregate during any
calendar year, of—

“(A) 850,000, in the case of a candidate for
the office of President or Vice President;

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

“(C) $25,000, in the case of a candidate for
the office of Representative, or Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to the Congress.".

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

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

“(4) For purposes of this subsection, any
such loan or advance shall be included in
computing the total amount of such ex-
penditures only to the extent of the balance
of such loan or advance outstanding and
unpaid.”.

(k) Subsection (c¢) of such section Is
amended by striking out “£1,000™ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$25,000", and by striking
out “one year” and inserting in lieu thereof
“five years".

(c) (1) The caption of such section 608 1s
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “out of candidates’ personal and
family funds”.

(2) The table of sections for chapter 29 of
title 18, United States Code, is amended by
striking out the item relating to section 608
and inserting In lleu thereof the following:

“608. Limitations on contributions and ex-
penditures out of candidates' per-
sonal and family funds.”.

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 608 of title 18, United States Code,
it shall not be unlawful for any individual
who, as of the date of enactment of this Act,
has outstanding any debt or obligation in-
curred on his behalf by any political com-
mittee in connection with his campaigns
prior to January 1, 1873, for nomination for
election, and for election, to Federal office,
to satisfy or discharge any such debt or obli-
gation out of his own personal funds or the
personal funds of his immediate family (as
such term is defined in such section 608).
SEPARATE SEGREGATED FUND MAINTENANCE BY

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS

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

“It is mot a violation of the provisions of
this section for a corporation or a labor orga-
nization to establish, administer, or soliclt
contributions to a separate segregated fund
to be utilized for political purposes by that
corporation or labor organization if the es-
tablishment and administration of, and so-
licitation of contributions to, such fund are
not a violation of section 610."”,

August 8, 1974

LIMITATIONS ON POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS AND
EXPENDITURES; EMBEZZLEMENT OR CONVER-
SION OF CAMPAIGN FUNDS, EARLY DISCLOSURE
OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION RESULTS; FRAUDU-
LENT MISREPRESENTATION OF CAMPAIGN
AUTHORITY

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

“% 614, Limitation on expenditures generally

“(a) (1) No candidate may make expendi-
tures in connection with his campaign for
nomination for election, or for election, to
Federal office in excess of the amount to
which he would be limited under gection 504
of the Federal Election Campalgn Act of 1971
if he were recelving payments under title V
of that Act.

“(2) Expenditures made on behalf of any
candidate are, for the purposes of this sec-
tion, considered to be made by such candi-
date.

“(3) Expenditures made by or on behall
of any candidate for the office of Vice Presi-
dent of the United States are, for the pur-
poses of this section, considered to be made
by the candidate for the office of President
of the United States with whom he is run-

ning.

“(4) For purposes of this subsection, an
expenditure is made on behalf of a candi-
date, including a Vice Presidential candi-
date, if 1t 1s made by—

“(A) an authorized committee or any other
agent of the candidate for the purposes of
making any expenditure, or

*“(B) any person authorized or requested
by the candidate, an authorized committee
of the candidate, or an agent of the candi-
date to make the expenditure.

"(6) The Federal Election Commission
shall prescribe regulations under which any
expenditure by a candidate for Presidential
nomination for use in two or more States
shall be attributed to such candidate’'s ex-
penditure limitation In each such State,
based on the voting age population in such
State which can reasonably be expected to
be influenced by such expenditure.

“{b)(1) Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of law with respect to limitations on
expenditures or limitations on contributions,
the national committee of a political party
and a State committee of a political party,
including any subordinate committees of a
State committee, may make expenditures in
connection with the general election cam-
paign of candidates for Federal office, sub-
ject to the limitations contained in para-
graphs (2) and (3) hereof.

“(2) The national committee of a politi-
cal party may not make any expenditure in
connection with the general election cam-
paign of any candidate for President who is
affillated with that party which exceeds an
amount equal to 2 cents multiplied by the
voting age population of the United States.

*(3) The national committee of a political
party, or a State commitfee of a political
party, including any subordinate commit-
tees of a State commiftee, may not make
any expenditure in colpection with the gen-
eral election campa. of a candidate for
Federal office in a State who is affiliated with
that party which exceeds—

“(A) in the case of a candidate for elec-
tion to the office of Senator, or of Repre-
sentative from a State where a Representa-
tive is required to run statewide, the greater
of—

“(1) 2 cents multiplied by the voting age
population of that State, or

“(i1) $20,000; and

“(B) in the case of a candidate for elec-
tion to the office of Representative in any
other State, £10,000.

*“(4) For purposes of this subsection—

“(A) the term ‘voting age population’
means voting age population certified for the
year under section B504(g) of the Federal
Election Campailgn Act of 1871; and
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*(B) the approval by the national com-
mittee of a political party of an expenditure
by or on behalf of the presidential candidate
of that party as required by section 316 of
that Act is not considered an expenditure
by that national committee,

“{e) (1) No person may make any expendi-
ture (other than an expenditure made on
behalf of a candidate under the provisions
of subsection (a)(4)) advocating the elec-
tion or defeat of a clearly identified can-
didate during a calendar year which, when
added to all other expenditures made by
that person during the year advocating the
election or defeat of that candidate, ex-
ceeds $1,000.

“(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—

“(A) ‘clearly identified’ means—

(1) the candidate’s name appears;

“(11) a photograph or drawing of the can-
didate appears; or

“(i11) the identity of the candidate 1s ap-
parent by unambiguous reference;

“(B) ‘person’ does not include the na-
tional or State committee of a politieal
party; and

“(C) ‘expenditure’ does not include any
payment made or incurred by a corporation
or a labor organization which, under the
provisions of the last paragraph of section
610 would not constitute an expenditure by
that corporation or labor organization.

“(3) This subsection does not apply to
the Democratic or Republican Senatorial
Campalgn Committee, the Democratic Na-
tional Congressional Committee, or the Na-
tional Republican Congressional Committee.

“(d) Any person who knowingly or will-
fully violates the provisions of this section,
other than subsection (a)(56), shall be
punishable by a fine of $25,000, imprison-
ment for a period of not more than five
years, or both. If any candidate is convicted
of violating the provisions of this section be-
cause of any expenditure made on his be-
half (as determined under subsection (a)
(4)) by a political committee, the treasurer
of that committee, or any other person au-
thorizing such expenditure, shall be punish-
able by a fine of not to exceed $25,000, im~
prisonment for not to exceed five years, or
both, if such person knew, or had reason to
know, that such expenditure was in excess
of the limitation applicable to such candidate
under this section.

“§6156. Limitations on eontributions

*“(a) (1) No individual may make a con-
tribution to, or for the benefit of, a can-
didate for that candidate's campaign for
election, which, when added to the sum of
all other contributions ‘made by that in-
dividual for that campalgn, exceeds $3,000.

*(2) No person (other than an individual)
may make a contribution to, or for the bene-
fit of, & candidate for nomination for elec-
tion, or election, which, when added to the
sum of all other contributions made by that
person for that campaign, exceeds $6,000,

“(b) (1) No candidate may knowingly ac-
cept a contribution for his campaign from
any individual which, when added to the
sum of all other contributions received from
that individual for that campalgn, exceeds
$3,000, or from any person (other than an
individual) which when added, to the sum
of all other contributions recelved from that
person for that campalign, exceeds $8,000.

**(2) (A) No candidate may knowingly solic-
it or accept a contribution for his cam-
paign—

(1) from a foreign national, or

*“(11) which is made in viclation of section
613 of this title.

*“(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘forelgn natlonal’ means—

(1) a ‘forelgn principal’ as that term is
defined in section 611(b) of the Foreign
Apents Registration Act of 1938, as amended,
other than a person who is a citizen of the
United States; or
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“{11) an Individual who is not a citizen of
the Unifed States and who is not lawfully
admitted for permanent residence, as defined
in section 101(a) (20) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act.

“{3) No officer or employee of a political
committee or of a political party may know-
ingly accept any contribution made for the
benefit or use of a candidate which that can-
didate could not accept under paragraph (1)

or (2).

“(c)(1) For purposes of the limitations
contained in this section all contributions
made by any person directly or indirectly to
or for the benefit of a particular candidate,
including contributions which are in any
way earmarked, encumbered, or otherwise
directed through an intermediary or conduit
to that candidate, shall be treated as con-
tributions from that person to that can-
didate.

“(2) Contributions made to, or for the
benefit of, a candidate nominated by a polit-
ical party for election to the office of Vice
President shall be considered, for purposes
of this section, to be made to, or for the
beneflt of, the candidate nominated by that
party for election to the office of President.

“(3) For purposes of this section, the term
‘campalign’ includes all primary, primary run-
off, and general election campalgns related
to a specific general election, and all pri-
mary, primary runoff, and special election
campaigns related to a specific special elec-
tion.

“(d) (1) No individual may make a con-
tribution during any calendar year which,
when added to the sum of all other contri-
butions made by that individual during that
year, exceeds $25,000.

“(2) Any contribution made for a cam-
paign in a year, other than the calendar
year in which the election is held to which
that campalgn relates, is, for purposes of
paragraph (1), considered to be made during
the calendar year in which that election
is held.

“(e) This section does not apply to con-
tributions made by the Democratic or Re-
publican Senatorial Campaign Committee,
the Democratic National Congressional Com=
mittee, or the National Republican Congres-
slonal Commlittee.

“(f) Violation of the provisions of this
section is punishable by a fine of not to
exceed £25,000, imprisonment for not to ex-
ceed five years, or both.

*“§ 616. Form of conftributions

“No person may make & contribution to, or
for the benefit of, any candidate or political
committee in excess, In the aggregate during
any calendar year, of #100 unless such con-
tribution is made by & written instrument
identifying the person making the contribu-
tion. Violation of the provisions of this sec-
tion is punishable by a fine of not to exceed
$1,000, imprisonment for not to exceed one
year, or both.

“£617. Embezzlement or conversion of polit-
ical contributions

“(a) No candidate, officer, employee, or
agent of a political committee, or person act-
ing on behalf of any candidate or political
committee, shall embezzle, knowingly con-
vert to his own use or the use of another, or
deposit in any place or in Any manner ex-
cept as authorized by law, any contributions
or campaign funds entrusted to him or under
his possession, custody, or control, or use any
campalgn funds to pay or defray the costs of
attorney fees for the defense of any person
or persons charged with the commission of
a crime; or receive, conceal, or retaln the
same with intent to convert it to his person-
al use or gain, knowing it to have been em-
bezzled or converted.

“(b) Violation of the provisions of this
section is punishable by a fine of not more
than $25,000, Imprisonment for not more
than ten years, or both; but if the value of
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such property does not exceed the sum of
$100, the fine shall not exceed 1,000 and the
imprisonment shall not exceed one year.
Notwithstanding the provisions of this sec-
tion, any surplus or unexpended
funds may be contributed to & national or
State political party for political purposes,
or to educational or charitable organizations,
or may be preserved for use in future cam-
paigns for elective office, or for any other
lawful purpose.
““§ 618. Voting fraud

“(a) No person shall In' a Federal
election—

(1) cast, or attempt to cast, a ballot in
the name of another person,

““(2) cast, or attempt to cast, a ballot if he
is not qualified to vote,

“(8) forge or alter a ballot,

“(4) miscount votes,

“(5) tamper with a voting machine, or

“(8) commit any act (or fall to do any-
thing required of him by law),
with the intent of causing an Inaccurate
count of lawfully cast votes in any election.

“{b) A violation of the provisions of sub-
section (a) is punishable by a fine of not to
exceed $100,000, imprisonment for not more
than ten years, or both.

“§ 619, Early disclosure of electlon results
in presidential election years

“Whoever makes public any Information
with respect to the number of votes cast for
any candidate for election to the office of
presidential and vice-presidential elector in
the general election held for the appoint-
ment of presidential electors, prior to mid-
night, eastern standard time, on the day on
which such election is held shall be fined
not more than $5,000, imprisoned for not
more than one year, or both.

“§ 620. Fraudulent misrepresentation of
campalgn authority

“Whoever, belng a candidate for Federal
office or an employee or agent of such a
candidate—

“(1) fraudulently misrepresents himsell
or any committee or organization under his
control as speaking or writing or otherwise
acting for or on behalf of any other candi-
date or political party or employee or agent
thereof on a matter which is damaging to
such other candidate or political party or
employee or agent thereof; or

“(2) willfully and knowingly participates
in or conspires to participate in any plan,
scheme, or design to violate paragraph (1),
shall, for each such offense, be fined not
more than $50,000 or imprisoned not more
than five years or both.".

(b) Bectlon 501 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by striking out “and 611"
and inserting in lieu thereof “611, 614, 615,
616, 617, 618, 619, and 620".

(c) The table of sections for chapter 28 of
title 18, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following
new items:

“§14. Limitation on expenditures generally.

“815. Limitation on contributions.

“616. Form of contributions.

“617. Embezzlement or conversion of politi-
cal contributions.

Voting fraud.

Early disclosure of election results in
presidential election years.

Fraudulent misrepresentation of cam-
palgn authority.”.

REPEAL OF CERTAIN EXCEPTIONS TO CONTRIBU-

TION AND EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS

Sec. 305. SBection 614(c) (3) of title 18,
United States Code (as added by section
304 of this Act), and section 615(e) of such
title (as added by sectlon 304 of this Act)
(relating to the application of such sections
to certaln campaign committees) are re-
pealed. Section 615 of title 18, United States
Code (as added by sectlon 304 of this Act),

618,
619,

"620.
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is amended by striking out *(f)" and insert-
ing in lleu thereof *“(e)".

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

FEDERAL EMPLOYEE FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE
REQUIREMENTS

Sec. 401, (a) Any candidate for nomination
for or election to Federal office who, at the
time he becomes a candidate, does not oc-
cupy any such office, shall file within one
month after he becomes a candidate for such
office, and each Member of Congress, each
officer and employee of the United States
{including any member of a uniformed serv-
ice) who is compensated at a rate In excess
of $25,000 per annum, any individual occupy-
ing the position of an officer or employee
of the United States who performs duties
of the type generally performed by an indi-
vidual occupylng grade GS-16 of the General
Schedule or any higher grade or position (as
determined by the Federal Election Com-
mission regardless of the rate of compensa-
tlon of such individual), the President, and
the Vice President shall flle annually, with
the Commission a report containing a fuill
and complete statement of—

(1) the amount of each tax pald by the
individual, or by the individual and the
individual’s spouse filing jointly, for the
preceding calendar year, and for purposes
of this paragraph “tax” means any Federal,
State, or local income tax and any Federal,
State, or local property tax;

(2) the amount and source of each item
of income, each item of reimbursement for
any expenditure, and each gift or aggregate
of gifts from one source (other than gifts
received from his spouse or any member of
his immediate family) received by him or
by him and his spouse jointly during the
preceding calendar year which exceeds $100
in amount or value, Including any fee or
other honorarium recelved by him for or
in connection with the preparation or de-
livery of any speech or address, attendance
at any convention or other assembly of indi-
viduals, or the preparation of any article
or other composition for publication, and
the monetary value of subsistence, entertain-
ment, travel, and other facilitles recelved
by him in kind;

(3) the identity of each asset held by him,
or by him and his spouse jointly which has
a value in excess of $1,000, and the amount
of each liability owed by him or by him and
his spouse jolntly, which is in excess of
£1,000 as of the close of the preceding cal-
endar year;

(4) any transactions in securities of any
business entity by him or by him and his
spouse jointly, or by any person acting on
his behalf or pursuant to his direction during
the preceding calendar year if the aggregate
amount involved in transactions in the se-
curities of such business entity exceeds
$1,000 during such year;

(6) all transactions in commodities by
him, or by him and his spouse jointly, or by
any person acting on his behalf or pursuant
to his direction during the preceding calen-
dar year if the aggregate amount involved in
such transactions exceeds $1,000; and

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

(b) Reports required by this section (other
than reports so required by candidates for
nomination for or election to Federal office)
shall be flled not later than May 15 of each
year. A person who ceases, prior to such date
in any year, to occupy the office or position
the occupancy of which imposes upon him
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the reporting requirements contained in
subsection (a) shall file such report on the
last day he occupies such office or position,
or on such later date, not more than three
months after such last day, as the Commis~
sion may prescribe.

(¢) Reports required by this section shall
be in such form and detail as the Commis-
slon may prescribe. The Commission may
provide for the grouping of items of income,
sources of income, assets, liabilities, deal-
ings in securitles or commeodities, and pur-
chases and sales of real property, when sepa-
rate itemization is not feasible or is not nec-
essary for an accurate disclosure of the In-
come, net worth, dealing in securities and
commodities, or purchases and sales of real
property of an individual.

(d) Any person who willfully fails to file
a report required by this section or who
knowingly and willfully files a false report
under this section, shall be fined not more
than $2,000, or imprisoned for not more
than five years, or both.

(e) All reports flled under this section
shall be maintained by the Commission as
public records, which, under such reasonable
rules as 1t shall prescribe, shall be available
for inspection by members of the publle.

(f) For the purposes of any report re-
quired by this section, an individual 18 con-
sldered to be President, Vice President, a
Member of Congress, an officer or employee
of the United States, or a member of a uni-
formed service, during any calendar year if
he serves in any such position for more than
six months during such calendar year.

(g) As used in this section—

(1) The term “income" means gross in-
come as defined In section 61 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954.

(2) The term “security” means securlty as
defined in section 2 of the Securities Act of
1933 (15 U.B.C. TTb).

(3) The term *commodity"” means com-
modlty as defined in sectlon 2 of the Com-
modity Exchange Act (7 U.B.C. 2).

(4) The term “transactions in securities or
commodities” means any acquisition, hold-
ing, withholding, use, transfer, or other dis-
position involving any security or come-
modity.

(6) The term “Member of Congress"”
means a Senator, a Representative, a Resi-
dent Commissioner, or a Delegate.

(68) The term “officer” has the same mean-
ing as in section 2104 of title 5, United States
Code.

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

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

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

(h) Bectlon 564 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsection:

“(f) All written communications and
memorandums stating the circumstances,
source, and substance of all oral communi-
cations made to the agency, or any officer or
employee thereof, with respect to any adju-
dication which is subject to the provisions
of this section by any person who is not an
officer or employee of the agency shall be
made a part of the public record of such
case, This subsection shall not apply to com-
munications to any officer, employee, or
agent of the agency engaged in the perform=
ance of investigative or prosecuting func-
tlons for the agency with respect to such
case."”

(1) The first report required under this
section shall be due thirty days after the
date of enactment and shall be filed with the
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Comptroller General of the United States,
who shall, for purposes of this subsection,
have the powers and duties conferred upon
the Commission by this section.

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
SIMULTANEOUS POLL CLOSING TIME

Sec. 501. On every national election day,
commencing on the date of the national
elections in 1976, the closing time of the
polling places in the several States for the
election of electors for President and Vice
President of the United States and the elec-
tion of United States Senators and Repre-
sentatives shall be as follows: 11 postmeridi-
an standard time in the eastern time zZone;
10 postmeridian standard time in the cen-
tral tlme gzone; 9 postmeridian standard
time in the mountain time zone; 8 post-
meridian standard time in the Paclfic time
gone; T postmeridian standard time in the
Yukon time zone; 6 postmeridlan standard
time In the Alaska-Hawail time zone; and §
postmeridian standard time in the Bering
time zone: Provided, That the polling places
in each of the States shall be open for at
least twelve hours.

FEDERAL ELECTION DAY

Sec. 502. Section 6103(a) of title 6, United
States Code is amended by inserting be-
tween—

“Veterans Day, the fourth Monday in
October.” and

“Thanksgiving Day, the fourth Thursday
in November."” the followlng new item:

“Election Day, the first Wednesday next
after the first Monday in November in 1978,
and every second year thereafter.”.

REVIEW OF INCOME TAX RETURNS

Sec, 503. (a) On or before July 1 of each
and every year hereafter, the Comptroller
General of the United States shall obtain
from the Internal Revenue Service all re=-
turns of income filed by each Member of
Congress, each employee or officlal of the ex-
ecutive, judicial, and legislative branch
whose gross income for the most recent year
exceeds $20,000, for the five previous years.
Upon receipt of such returns, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall
submit such income returns to an intensive
inspéction and audit for the purpose of de-
termining the correctness with respect to the
Member's tax liability.

(b) Upon completion of such inspection
and audit, the Comptroller General of the
United States shall prepare and file a report
of the results of this inspection and audit
with the appropriate officer of the Internal
Revenue Service for such further action with
respect to such return as the Internal Rev-
enue Service shall deem proper. The Comp=-
troller General of the United States shall
deliver a copy of such report and results of
such audit and inspection to the Member
or candidate concerned.

(c) The Internal Revenue Service shall as-
sist the Comptroller General of the United
Btates as necessary in administering the
provisions of this section.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HAYS

. Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
ion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr., Hays moves to strike out all after the
enacting clause of the bill 8. 3044 and to
Insert in lieu thereof the provislons of the
bill HR. 16090, as passed, as follows:

That this Act may be cited as the “Federal
Election Campalgn Act Amendments of
1974".

TITLE I—CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENTS
LIMITATIONS ON CONTRIBUTIONS AND
EXPENDITURES

Sec. 101. (a) Section 608 of title 18, United
Btates Code, relating to limitations on con=-
tributions and expenditures, is amended by
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resdesignating subsections (b) and (c) as
subsections (f) and (g), respectively, and
by inserting immediately after subsection
{a) the following new subsections:

“(b) (1) Except as otherwise provided by
paragraphs (2) and (3), no person shall make
contributions to any candidate with respect
to any election for Federal office which, In
the aggregate, exceed $1,000.

*(2) No political committee (other than
a principal campaign committee) shall make
contributions to any candidate with respect
to any election for Federal office which, In
the aggregate, exceed 85,000, Contributions
by the national committee of a political party
serving as the principal campaign commitiee
of a candidate for the office of President of
the United States shall not exceed the limi-
tation imposed by the preceding sentence
with respect to any other candidate for Fed-
eral office. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘political committee’ means an orga-
nization registered as a political committee
under section 303 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1871 for a period of not less
than 6 months which has recelved contribu-
tlons from more than 60 persons and, except
for any State political party organization,
has made contributions to 6§ or more candi-
dates for Federal office.

“(3) No individual shall make contribu-
tlons aggregating more than $25,000 In any
calendar year.

“(4) For purposes of this subsection—

“(A) contributions to a named candidate
made to any political committee authorized
by such candidsate, In writing, to accept con-
tributions on his behalf shall be considered
to be contributions made to such candidate;
and

“(B) contributions made to or for the
benefit of any candidate nominated by a
political party for election to the office of
Vice President of the United States shall be
consldered to be contributions made to or
for the benefit of the candidate of such party
for election to the office of President of the
United States.

“(6) The limitations imposed by para-
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection shall
apply separately with respect to each elec-
tion, except that all elections held in any
calendar year for the office of President of
the United States (except a general election
for such office) shall be considered to be one
election.

*“(8) For purposes of the limitations Im-
posed by this section, all contributions made
by & person, elther directly or indirectly, on
behalf of a particular candidate, including
contributions which are in any way ear-
marked or otherwise directed through an
intermediary or conduit to such candidate,
shall be treated as contributions from such
person to such candidate. The iIntermediary
or conduit shall report the original source
and the intended recipient of such contribu-
tion to the appropriate supervisory officer
and to the intended recipient.

“{e) (1) No candidate shall make expendi-
tures in excess of —

“(A) $10,000,000, in the case of a candidate
for nomination for election to the office of
President of the United States;

“(B) $20,000,000, in the case of a candl-
date for election to the office of President of
the United States;

“(C) in the case of any campaign for
nomination for election, or for election, by a
candidate for the office of Senator, the
greater of— .

"(1) 5 cents multiplled by the population
of the geographical area with respect to
which the election is held; or

“(i1) $75,000;

“(D) $60,000, in the case of any campalgn
for nomination for election, or for election,
by a candldate for the office of Representa-
tive, Delegate from the District of Columbia,
or Resident Commissioner; or
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“(E) $15,000, in the case of any campaign
for nomination for election, or for election,
by a candidate for the office of Delegate from
Guam or the Virgin Islands.

‘“(2) For purposes of this subsection—

“(A) expenditures made by or on behalf
of any candidate nominated by a political
party for election to the office of Vice Presi-
dent of the United States shall be considered
to be expenditures made by or on behalf of
the candidate of such party for election to
the office of President of the United States;

*(B) expenditures made on behalf of any
candidate by a principal campaign commit-
tee designated by such candidate under sec-
tion 302(f) (1) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 shall be deemed to have
been made by such candidate; and

*(C) the population of any geographical
area shall be the population according to
the most recent decennial census of the
United States taken under section 141 of
title 13, United States Code.

“(3) The limitations imposed by subpara-
graphs (C), (D), and (E) of paragraph (1)
of this subsection shall apply separately with
respect to each election.

“{d) (1) At the beginning of each calen-
dar year (commencing in 1975), as there be-
comes avallable necessary data from the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics of the Department
of Labor, the Secretary of Labor shall certify
to the Comptroller General and publish in
the Federal Register the per centum differ-
ence between the price Index for the 12
months preceding the beginning of such cal-
endar year and the price index for the base
period. Each limitation established by sub-
section (c) shall be increased by such per
centum difference. Each amount so Increased
shall be the amount in effect for such cal-
endar year.

**(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—

“(A) the term ‘price index’ means the
average over a calendar year of the Con-
sumer Price Index (all items—United States
city average) published monthly by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics; and

“(B) the term ‘base period’ means the cal-
endar year 1873.

“(e) (1) No person may make any expen-
diture (other than an expenditure made by
or on behalf of a candidate under the pro-
visions of subsection (c)) relative to a clearly
identified candidate during a calendar year
which, when added to all other expenditures
made by such person during the year ad-
vocating the election or defeat of such can-
didate, exceeds $1,000.

“(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the
term ‘clearly identified’ means—

“(A) the candidate’s name appears;

*“(B) a photograph or drawing of the can-
didate appears; or

“(C) the identity of the candidate 1s ap-
parent by unambiguous reference.”.

(b) Section 608(a) (1) of title 18, United
Btates Code, relating to limitations on con-
tributions and expenditures, is amended to
read as follows:

“(a) (1) No candidate may make expendi-
tures from his personal funds, or the per-
sonal funds of his immediate family, in con-
nection with his campaign for nomination
for election, or election, to Federal office in
excess of $25,000.”,

(e) (1) Notwithstanding section 608(a) (1)
of title 18, United States Code, relating to
Imitations on expenditures from personal
funds, any individual may satisfy or dis-
charge, out of his personal funds or the per=-
sonal funds of his immediate family, any
debt or obligation which is outstanding on
the date of the enactment of this Act and
which was incurred by him or on his behalf
by any political committee in connection
with any campaign ending before the close of
December 31, 1972, for election to Federal
office.

(2) For purposes of this subsection—
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(A) the terms "election", “Federal office”,
and “political committee” have the meanings
given them by section 591 of title 18, United
States Code; and

(B) the term *immediate family" has the
meaning given it by section 608(a)(2) of
title 18, United States Code.

(d) (1) The first paragraph of section 613
of title 18, United States Code, relating to
contributions by certain foreign agents, is
amended—

(A) by striking out ‘“‘an agent of a foreign
principal” and inserting in lieu thereof “a
forelgn national”; and

(B) by striking out “, either for or on be-
half of such foreign principal or otherwise
uilp;.lus capacity as agent of such foreign prin-
[

(2) The second paragraph of such section
613 Is amended by striking out “agent of a
forelgn principal or from such foreign prin-
clpal” and inserting in leu thereof “for-
eign national”,

(8) The fourth paragraph of such section
613 is amended to read as follows:

“As used in this sectlon, the term ‘forelgn
national' means— -

“(1) a foreign principal, as such term is
defined by section 1(b) of the Foreign
Agents Registration Act of 1938 (22 U.S.C.
611(b)), except that the term ‘foreign na-
tional’ shall not include any individual who
is a citizen of the United States; or

“(2) an indlvidual who 1s not a citizen of
the United States and who is not lawfully
admitted for permanent residence, as defined
by section 101(a)(20) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.8.C. 1101(a) (20) g

(4) (A) The heading of such section 613
is amended by striking out “agents of for-
elgn principals” and inserting in lieu thereof
“foreign nationals”.

(B) The table of sections for chapter 29 of
title 18, United States Code, is amended by
striking out the item relating to section
613 and inserting in lleu thereof the
following:

*613. Contributions by foreign nationals.”,

(e) (1) Section 608(g) of title 18, United
States Code (as to redesignated by subsection
(a) of this sectlon), relating to penalty for
violating limitations on contributions and
expenditures, is amended by striking out
“$1,000" and Inserting In lieu thereof
“$25,000",

(2) The second paragraph of section 610 of
title 18, United States Code, relating to
penalties for violating prohibitions against
contributions or expenditures by national
banks, corporations, or labor organizations,
is amended—

(A) by striking out “$5,000"” and inserting
in lieu thereof “$25,000”; and

(B) by striking out “$10,000” and Inserting
in lleu thereof “$50,000".

(3) Section 611 of tifle 18, United States
Code (as amended by section 103 of this
Act), relating to contributions by firms or
individuals contracting with the United
States, 1s amended in the first paragraph
thereof by striking out “$5,000” and inserting
in lleu thereof “825,000".

(4) The third paragraph of section 613 of
title 18, United States Code (as amended by
subsection (d) of this section), relating to
contributions by foreign nationals, 1is
amended by striking out *'$5,000” and insert-
ing In lleu thereof “$25,000".

(f) (1) Chapter 29 of title 18, United
Btates Code, relating to elections and politi~
cal activities, 1s amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“‘§ 614, Prohibition of contributions in name
of another

“(a) No person shall make a contribution
in the name of another person, and no per-
son shall knowingly accept a contribution
made by one person in the name of another
person.
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“{b) Any person who violates this section
shall be fined not more than $25,000 or im-
prisoned not more than one year, or both.

§ 615. Limitation on contributions of cur-

rency

““(a) No person shall make contributions
of currency of the United States or currency
of any foreign country to or for the benefit
of any candidate which, in the aggregate,
exceed $100, with respect to any campalign of
such candidate for nomination for election,
or election, to Federal office.

“{b) Any person who violates this section
shall be fined not more than $25,000 or im-
prisoned not more than one year, or both,

“§ 816, Acceptance of excessive honorariums

“Whoever, while an elected or appointed
officer or employee of any branch of the Fed-
eral Government—

*(1) accepts any honorarlum of more than
$1,000 (excluding amounts accepted for ac-
tual travel and subsistence expenses) for
any appearance, speech, or article; or

“(2) accepts honorariums (not prohibited
by paragraph (1) of this subsection) ag-
gregating more than $10,000 In any calendar
year;
shall be fined not less than $%1,000 nor more
than $5,000.".

(2) Section 591 of title 18, United States
Code, relating to definitions, is amended by
striking out the matter preceding paragraph
(a) and inserting in lleu thereof the fol-
lowing:

"“"Except as otherwise specifically provided,
when used in this section and in sections
597, 589, 600, 602, 608, 610, 611, 614, and 615
of this title—"

(3) The table of sections for chapter 29 of
title 18, United States Code, s amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
items:

*614. Prohibition of contributions In name
of another.
*“615. Limitation on contributions of cur-
rency.
“616. Acceptance of excessive honorariums.”.
(4) Title III of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 is amended by striking out
section 310, relating to prohibition of con-
tributions in the name of another.
DEFINITIONS OF POLITICAL COMMITTEE CON~-
TRIBUTION, EXPENDITURE, AND PRINCIPAL
CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE

Sec. 102, (a) Section 591(d) of title 18,
United States Code, relating to the definition
of political committee, is amended by insert-
ing immediately after “$1,000" the follow-
ing: *, or which commits any act for the pur-
pose of influencing, directly or indirectly, the
nomination for election, or election, of any
person to Federal office, except that any com-
munication referred to in paragraph (f)(4)
of this section which is not included within
the definition of the term 'expenditure’ shall
not be considered such an act”.

(b) Section 691(e) (1) of Title 18, United
States Code, relating to the definition of a
contribution, is amended by inserting after
the word “business” the following *, which
shall be considered a loan by each endorser,
in that proportion of the unpaid balance
thereof that each endorser bears to the total
number of endorsers) .

(c) Section 691(e) (5) of title 18, United
States Code, relating to an exception to
the definition of contribution, is amended
by ingerting “(A)" immediately after “in-
clude” and by inserting immediately before
the semicolon at the end thereof the follow-
ing: “, (B) the use of real or personal prop-
erty and the cost of invitations, food and
beverages, voluntarily provided by an indi-
vidual to a candidate in rendering voluntary
personal services on the Individual’s residen-
tial premises for candidate-related activities,
(C) the sale of any food or beverage by a ven-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

dor for use In a candidate's campaign at a
charge less than the normal comparable
charge, if such charge for use in a candldate'’s
campalgn is at least equal to the cost of such
food or beverage to the vendor, (D) any un-
relmbursed payment for travel expenses made
by an individual who on his own behalf
volunteers his personal services to a candi-
date, or (E) the payment by a State or local
committee of a political party of the costs of
preparation, display, or mailing or other dis-
tribution incurred by such committee with
respect to a printed slate card or sample
ballot, or other printed listing, of 3 or more
candidates for any public office for which an
election is held in the State In which such
committee is organized, except that this
clause shall not apply in the case of costs
incurred by such committee with respect
to a display of any such listing made on
broadeasting stations, or in magazines or
other similar types of general public political
advertsing (other than newspapers): Pro-
vided, That the cumulative value of activities
by any person on behalf of any candidate
under each of clauses (B), (C), or (D) shall
not exceed $500 with respect to any election”.

(d) Section 591(f) of title 18, United States
Code, relating to the definition of expendi-
ture, 1s amended—

(1) in subparagraph (2) thereof, by strik-
ing out “and";

(2) In subparagraph (3) thereof, by Insert-
ing “and" immediately after the semicolon;
and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

“(4) notwithstanding the foregolng mean-
ings of ‘expenditure’, such term does not in-
clude (A) any news story, commentary, or
editorial distributed through the facilities
of any broadcasting station, newspaper, mag-
azine, or other periodical publication, unless
such facilities are owned or controlled by any
political party, political committee, or can-
didate, (B) nonpartisan activity designed to
encourage individuals to register to vote or to
vote, (C) any communication by any mem-
bership organization or corporation to its
members or stockholders, If such member-
ship organization or corporation s not orga-
nized primarily for the purpose of influenc-
ing the nomination for electlon, or election,
of any person to Federal office, (D) the use
of real or personal property and the cost of
invitations, food and beverages, voluntarily
provided by an individual to a candidate in
rendering voluntary personal services on the
individual’s residentlal premises for candi-
date-related activities, (E) any unreimbursed
payment for travel expenses made by an in-
dividual who on his own behalf volunteers
his personal services to a candidate, (F) any
communication by any person which is not
made for the purpose of influencing the
nomination for election, or election, of any
person to Federal office, (G) the payment by
a State or local committee of a political
party of the costs of preparation, display, or
malling or other distribution incurred by
such committee with respect to a printed
slate card or sample ballot, or other printed
listing, of 3 or more candidates for any pub-
lic office for which an election is held in the
State in which such committee is organized,
except that this clause shall not apply in the
case of costs incurred by such committee with
respect to a display of any such listing made
on broadeasting stations, or In magazines or
other similar types of general public political
advertising (other than newspapers), (H)
any costs Incurred by a candidate (including
his principal campaign committee) in con-
nection with the solicifation of contribu-
tions by such candidate, except that this
clause shall not apply with respect to costs
incurred by a candidate (including his prin-
cipal campalgn committee) in excess of an
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amount equal to 26 per centum of the ex-
penditure limitation applicable to such can-
didate under section 608(c) of this title, or
(I) any costs incurred by a political com-
mittee (as such term ls defined by section
608(b) (2) of this title) with respect to the
solicitation of contributions to such political
committee or to any general political fund
controlled by such political committee, ex-
cept that this clause shall not apply to ex-
empt costs incurred with respect to the solic~
itation of contributions to any such politi-
cal committee made through broadcasting
statlons, newspapers, magazines, outdoor ad-
vertising facilities, and other similar types of
general public political advertising: Provided,
That the cumulative value of activities by
any person on behalf of any candidate under
each of clauses (D) or (E) shall not exceed
$500 with respect to any election;”.

(e) Section 591 of title 18, Unit~~ States
Code, relating to definitions, 18 amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (g);

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (h) and inserting in lieu there-
of “*; and "; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

*(1) ‘prineipal campalgn committee’' means
the principal campalgn committee desig-
nated by a candidate under sectlon 302(f)
(1) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971.".

POLITICAL FUNDS OF CORPORATIONS OR LABOR
ORGANIZATIONS

Sec. 103. Section 611 of title 18, United
Btates Code, relating to contributions by
firms or individuals contracting with the
United States, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraphs:

“This section shall not prohibit or make
unlawful the establishment or administra-
tion of, or the solicitation of contributions to,
any separate segregated fund by any corpora-
tion or labor organization for the purpose
of influencing the nomination for electlon,
or election, of any person to Federal office,
unless the provisions of section 610 of this
title prohibit or make unlawful the estab-
lishment or administration of, or the solicl-
tation of contributions to, such fund.

“For purposes of this section, the term
‘labor organization' has the meaning given
it by section 610 of this title.”.

EFFECT ON STATE LAW

SEec. 104. (a) The provisions of chapter 29
of title 18, United States Code, relating to
elections and political activities, supersede
and preempt any provislon of State law
with respect to election to Federal office.

(b) For purposes of this section, the terms
“election”, “Federal office”, and “State” have
the meanings given them by section 501 of
title 18, United Steates Code.

TITLE II—DISCLOSURE OF FEDERAL

CAMPAIGN FUNDS

FRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE

Sec. 201. SBection 302 of the Federal Elec-
tion Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to or-
ganization of political committees, 1is
amended by striking out subsection (f) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“(f) (1) Each individual who is & candi-
date for Federal office (other than the office
of Vice President of the United States) shall
designate a political committee to serve as
his principal campaign committee. No po-
litical committee may be designated as the
prinecipal campalgn committee of more than
one candidate, except that the candidate for
the office of President of the United States
nominated by a political party may desig-
nate the national committee of such political
party as his principal campalgn committee.

“(2) Except as otherwise provided in sec-
tion 608(e) of title 18, United States Code,
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no political committee other than a prin-
cipal campaign committee designated by a
candidate under paragraph (1) may make
expenditures on behalf of such candidate.

*(3) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this title, each report or statement of
contributions received by a political com-
mittee (other than a principal campaign
committee) which is required to be filed
with a supervisory officer under this title
shall be filed instead with the principal cam-
palgn committee for the candidate on whose
behalf such contributions are accepted.

*(4) It shall be the duty of each principal
campaign committee to recelve all reports
and statements required to be flled with it
under paragraph (3) of this subsection and
to compile and file such reports and state-
ments, together with its own reports and
statements, with the appropriate supervisory
officer in accordance with the provisions of
this title.

*(5) For purposes of paragraphs (1) and
(3) of this subsection, the term ‘political
committee’ does not include any poMtical
committee which supports more than one
candidate, except for the national committee
of a political party designated by a candi-
date for the office of President of the United
States under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section.”.

REGISTRATION OF POLITICAL COMMITTEES;

STATEMENTS

Sec. 202, Sectlon 303 of the Federal Elec-
tion Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to regis-
tration of political committees and state-
ments, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(e) In the case of a political committee
which is not a principal campalgn committee
and which does not support more than one
candidate, reports and notifications required
under this section to be flled with the super-
visory officer shall be filed instead with the

appropriate principal campaign committee.”.
REPORTS BY POLITICAL COMMITTEES AND
CANDIDATES

Sec. 203. (a) Section 304(a) of the Federal
Election Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to
reports by political committees and candi-
dates, is amended—

(1) by striking out the second and third
sentence and inserting in lleu thereof the
following:

“The reports referred to in the preceding
sentence shall be filed as follows:

“(A) (1) In any calendar year in which an
individual is a candidate for Federal office
and an election for such Federal office is held
in such year, such reports shall be filed not
later than the tenth day before the date on
which such election is held and shall be com=-
plete as of the fifteenth day*before the date
of such election; except that any such report
filed by registered or certified mail must be
postmarked not later than the close of the
twelfth day before the date of such election.

“(i1) Such reports shall be filed not later
than the thirtieth day after the date of such
election and shall be complete as of the
twentieth day after the date of such election.

“{B) In any other calendar year in which
an individual is a candidate for Federal
office, such reports shall be filed after Decem=
ber 31 of such calendar year, but not later
than January 31 of the following calendar
year and shall be complete as of the close of
the calendar year with respect to which the
report is flled.

“(C) Such reports shall be filled not later
than the tenth day followlng the close of
any calendar quarter in which the candidate
or political committee concerned recelved
contributions in excess of $1,000, or made
expenditures in excess of $1,000, and shall be
complete as of the close of such calendar
quarter; except that any such report re-
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quired to be filed after December 31 of any
calendar year with respect to which a report
is required to be filed under subparagraph
(B) shall be filed as provided In such sub-
paragraph.

“(D) When the last day for fillng any

quarterly report required by subparagraph
({C) occurs within 10 days of an election, the
fillng of such quarterly report shall be
walved and superseded by the report re-
quired by subparagraph (A) (1).
Any contribution of $1,000 or more received
after the fifteenth day, but more than 48
hours, before any election shall be reported
within 48 hours after its receipt.”; and

(2) by striking out “Each” at the begin-
ning of the first sentence of such section 304
(a) and inserting in lieu thereof “(1) Except
as provided by paragraph (2), each, and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“{2) Each treasurer of a political commit-
tee which Is not a principal campaign com-
mittee and which does not support more
than one candidate shall file the reports re-
quired under this section with the appropri-
ate principal campaign committee.”.

(b) (1) Section 304(b)(8) of the Federal
Election Campalgn Act of 1871, relating to
reports by political committees and candi-
dates, is amended by Inserting Immediately
before the semicolon at the end thereof the
following: ", together with total receipts less
transfers between political committees which
support the same candidate and which do not
support more than one candidate”,

(2) Bection 304(b)(11) of the Federal
Election Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to
reports by political committees and candi-
dates, s amended by inserting immediately
before the semicolon at the end thereof the
following: ", together with total expendi-
tures less transfers between political com-
mittees which support the same candidate
and which do not support more than one
candidate".

FORMAL REQUIREMENTS FOR REPORTS AND
ETATEMENTS

Sec. 204. Section 306 of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1871, relating to formal
requirements respecting reports and state-
ments, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(e) If a report or statement required by
section 303, 304(a) (1) (A) (ii), 304(a) (1) (B),
or 304(a) (1) (C) of this title to be filed by
& treasurer of a political committee or by a
candidate, or if a report required by section
3056 of this title to be filed by any other
person, is delivered by registered or certified
mail, to the appropriate supervisory officer
or principal campalgn committee with whom
it is required to be filed, the United States
postmark stamped on the cover of the en-
velope or other contalner in which such re-
port or statement 1s so mailed shall be
deemed to be the date of fillng."”.

DUTIES OF THE SUPERVISORY OFFICER

Sec. 205. (a)(l) Section 308(a) of the
Federal Eléction Campalgn Act of 1971, re-
lating to duties of the supervisory officer, is
amended by striking out paragraphs (8), (7).,
(8), (8), and (10), and by redesignating
paragraphs (11), (12), and (13) as para-
graphs (8), (9), and (10), respectively, and
by Iinserting immedlately after paragraph
(5) the following new paragraphs:

“(6) to compile and maintain a cumula-
tive index of reports and statements filed
with him, which shall be published in tha
Federal Register at regular Intervals and
which shall be avallable for purchase directly
or by mall for a reasonable price;

“(T) to prepare and publish from time to
time special reports listing those candidates
for whom reports were filed as required by
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this title and those candidates for whom
such reports were not filed as so required;”.

(2) Notwithstanding section 308(a)(T) of
the Federal Election Campalgn Act of 1971
(relating to an annual report by the super-
visory officer), as In effect on the day before
the effective date of the amendments made
by paragraph (1) of this subsection, no such
annual report shall be required with respect
to any calendar year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1972.

(b) (1) Section 308(a)(10) of the Federal
Election Campalgn Act of 1971 (as so re-
designated by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion), relating to the prescription of rules
and regulations, is amended by inserting
before the period at the end thereof the
following: “, in accordance with the pro-
visions of subsection (b) and (¢)”

(2) Section 308 of such Act, relating to
duties of the supervisory officer, is amended—

(A) by striking out subsection (b) and
(e¢); and

(B) by inserting immediately after sub-
section (a) the following new subsection
(b) and (¢)

“(b) (1) The supervisory officer, before
prescribing any rule or regulation under this
section, shall transmit a statement with
respect to such rule or regulation to the
Senate or the House of Representatives, as
the case may be, in accordance with the
provisions of this subsection. Such statement
shall set forth the proposed rule or regula-
tion and shall contain a detalled explana-
tion and justification of such rule or regu-
lation.

“(2) If the appropriate body of the Con-
gress which receives a statement from the
supervisory officer under this subsection
does not, through appropriate action, disap-
prove the proposed rule or regulation set
forth in such statement no later than 30
legislative days after receipt of such state-
ment, then the supervisory officer may pre-
scribe such rule or regulation. In the case
of any rule or regulation proposed to deal
with reports or statements required to be
filed under this title by a candidate for the
office of President, and by political com-
mittees supporting such a candidate both
the Senate and the House of Representatives
shall have the power to disapprove such pro-
posed rule or regulation. The supervisory
officer may not prescribe any rule or regula-
tion which 1is disapproved under this para-
graph.

“(8) If the supervisory officer proposes to
prescribe any rule or regulation dealing with
reports or statements required to be filed
under this title by a candidate for the office
of Senator and by political committees sup-
porting such candidate he shall transmit
such statement to the Senate. If the super-
visory officer proposes to prescribe any rule
or regulation dealing with reports or state-
ments required to be filed under this title by
a candidate for the office of Representative
or by political committees supporting such
candidate, he shall transmit such statement
to the House of Representatives. If the su-
pervisory officer proposes to prescribe any
rule or regulation dealilng with reports or
statements required to be filed under this
title by a candidate for the office of President
and by political committees supporting such
candidate he shall transmit such statement
to the House of Representatives and the
Senate.

“(4) For the purposes of this subsection,
the term ‘legislative days’ does not include,
with respect to statements transmitted to
the Senate, any calendar day on which the
Benate is not in session, and with respect to
statements transmitted to the House of
Representatives, any calendar day on which
the House of Representatives is not in session
and with respect to statements transmitted
to both such bodies any calendar day on
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which both Houses of the Congress are not
in session.”.

(c) (1) The supervisory officer shall pre-
scribe suitable rules and regulations to carry
out the provisions of this title, including
such rules and regulations as may be neces-

to require that—

"“(A) reports and statements required to
be filed under this title by a candidate for
the office of Representative in, or Delegate
or Resident Commissioner to, the Congress
of the United States, and by political com-
mittees supporting such candidate, shall be
recelved by the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives as custodian for the Board:

“(B) reports and statements required to be
filed under this title by a candidate for the
Office of Senator, and by political committees
supporting such candidate, shall be received
by the Secretary of the Senate as csutodian
for the Board; and

“{C) the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Secretary of the Senate, as
custodians for the Board, each shall make
the reports and statements recelved by him
avallable for public inspection and copying
in accordance with paragraph (4) of sub-
section a, and preserve such reports and
statements in accordance with paragraph (5)
of subsection (a).".

(2) It shall be the duty of the Clerk of the
House of Representatives and the Secretary
of the Senate to cooperate with the Board of
Supervisory Officers in carrying out its duties
under the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1871 and to furnish such services and facili-
tles as may be required in accordance with
this section.

DEFINITIONS OF POLITICAL COMMITTEE, CONTRI-

BUTION, EXPENDITURE, AND SUPERVISORY

OFFICER

BEc. 206. (a) (1) Sectlon 301 of the Federal
Electlon Campaign Act of 1971, relating to
definitions, is amended by striking out the
matter preceding paragraph (a) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 301. When used In this title and in
title IV of this Act—".

(2) Sectlon 401 of the Federal Election
Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to extension
of credit by regulated industries, 1s amended
by striking out *“(as such term is defined in
section 301(c) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971)",

(3) Bection 402 of the Federal Electlon
Campaign Act of 1971, relating to prohibition
against use of certain Federal funds for elec-
tion activities, is amended by striking out the
last sentence.

(b) Section 301(d) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, relating to the defini-
tion of political committee, is amended by
Inserting immediately after *$1,000” the fol-
lowing: *, or which commits any act for the
purpose of influencing, directly or indirectly,
the nomination for election, or election of
any person to Federal office, except that any
communication referred to in section 301(f)
(4) of this Act which Is not included within
the definition of the term 'expenditure’ shall
not be considered such an act”.

(¢) Section 301(e) (5) of the Federal Elec-
tlon Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to an
exception to the definition of contribution,
is amended by inserting “(A)" immediately
after “include” and by inserting immedi-
ately before the semicolon at the end thereof
the following: *, (B) the use of real or per-
sonal property and the cost invitations, food
and beverages, voluntarily provided by an in-
dividual to a candidate in rendering volun-
tary personal services on the individual’s res-
idential premises for candidate-related ac-
tivities, (C) the sale of any food or bever-
age by a vendor for use in a candidate's
campalign at a charge less than the normal
tomparable charge, if such charge for use

n a candidate’s campaign is at least equal to
he cost of such food or beverage to the
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vendor, (D) any unremibursed purchase or
other payment by an individual for travel
expenses with respect to the rendering of
voluntary personal services by such individ-
ual to any candidate or political committee,
or (E) the payment by a State or local com-
mittee of a political party of the costs of
preparation, display, or mailing or other dis-
tribution incurred by such committee with
respect to a printed slate card or sample
ballot, or other printed listing, of 3 or more
candidates for any public office for which an
election is held in the State in which such
committee is organized, except that this
clause shall not apply in the case of costs
incurred by such committee with respect to a
display of any such listing made on broad-
casting stations, or in magazines or other
similar types of general public political ad-
vertising (other than newspapers) : Provided,
That the cumulative value of activities by
any person on behalf of any candidate under
each of clauses (B), (C), or (D) shall not
exceed $500 with respect to any election”.

(d) Bection 301(f) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, relating to the defini-
tlon of expenditure, s amended—

(1) in subparagraph (2) thereof, by strik-
ing out “and";

(2) in subparagraph (3) thereof, by insert-
ing “and” immediately after the semicolon;
and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

“(4) notwithstanding the foregoing mean-
ings of ‘expenditure’, such term does not in-
clude (A) any news story, commentary, or
editorial distributed through the facilities of
any broadcasting station, newspaper, maga-
zine, or other periodical publication, unless
such facilities are owned or controlled by
any political party, political committee, or
candidate, (B) nonpartisan activity designed
to encourage individuals to register to vote
or to vote, (C) any communication by any
membership organization or corporation to
its members or stockholders, if such member-
ship organization or corporation is not or-
ganized primarily for the purpose of influenc-
ing the nomination for election, or election,
of any person to Federal office, (D) the use
of real or personal property and the cost of
invitations, food and beverages, voluntarily
provided by an individual to a candidate in
rendering voluntary personal services on the
Individual's residential premises for can-
didate-related activities, (E) any unreim-
bursed purchase or other payment by any
individual for travel expenses with respect
to the rendering of voluntary services by such
individual to any candidate or political com-
mittee, (F) any communication by any per-
son which is not made for the purpose of
influencing the nomination for election, or
election, of any person to Federal office, or
(G) the payment by a State or local commit-
tee of a political party of the costs of prep-
aration, display, or maliling or other distribu-
tion Incurred by such committee with respect
to a printed slate card or sample ballot, or
other printed listing, of three or more candi-
dates for any public office for which an elec-
tion is held in the State In which such com-
mittee is organized, except that this clause
shall not apply in the case of costs incurred
by such committee with respect to a display
of any such listing made on broadcasting
statlons, or in magazines or other similar
types of general public political advertising
(other than n rs) : Provided, That the
cumulative value of activities by any person
on behalf of any candidate under each of
clauses (D) or (E) shall not exceed $500 with
respect to any election;™.

(e) Bection 801(g) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, relating to the defini-
tion of supervisory officer, is amended to
read as follows:

“(g) ‘supervisory officer’ means the Board
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of Supervisory Officers established by sec-
tion 308(a) (1)."”.

(f) Section 301 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, relating to defini-
tions, is amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (h);

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (1) and inserting in llieu there-
of a semicolon; and

(8) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

“(J) ‘principal campaign committee’
means the principal campaign committee
designated by a candidate under section
302(f) (1); and

“(k) ‘Board means the Board of Buper=-
visory Officers established by section 308(a)
1)

BOARD OF SUPERVISORY OFFICERS

Sec. 207. (a) Title ITT of the Federal Elec~
tion Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to dis-
closure of Federal campalgn funds, is
amended by redesignating section 311 as sec~
tion 814; by redesignating sections 308 and
309 as sections 311 and 312, respectively; and
by inserting immediately after section 307
the following new sections:

““BOARD OF BSUPERVISORY OFFICERS

“Sec. 308. (a) (1) There is hereby estab-
lished the Board of BSupervisory Officers,
which shall be composed of the Clerk of the
House and the Secretary of the Senate who
shall serve without the right to vote and 4
members as follows:

“(A) two individuals appointed by the
President of the Senate, upon the recom-
mendations of the majority leader of the
Senate and the minority leader of the Senate;
and

“(B) two individuals appointed by the

Speaker of the House of Representatives,
upon the recommendations of the majority
leader of the House and the minority leader
of the House.
Of each class of two members appointed un-
der subparagraphs (A) and (B), not more
than one shall be appointed from the same
political party. An individual appointed to fill
a vacancy occurring other than by the ex-
piration of a term of office shall be ap-
pointed only for the unexpired term for the
member he succeeds. Any vacancy occurring
in the membership of the Board shall be
filled in the same manner as in the case of
the original appointment. Members of the
Board appointed under subparagraphs (A)
and (B)—

‘(1) shall be chosen from among indi-
viduals who are not officers or employees
in the executive, legislative, or judicial
branch of the ‘Government of the United
Btates (including elected and appointed offi-
cials);

“(11) shall be chosen on the basis of their
maturity, experience, integrity, impartiality,
and good judgment;

“(ii1) shall serve for terms of 4 years, ex-
cept that, of the members first appointed
under subparagraph (A), one shall be ap-
pointed for a term of 1 year and one shall
be appointed for a term of 8 years and, of
the members first appointed under subpara-
graph (B), one shall be appointed for a term
of 2 years; and

“(lv) shall receive compensation equiva-
lent to the compensation paid at level IV
of the Federal Executive BSalary Schedule
(6 U.B.C. 5315).

“(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, it shall be the duty of the Board
to supervise the administration of, seek to
obtain compliance with, and formulate over-
all policy with respect to, this title, title I
of this Act, and sections 608, 610, 611, 613,
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614, 615, and 616 of title 18, United States
Code.

*(b) Members of the Board shall alternate
in ‘serving as Chairman of the Board, The
term of each Chairman shall be one year.

*(e) All decisions of the Board with respect
to the exercise of its duties and powers under
the provisions of this title shall be made by
majority vote of the members of the Board.
A member of the Board may not delegate
to any person his vote or any decislonmaking
authority or duty vested in the Board by
the provisions of this title.

“(d) The Board shall meet at the call of
any member of the Board, except that 1t
shall meet at least once each month.

“(e) The Board shall prepare written rules
for the conduct of its activities.

“(f) (1) The Board shall have a Staff Di-
rector and a General Counsel who shall be
appointed by the Board. The Staff Director
shall be paid at a rate not to exceed the rate
of basic pay in effect for level IV of the
Executive Schedule (5 U.8.C. 5315). The Gen-
eral Counsel shall be pald at a rate not to
exceed the rate of basic pay in eflect for
level V of the Executive Schedule (6 UB.C.
5316). With the approval of the Board, the
Btaff Director may appoint and fix the pay
of such additional personnel as he considers
desirable. Not less than 30 per centum of the
additional personnel appointed by the Staff
Director shall be selected as follows:

“(A) one-half from among Iindividuals
recommended by the minority leader of the
Senate; and

“{B) one-half from among individuals rec-
ommended by the minority leader of the
House of Representatives.

“(2) With the approval of the Board, the
Staff Director may procure temporary and
intermittent services to the same extent as
is authorized by section 3109(b) of title 5,
United States Code, but at rates for individ-
uals not to exceed the daily equivalent of the

annual rate of basic pay in effect for grade
GS-16 of the General Schedule (5 US.C.
5332).

“POWERS OF THE BOARD

“Sec. 409. (a) The Board shall have the
power—

“(1) to formulate general policy with re-
spect to the administration of this title,
title I of this Act, and sections 608, 610, 611,
613, 614, 615, and 616 of title 18, United States
Code;

“(2) to oversee the development of pre-
scribed forms under section 311(a)(1);

“(3) to review rules and regulations pre-
scribed under section 104 of this Act or under
this title to assure their consistency with the
law and to assure that such rules and regu-
lations are uniform, to the extent practicable;

“(4) to render advisory opinions under
section 313;

*(6) to expeditiously conduct investiga-
tions and hearings, to encourage voluntary
compliance, and to report apparent viola-
tions to the appropriate law enforcement
authorities;

“(6) to administer oaths or afirmations;

“(7) to require by subpensa, signed by the
Chairman, the attendance and testimony of
witnesses and the production of documen-
tary evidence relevant ot any investigation
or hearing conducted by the Board under
section 811(c); and

"(8) to pay witnesses the same fees and
mileage as are pald in like circumstances in
the courts of the United States.

“(b) Any district court of the United
States, within the jurisdiction of which any
inquiry is carried on, may, upon petition by
the Board, in case of refusal to obey & sub-
pena of the Board issued under subsection
(a) (7), 1ssue an order requiring compliance
with such subpena. Any faflure to obey the
order of such district court may be punished
by such district court as a contempt thereof.
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“REPORTS

“Sgc. 310. The Board shall transmit re-
ports to the President of the United States
and to each House of the Congress no later
than March 31 of each year. Each such report
shall contain a detalled statement with re-
spect to the activities of the Board In carry-
ing out its duties under this title, together
with recommendations for such legislative
or other action as the Board considers ap-
propriate.”,

(b) (1) Sectlion 311(c) (1) of such Act (as
so redesignated by subsection (a) (1) of this
section and by section 205(b)(2) of this
Act), relating to duties of the supervisory
officer, is amended to read as follows:

“(c)(1)(A) Any person who belleves a
violation of this title, title I of this Act, or
section 608, 610, 611, 613, 614, 615, or 616
of title 18, United States Code, has occurred
may file a complaint with the Board,

“(B) The Clerk of the House of Represent-
atives, the Secretary of the Senate, or any
other person recelving reports and state-
ments as custodian for the Board who has
reason to belleve a violation of this title,
title I of this Act, or section 608, 610, 611, 613,
614, 615, or 616 of title 18, United States
Code, has occurred shall refer such appar=-
ent violation to the Board.

“(C) The Board, upon receiving any com-
plaint under subparagraph (A) or referral
under subparagraph (B), or if it has reason
to believe that any person has committed
a violation of any such provision, shall notify
the person involved of such apparent viola-
tion and shall—

“(1) report such apparent violation to the
Attorney General; or

“(11) make an investigation of such ap-
parent violation,

“{D) Any Iinvestigation under subpara-
graph (C)(if) shall be conducted expedi-
tiously and shall include an investigation of
reports and statements flled by any com-
plainant with respect to the apparent viola-
tion involved, if such complainant is & can-
didate. Any mnotification or investigation
made under subparagraph (C) shall not be
made public by the Board or by any other
person without the written consent of the
person receiving such notification or the
person with respect to whom such investiga-
tion is made.

“(E) The Board shall, at the request of
any person who receives notice of an ap-
parent violation under subparagraph (C),
conduct a hearing with respect to such ap-
parent violation.

“{F) If the Board shall determine, after
any investigation under subparagraph (C)
(i), that there 1s reason to belleve that there
has been an apparent violation of this title,
title I of this Act, or section 608, 610, 611,
613, 614, 615, or 616 of title 18, United States
Code, the Board shall endeavor to correct
any such apparent violation by informal
methods of conference, conciliation, and
persuasion.

“(G) The Board shall refer apparent vio-
lations to the appropriate law enforcement
authorities if the Board is unable to cor-
rect such apparent violations, or if the
Board determines that any such referral
is appropriate.

“(H) Whenever in the judgment of the
Board, after affording due notice and an op-
portunity for a hearing, any person has en-
gaged or is about to engage In any acts or
practices which constitute or will constitute
a viclation of any provision of this title,
title I of this Act, or section 608, 610, 611, 613,
614, 615, or 616 of title 18, United States
Code, the Attorney General on behalf of the
United States shall institute a clvil action for
relief, including a permaneént or temporary
injunction, restraining order, or any other
appropriate order in the district court of the
United States for the district in which the
person is found, resides, or transacts busi-
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ness, Upon a proper showing that such person
has engaged or is about to engage in such
acts or practices, a permanent or temporary
injunction, restraining order, or other order
shall be granted without bond by such
court.”.

(2) Bectlon 311 of such Act (as so redesig-
nated by subsection (a) (1) of this section),
relating to the dutles of the supervisory
officer, 1s amended by adding at the end
thereof the followlng new suhsection:

“(d) In any case in which the Board re-
fers an apparent violation to the Attorney
General, the Attorney General shall respond
by report to the Board with respect to any
action taken by the Attorney General re-
garding such apparent violation. Each such
report shall be transmitted no later than
60 days after the date the Board refers any
apparent violation, and at the close of every
30-day period thereafter until there is final
disposition of such apparent violation. The
Board may from time to time prepare and
publish reports on the status of such re-
ferrals.”.

(3) The heading of section 311 of such
Act (as so redesignated by subsection (a) (1)
?r this section) is amended to read as fol-
ows:

“DUTIES OF THE SUFERVISORY OFFICER; INVESTI-
GATIONS BY THE BOARD",

(c) Title III of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, relating to disclosure of
Federal campaign funds, is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
sections:

“JUDICIAL REVIEW

“Sgc. 315. (a) The Board, the supervisory
officers, the national committee of any po-
ltical party, and any individual eligible to
vote In any election for the office of President
of the United States are authorized to in-
stitute such actions in the appropriate dis-
trict court of the United States, including
actions for declaratory judgment or injunc-
tive rellef, as may be appropriate to imple-
ment or construe any provision of this title,
title I of this Act, or section 808, 610, 611,
613, 614, 615, or 616 of title 18, United States
Code. The district court immediately shall
certify all questions of constitutionality of
this title, title I of this Act, or section 608,
610, 611, 613, 614, 615, or 616 of title 18,
United States Code, to the United States
court of appeals for the circult involved,
which shall hear the matter sitting en bane.

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any decision on a matter certified
under subsection (a) shall be reviewable by
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the
United States. Such appeal shall be brought
no later than 20 days after the decision of
the court of appeals.

“{e) It shall be the duty of the court of
appeals and of the Supreme Court of the
United States to advance on the docket and
to expedite to the greatest possible extent
the disposition of any matter certified under
subsection (a).

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“8Bec. 316. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, there are authorized to be
appropriated to the Board such sums as may
be necessary to enable it to carry out its
duties under this Act.”.

ADVISORY OPINIONS

Sec. 208. Title III of the Federal Election
Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to disclosure
of Federal campaign funds, is amended by
inserting immediately after section 312 (as
g0 redesignated by section 207(a) (1) of this
Act), the following new section:

“ADVISORY OPINIONS

“Sec. 813. (a) Upon written request to the
Board by any individual holding Federal
office, any candidate for Federal office, or any
political committee, the Board shall render
an advisory opinion, in writing, within a
reasonable time with respect to whether any
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specific transaction or activity by such indi-
vidual, eandidate, or political committee
would constitute a viclation of this title, title
I of this Act, or sectlon 608, 610, 611, 613,
614, 615, or 616 of title 18, United States Code.

*“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any person with respect to whom an
advisory opinion is rendered under subsection
(a) who acts in good faith in accordance with
the provisions and findings of such advisory
opinion shall be presumed to be in compli-
ance with the provislon of this title, title I
of this Act, or section 608, 610, 611, 613, 614,
615, or 618 of title 18, United States Code,
with respect to which such advisory opinion
is rendered.

“(e) Any request made under subsection
{a) shall be made public by the Board. The
Board shall, before rendering an advisory
opinion with respect to such request, provide
any interested party with an opportunity to
transmit written comments to the Board
with rspect to such request.”.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS
EFFECT ON STATE LAW

Sec. 301. Section 403 of the Federal Elec-
tlon Campalign Act of 1971, relating to effect
on State law, is amended to read as follows:

“EFFECT ON STATE LAW

“Sec. 403. The provisions of this Act, and
of rules prescribed under this Act, supersede
and preempt any provision of State law with
respect to election to Federal office.”.

PERIOD OF LIMITATIONS; ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 302. Title IV of the Federal Election
Campalgn Act of 1971, relating to general
provisions, is amended by redesignating sec-
tion 406 as section 408 and by inserting im-
mediately after section 405 the following new
sections:

“PERIOD OF LIMITATIONS

“SEc, 408. (a) No person shall be prose-
cuted, tried, or punished for any violation of
title T of this Act, title III of this Act, or sec~

tion 608, 610, 611, 613, 614, 615, or 616 of title
18, United States Code, unless the indict-
ment is found or the information is insti-
tuted within 3 years after the date of the
violation.

"“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law—

“(1) the perlod of limitation referred to in
subsection (a) shall apply with respect to
violations referred to in such subsection
committed before, on, or after the effective
date of this section; and

“{2) no person shall be prosecuted, tried,
or punished for any act or omission which
was & violation of any provision of title I of
this Act, title III of this Act, or section 608,
610, 611, or 613 of title 18, United States
Code, as in effect on the day Yefore the effec-
tive date of the Federal Election Campaign
Act Amendments of 1874, if such act or omis-
slon does not constitute a violation of any
such provision, as amended by the Federal
Election Campalgn Act Amendments of 1974.
Nothing in this subsection shall affect any
proceeding pending in any court of the
United States on the effective date of this
section.

“ENFORCEMENT

“Sec, 407. (a) In any case in which the
Board of Supervisory Officers, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing on the record
in accordance with section 554 of title 5,
United States Code, makes a finding that a
person who, while a candidate for Federal
office, failed to fille a report required by title
IIT of this Act, and such finding 1s made
before the expiration of the time within
which the failure to flle such report may be
prosecuted as a violation of such title IIT,
such person shall be disqualified from be-
coming a candidate in any future election
for Federal office for a period of time begin-
ning on the date of such finding and ending
one year after the expiration of the term of
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the Federal office for which such person was
a candidate.

“(b) Any finding by the Board under sub-
section (a) shall be subject to judicial re-
view In accordance with the provisions of
chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code.".

TITLE IV—AMENDMENTS TO OTHER

LAWS; EFFECTIVE DATES

POLITICAL ACTIVITIES BY STATE AND LOCAL

OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

SEc. 401, (a) Section 1502(a) (3) of title 5,
United States Code (relating fo influencing
elections, taking part in political campaigns,
prohibitions, exceptions), is amended to read
as follows:

“(3) be a candidate for elective office.”.

(b) (1) Section 1503 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to nonpartisan political
activity, is amended to read as follows:

“§ 1503. Nonpartisan candidacles permitted

“Section 1502(a) (3) of this title does not
prohibit any State or local officer or employee
from being a candidate in any election if
none of the candidates is to be nominated or
elected at such election as representing a
party any of whose candidates for Presiden-
tial elector recelved votes in the last preced-
ing election at which Presidential electors
were selected.”.

(2) The table of sections for chapter 15 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
striking out the item relating to section 1503
and Inserting in lieu thereof the following
new item:

*1503. Nonpartisan candidacies permitted.”.

(c) Bection 1501 of title 5, United States
Code, relating to definitions, 1s amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (5);

(2) in paragraph (3) thereof, by inserting
“and” immediately after “Federal Reserve
System;” and

(3) in paragraph (4) thereof, by striking
out “; and” and inserting in lieu thereof a
perilod.

REPEAL OF COMMUNICATIONS MEDIA
EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS

8Ec. 402. (a) (1) Title I of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971, relating to cam-
paign communications, s amended by strik-
ing out section 104 and by redesignating
sections 105 and 106 as sections 104 and 105,
respectively.

(2) Section 104 of such Act (as so redesig-
nated by paragraph (1) of this subsection),
relating to regulations, is amended by strik-
ing out “, 103(b), 104(a), and 104(b)"” and
inserting in lieu thereof “and 103(b)".

(b) Section 102 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, relating to definitions,
is amended by striking out paragraphs (1),
(2), (6), and (8), and by redesignating para-
graphs (8) and (4) as paragraphs (1) and
(2), respectively.

(c) (1) Section 815 of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (relating to candidates for
public office, facilities, rules) is amended by
striking out subsections (c¢), (d), and (e),
and by redesignating subsections (f) and (g)
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively.

(2) Section 315(c) of such Act (as so re-
designated by paragraph (1) of this sub-
section), relating to definitions, is amended
to read as follows:

“({e) For purposes of this section—

“(1) the term ‘broadcasting station’ in-
cludes a community antenna television sys-
tem; and

“(2) the terms ‘licensee’ and ‘station li=
censee’ when used with respect to a com-
munity antenna televislon system, mean the
operator of such system.”.

APPROPRIATIONS TO CAMPAIGN FUND

Sec. 403. Section 9006(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to establish-
ment of campalgn fund) is amended—

(1) by striking out “as provided by ap-
propriation Acts” and inserting in lieu there-
of “from time to time”; and
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(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “There is appropriated
to the fund for each fiscal year, out of
amounts in the general fund of the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, an amount equal
to the amounts so designated during each
fiscal year, which shall remain availlable to
the fund without fiscal year limitation.”,

ENTITLEMENTS OF ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES TO PAY-
MENTS FROM PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION CAM-=
PAIGN FUND

SEcC. 404. (a) Subsection (a)(1) of section
9004 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1054
(relating to entitlement of eligible candidates
to payments) is amended to read as follows:

“(1) The eligible candidates of each major
party In a presidential election shall be en-
titled to equal payments under section 9006
in an amount which, in the aggregate, shall
not exceed $20,000,000.”

(b) (1) Subsection (a)(2)(A) of section
9004 of such Code (relating to entitlement of
eligible candidates to payments) is amended
by striking out “computed’” and Inserting in
lieu thereof “allowed”.

(2) The first sentence of subsection (a) (3)
of sectlon 9004 of such Code ( relating to en-
titlement of eligible candidates to payments)
is amended by striking out “computed” and
inserting in lleu thereof “allowed”,

(e) (1) Section 9002(1) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to the de=
finition of “authorized committee”) 1a
amended to read as follows:

“(1) The term ‘authorized committee’
means, with respect to the candidates of a
political party for President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, the political com-
mittee designated under section 302(f) (1) ot
the Federal Election Campalgn Act of 1971
by the candidate of a political party for
President of the United States as his prin-
cipal campaign committee.”,

(2) Section 9002(11) of such Code (re-
lating to the definition of “qualified cam-
paign expense') is amended—

(A) In subparagraph (A)(ili) thereof, by
striking out “an™ and Inserting in leu
thereof “the’’;

(B) In the second sentence thereof, by
striking out “an” and Inserting in lieu
thereof “his"; and

(C) In the third sentence thereof, by
striking out “an” and inserting in lieu
thereof “the”.

(3) Section 9003(b) of such Code (relating
to major parties) is amended—

(A) by striking out “committees” each
place it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof at each such place “committee”: and

(B) by striking out “any of” each place it
appears therein.

(4) Section 9003(c) of such Code (relating
to minor and new parties) is amended by
striking out “committees” each place it ap-
pears therein and inserting in leu thereof at
each such place “committee”.

(5) Section 9004(b) of such Code (relating
to limitations) is amended by striking out
“committees” each place it appears therein
and inserting in lleu thereof at each such
place “committee”,

(6) Section 9004(c) of such Code (relating
to restrictions) is amended by striking out
“committees” each place it appears therein
and inserting in lfeu thereof at each such
place “committee”.

(7) Section 8007(b) (2) of such Code (re-
lating to repayments) is amended by striking
out “committees” and inserting In lieu
thereof “committee’.

(8) Sectlon 9007(b) (3) of such Code (re-
lating to repayments) is amended by striking
out “any" and inserting in lieu thereof “the’”,

(9) Bubsections (a) and (b) of section
9012 of such Code (relating to excess ex-
penses and contributions, respectively), as
amended by sections 406(b) (2) and (3) of
this Act, are each amended by striking out
“any of his authorized committees” each
Place it appears and inserting in lien thereof
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at each such place “his authorized com-

mittes”,

CERTIFICATION FOR PAYMENT BY COMPTROLLER
GENERAL

Sec. 405. (a) Section 9005(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1054 (relating to
initial certifications for eligibllity for pay-
ments) is amended to read as follows:

“(a) INITIAL CERTIFICATION —NoOt later than
10 days after the candidates of a polltical
party for President and Vice President of the
United States have met all applicable condi-
tions for eligibllity to receive payments un-
der this chapter set forth in section 8003,
the Comptroller General shall certify to the
Secretary for payment to such eligible can-
didates under section 9008 payment in full
of amounts to which such candidates are en-
titled under section 9004.".

(b) Section 9003 (a) of such Code (relating
to general conditions for eligibility for pay-
ments) is amended—

(1) by striking out “with respect to which
payment i sought" in paragraph (1) and in-
serting in lieu thereof “of such candidates’;

(2) by inserting “and" at the end of para-
graph (2);

(8) by striking out “, and"” at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof
a period; and

(4) by striking out paragraph (4).

FINANCING OF PRESIDENTIAL NOMINATING

CONVENTIONS

Sezc. 406. (a) Chapter 85 of subtitle H of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating
to the presidential election campaign fund)
is amended by striking out section 8008 (re-
lating to information on proposed expenses)
and inserting in lleu thereof the following
new section:

“Sec. §008. Payments for Presidential nomi-
nating conyventions.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF AccOUNTS.—The

Secretary shall maintain in the fund, in addi-

tion to any account which he maintains un-
der section 9006(a), a separate account for
the national committee of each major party
and minor party. The Secretary shall deposit
in each such account an amount equal to
the amount which each such committee may
receive under subsectlon (b). Such deposits
shall be drawn from amounts designated by
individuals under section 6086 and shall be
made before any transfer Is made to any
account for any eligible candidate under sec-
tion 9006(a).

“(b) ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENTS FROM THE
PuND.—

“(1) MaJor PARTIES.—Subject to the pro-
visions of this section, the national commit-
tee of a major party shall be entitled to pay~
ments under paragraph (8), with respect to
any prasidential nominating convention, in
amounts which, in the aggregate, shall not
exceed $2,000,000.

“(2) Mmvor parTIES.—Subject to the pro-
visions of this section, the national commit-
tee of a minor party shall be entitled to pay-
ments under paragraph (3), with respect to
any presidential nominating convention, in
amounts which, in the aggregate, shall not
exceed an amount which bears the same ratio
to the amount the national committee of a
major party is entitled to receive under para-
graph (1) as the number of popular votes
received by the candidate for President of the
minor party, as such candidate, in the pre-
ceding presidential election bears to the aver-
age number of popular votes received by the
candidates for President of the major parties
in the preceding presidential election.

“(3) PAYMENTS—Upon recelpt of certifi-
cation from the Comptroller General under
subsection (g), the BSecretary shall make
payments from the appropriate account
maintained under subsection (a) to the na-
tional committee of a major party or minor
party which elects to recelve its entitlement
under this subsection. Such payments shall
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be available for use by such committee in
accordance with the provisions of subsection
c).

: ) (4) LimrraTioN.—Payments to the na-
tional committee of a major party or minor
party under this subsection from the ac-
count designated for such committee shall
be limited to the amounts in such account
at the time of payment.

“(¢) Use or Funps.—No part of any pay-
ment made under subsection (b) shall be
used to defray the expenses of any candidate
or delegate who is participating in any presl-
dential nominating convention. Such pay-
ments shall be used only—

“(1) to defray expenses incurred with re-
spect to a presidential nominating conven-
tion (including the payment of deposits) by
or on behalf of the national committee re-
ceiving such payments; or

“(2) to repay loans the proceeds of which
were used to defray such expenses, or other-
wise to restore funds (other than contribu-
tions to defray such expenses received by
such committee) used to defray such ex-
penses.

“(d) LiMITATION OF EXPENDITURES.—

“(1) MaJor PARTIES.—Except as provided
by paragraph (3), the national committee
of a major party may not make expendl-
tures with respect to a presidential nominat-
ing convention which, in the aggregate, ex-
ceed the amount of payments to which such
committee 1s entitled under subsection
(b) (1). '

“{2) MIiNOR PARTIES.—Except as provided
by paragraph (8), the national committee of
a minor party may not make expenditures
with respect to a presidential nominating
convention which, in the aggregate, exceed
the amount of the entitlement of the na-
tional committee of & major party under sub-
section (b) (1).

“(3) ExcerrioN.—The Presidential Election
Campaign Fund Advisory Board may author-
ize the national committee of a major party
or minor party to make expenditures which,
in the aggregate, exceed the limitation
established by paragraph (1) or paragraph
(2) of this subsection. Such authorization
shall be based upon a determination by such
Board that, due to extraordinary and un-
forseen circumstances, such expenditures are
necessary to assure the effective operation of
the presidential nominating convention by
such committee.

“(e) AVAILABILITY OF PAYMENTS.—The na-
tional committee of a major party or minor
party may receive payments under subsec-
tion (b)(3) beginning on July 1 of the cal-
endar year immediately preceding the calen-
dar year In which a presidential nominating
convention of the political party involved is
held.

“(f) TrawsFEr TO THE Fuwp.—If, after the
close of a presidential nominating conven-
tion and after the national committee of the
political party involved has been paid the
amount which it is entitled to receive under
this section, there are moneys remaining in
the account of such national committee, the
Secretary shall transfer the moneys so re-
maining to the fund.

“(g) CERTIFICATION BY COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL.—ANY major party or minor party may
file a statement with the Comptroller Gen-
eral in such form and manner and at such
times as he may require, deslgnating the na-
tional committee of such party. Such state-
ment shall include the information required
by section 303(b) of the Federal Election
Campalgn Act of 1971, together with such
additional information as the Comptroller
General may require. Upon receipt of a
statement filed under the preceding sen=-
tences, the Comptroller General promptly
shall verify such statement according to such
procedures and criterla as he may establish
and shall certify to the Becretary for pay-
ment in full to any such committee of
amounts to which such committee may be

27531

entitled under subsection (b).Such certifica-
tions shall be subject to an examination and
audit which the Comptroller General shall
conduct no later than December 31 of the
calendar year in which the presidential nomi-
nating convention involved is held.

“{h) REPAYMENTS.—The Comptroller Gen=-
eral shall have the same authority to require
repayments from the national committee of
& major party or minor party as he has with
respect to repayments from any eligible can-
didate under section 9007(b). The provisions
of section 8007(c) and section 8007(d) shall
apply with respect to any repayment required
by the Comptroller General under this sub-
section.”.

(b) (1) Section 9009(a) of such Code (re-
lating to reports) is amended by striking cut
“and” in paragraph (2) thereof; by striking
out the period at the end of paragraph (3)
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof ; and";
and by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraphs:

“(4) the expenses incurred by the national
committee of a major party or minor party
with respect to a presidential nominating
convention;

“(6) the amounts certified by him under
sectlon 9008(g) for payment to each such
committee; and

“(8) the amount of payments, {f any, re-
quired from such committees under section
9008(h), and the reasons for each such pay-
ment.".

(2) The heading for section 8012(a) of
such Code (relating to excess expenses) is
amended by striking out “Camparcn".

(8) Sectlon 9012(a) (1) of such Code (re-
lating to excess expenses) Is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
sentence: “It shall be unlawful for the na-
tional committee of a major party or minor
party knowingly and willfully to incur ex-
penses with respect to a presidential nomi-
nating convention in excess of the expend-
iture limitation applicable with respect to
such committee under section 9008(d), un-
less the incurring of such expenses is au-
thorized by the Presidential Election Cam-
?;;gn Fund Board under section 9008(d)

(4) Bectlon 9012(c) of such Code (relat-
ing to unlawful use of payments) is amended
by redesignating paragraph (2) as paragraph
(8) and by inserting immediately after para-
graph (1) the following new paragraph:

“(2) It shall be unlawful for the national
committee of a major party or minor party
which recelves any payment under section
9008(b) (3) to use, or authorize the use of,
such payment for any purpose other than
& purpose authorized by section 9008(c).”.

(5) Section 9012(e) (1) of such Code (re-
lating to kickback and {llegal payments) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “It shall be unlaw-
ful for the national committee of a major
party or minor party knowingly and willfully
to give or accept any kickback or any flle-
gal payment in connection with any expense
incurred by such committee with respect to
a presidential nominating convention.”,

(6) Section 912(e) (8) of asuch Code (re-
lating to kickbacks and illegal payments)
is amended by inserting immediately after
“their authorized committees” the follow-
ing: “, or in connection with any expense
incurred by the national committee of a ma-
Jor party or minor party with respect to a
presidential nominating convention.”,

() The table of sections for chapter 95 of
subtitle H of such Code (relating to the
presidential election campaign fund) 1is
amended by striking out the item relating to
section 9008 and inserting in Heu thereof
the following new item:

“Bec. 0008. Payments for presidential nom-
inating conventions.”.

(d) SBectlon 276 of such Code (relating to
certain indirect contributions to political
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parties) is amended by striking out subsec-
tion (c¢) and by redeslgnating subsection (d)
as subsection (c).

TAX RETURNS BY POLITICAL COMMITTEES

Sec. 407. Section 6012(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code fo 19564 (relating to persons
required to make returns of income) 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “The Secretary or
his delegate shall, by regulation, exempt from
the requirement of making returns under
this section any political committee (as de-
fined in section 301(d) of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1871) having no gross
income for the taxable year.”.

PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY MATCHING PAYMENT

ACCOUNT

Sec. 408. (a) The analysis of subtitles at
the beginning of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“SusTITLE H. Financing of presidential elec-
tion campalgns.”.

(b) The analysis of chapters at the be-
ginning of subtitle H of such Code is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Tollowing:

“CHAPTER 97. Presidential Primary Matching
Payment Account."
() Subtitle H of such Code iz amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new chapter:

“CHAPTER 97—PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY
MATCHING FPAYMENT ACCOUNT

“Sec. 9031. Short title.

“Sec. 9032, Definitions.

“Sec. 9033. Eligibility for payment.

“Sec. 9034, Entitlement of eligible candi-

dates to payments.
“m.

9035. Qualified campaign
“Sec.

expense
Hmiitation.

Certification
General,

Payments to eligible candidates.

Examinations and audits; re-
payments.

Reports to Congress; regulations.

Participation of Comptroller
General in judieial proceed-

9036. by Comptroller
“Bec.

“Bec.

9037.
9038.

“Bec.
“Sec.

9039,
9040.

“Sec. 9041. Judicial review.
“SBec. 0042, Criminal penalties.
“Sec. 9031. SHORT TITLE.

“This chapter may be cited as the ‘Presi-
dential Primary Matching Payment Account
Act'.

“Sec. 9032. DEFINITIONS.

“For purposes of this chapter—

“(1) The term ‘authorized committee’
means, with respect to the candidates of a
political party for President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, the political com-
mittee designated under section 302(f) (1)
of the Federal Election Campalgn Act of 1971
by the candidate of a political party for
President of the United States as his prin-
cipal campaign committee.

“(2) The term ‘candidate’ means an in-
dividual who seeks nomination for election
to be President of the United States. For
purposes of this paragraph, an individual
shall be considered to seek nomination for
election if he (A) takes the action neces-
sary under the law of a State to qualify
himself for nomination for election, (B) re-
ceives contributions or Incurs qualified cam-
palgn expenses, or (C) gives his consent for
any other person to recelve contributions or
to incur qualified campalgn expenses on his
behalf.

*(8) The term ‘Comptroller General’ means
the Comptroller General of the United
States.

*(4) Except as provided by section 9034 (a),
the term ‘contribution’—

“(A) means a gift, subsecription, loan, ad-
vance, or deposit of money, or anything of
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value, the payment of which was made on or
after the beginning of the calendar year
immediately preceding the calendar year of
the presidential election with respect to
which such gift, subscription, loan, advance,
or deposit of money, or anything of value, is
made, for the purpose of influencing the re-
sult of a primary election,

“(B) means a confract, promise, or agree-
ment, whether or not legally enforceable, to
make a contribution for any such purpose,

“(C) means a transfer of funds between
political committees, and

“{D) means the payment by any person
other than a candidate, or his authorized
committee, of compensation for the personal
services of another person which are rendered
to the candidate or committee without
charge, but

“(E) does not include—

“(1) except as provided in subparagraph
(D), the value of personal services rendered
to or for the benefit of a candidate by an
individual who receives no compensation for
rendering such service to or for the benefit
of the candidate, or

“(i1) payments under section 9037.

“(5) The term ‘matching payment account'
means the Presldential Primary Matching
Payment Account established under section
9037(a).

“(6) The term ‘matching payment period’
means the period beginning with the be-
ginning of the calendar year in which a
general election for the office of President of
the United States will be held and ending on
the date on which the national convention
of the party whose nomination a candidate
seeks nominates its candidate for the office
of President of the United States.

*{7) The term ‘primary election’ means an
election, including a runoff election or a
nominating convention or caucus held by a
political party, for the selection of delegates
to a national nominating convention of a
political party, or for the expression of a
preference for the nomination of persons for
election to the office of President of the
United States.

“(8) The term ‘political committee’ means
any individual, committee, association, or
organization (whether or not incorporated)
which accepts contributions or incurs qusali-
fled campaign expenses for the purpose of
infiuencing, or attempting to influence, the
nomination of any person for election to the
office of President of the United States.

*“(9) The term ‘qualified campaign expense’
means & purchase, payment, distribution,
loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or
of anything of value—

*(A) incurred by a candidate, or by his
authorized committee, in connection with his
campalgn for nomination for election, and

“(B) neither the incurring nor payment of

which constitutes a violation of any law of
the United States or of the SBtate in which
the expense is incurred or paid.
For purposes of this paragraph, an expense
is Incurred by a candidate or by an author-
ized committee if it is incurred by a per-
son specifically authorized In writing by the
candidate or committee, as the case may be,
to incur such expense on behalf of the candi-
date or the committee.

“(10) The term 'State’ means each State
of the United States and the District of
Columbia,

“Sec. 9083. ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENTS.

“(a) Conprrrons.—To be eligible to re-
celve payments under section 9037, a candi-
date shall, in writing—

“(1) agree to obtaln and furnish to the
Comptroller General any evidence he may
request of qualified campaign expenses,

“(2) agree to keep and furnish to the
Comptroller General any records, books, and
other information he may request, and

*(8) agree to an audit and examination
by the Comptroller General under section
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9038 and to pay any amounts required to be
paid under such section,

“(b) EXPENSE LIMITATION,; DECLARATION OF
INTENT; MINIMUM CONTRIBUTIONS.—To be
eligible to receive payments under section
9037, a candidate shall cerfify to the Comp-
troller General that—

“(1) the candidate and his authorized
committee will not incur qualified campalgn
expenses in excess of the limitation on such
expenses under section 8035,

“(2) the candidate is seeking nomination
by a political party for election to the office
of President of the United States,

“(3) the candidate has received contribu-
tlons which, in the aggregate, exceed 85,000
in contributions from residents of each of
at least 20 States, and
ce;;'[;:ilj ttrha ageregate of contributions re-

Oom any person under paragr
(3) does not exceed $250, R i
“SEC. 9034, ENTITLEMENT OF ELIGIBLE CanDI-

. DATES TO PAYMENTS.

“(a) In GENERAL—Every candidate who is
eligible to receive payments under section
9033 1s entitled to payments under section
9037 in an amount equal to the amount of
each contribution received by such candidate
on or after the beginning of the calendar
year immediately preceding the calendar
year of the presidential election with respect
to which such candidate is seeking nomina-
tion, or by his authorized committee, dis-
regarding any amount of contributions from
any person to the extent that the total of
the amounts contributed by such person on
or after the beginning of such preceding
calendar year exceeds $250. For purposes of
this subsection and section 9033(b), the
term ‘contribution’ means g gift of money
made by & written instrument which identi-
fles the person making the contribution by
full name and malling address, but does not
include a subscription, loan, advance, or de-
poslt of money, or anything desecribed in sub-
?:fagraph (B), (C), or (D) of section 9032

*(b) LiMrraTioNs—The total amount of

payments to which a candidate |s entitled
under subsection (a) shall not exceed 50
percent of the expenditure limitation estab-
lished by section 608(c) (1) (A) of title 18,
United States Code.

“SEc. 9035. QuarmFIED CAMPAIGN EXPENSE
LIMITATION.

“No candidate shall knowingly incur quali-
fled campaign expenses in excess of the ex-
penditure limitation established by section
608(c) (1) (A) of title 18, United States Code.
"SEC. 9036. CERTIFICATION BY COMPTROLLER

GENERAL,

“(a) INTTIAL CERTIFICATIONS.—Not later
than 10 days after a candidate establishes his
eligibility under section 2033 to receive pay-
ments under section 9037, the Comptroller
General shall certify to the Secretary for
payment to such candidate under section
9037 payment in full of amounts to which
3161;: candidate 1s entitled under section

*(b) Finariry oF DETERMINATIONS.—Tnitial
certifications by the Comptroller General
under subsection (a), and all determina-
tlons made by him under this chapter, are
final and conclusive, except to the extent
that they are subject to examination and
audit by the Comptroller General under sec-
;1{;:;; 9038 and judicial review under section
“SEC. 9037, PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF AcCOUNT.—The
Secretary shall maintain in the Presidential
Election Campaign Fund established by sec-
tion 9006(a), in addition to any account
which he maintains under such section, a
separate account to be known as the Presi-
dential Primary Matching Payment Account.
The Becretary shall deposit into the match-
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ing payment account, for use by the candi-
date of any political party who is eligible to
recelve payments under section 9033, the
amount avallable after the Secretary deter-
mines that amounts for payments under sec-
tion 8006(c) and for payments under sec-
tlon 8007 (b) (3) are avallable for such pay-
ments.

“(b) PAYMENTS FROM THE MATCHING PAY-
MENT AccouNT.—Upon receipt of a certifica-
tion from the Compftroller General under sec-
tion 9036, but not before the beginning of
the matching payment period, the Secretary
or his delegate shall promptly transfer the
amount certified by the Compitroller General
from the matching payment account to the
candidate. In making such transfers to can-
didates of the same political party, the Sec-
retary or his delegate shall seek to achieve an
equitable distribution of funds ayailable un-
der subsection (a), and the Becretary or his
delegate shall take Into account, In seeking
to achieve an equitable distribution, the
sequence in which such certifications are re-
ceived. Transfers to candidates of the same
political party may not exceed an amount
which is equal ‘to 45 percent of the total
amount available in the matching payment
account, and transfers to any candidate may
not exceed an amount which is equal to 25
percent of the total amount available in the
matching payment account.

"“SEC. 9038. EXAMINATIONS AND AUDITS; RE-
PAYMENTS.

“(a) EXAMINATIONS AND Avprrs.—After
each matching payment period, the Comp-
troller General shall conduct a thorough ex-
amination and audit of the qualified cam-
paign expenses of every candidate and his
authorized committee who recelved payments
under section 9037.

“{b) REPAYMENTS.—

(1) If the Comptroller General determines
that any portion of the payments made to a
candidate from the matching payment ac-
count was in excess of the aggregate amount
of payments to which such candidate was en-
titled under section 9034, he shall notify the
candidate, and the candidate shall pay to the
Secretary or his delegate an amount equal to
the amount of excess payments.

“(2) If the Comptroller General determines
that any amount of any payment made to a
candidate from the matching payment ac-
count was used for any purpose other than—

“(A) to defray the qualified campaign ex-
penses with respect to which such payment
was made, or

“(B) to repay loans the proceeds of which
were used, or otherwise to restore funds
(other than contributions to defray quali-
fled campalgn expenses which were received
and expended) which were used, to defray
qualified campalgn expenses, he shall notify
such candidate of the amount so used, and
the candidate shall pay to the Secretary or
his delegate an amount equal to such
amount,

“(8) Amounts recelved by a candidate
from the matching payment account may be
retained for the ligquidation of all obligations
to pay qualified campaign expenses incurred
for a period not exceeding 6 months after
the end of the matching payment period.
After all obligations have been liquidated,
that portion of any unexpended balance re-
maining in the candidate’s accounts which
bears the same ratlo to the total unexpended
balance as the total amount received from
the matching payment account bears to the
total of all deposits made into the candlidate's
accounts shall be promptly repaid to the
matching payment account.

“(¢) NorrFicaTioN.—No notification shall
be made by the Comptroller General under
subsection (b) with respect to a matching
payment period more than 3 years after the
end of such period.

*(d) DerosiT oF REPAYMENTS.—AIl pay-
ments received by the Secretary or his dele-
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gate under subsection (b) shall be deposited
by him in the matching payment account.

“Sec. 9039. REPORTS TO CONGRESS; REGULA-
TIONS,

“(a) RerporTs.—The Comptroller General
shall, as soon as practicable after each
matching payment period, submit a full
report to the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives setting forth—

“(1) the qualified campaign expenses
(shown in such detail as the Comptroller
General determines necessary) incurred by
the candidates of each political party and
their authorlzed committees,

“(2) the amounts certified by him under
section 8038 for payment to each eligible
candidate, and

“(3) the amount of payments, if any, re-
quired from candidates under section 9038,
and the reasons for each payment required.

Each report submitted pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be printed as a Senate document.
*(b) REeGULATIONS, ETc.—The Comptroller
General is authorized to prescribe rules and
regulations in accordance with the provisions
of subsection (¢), to conduct examinations
and audits (in addition to the examina-
tions and audits required by section 9038
(a)), to conduct investigations, and to re-
quire the keeping and submission of any
books, records, and information, which he
determines to be necessary to carry out his
responsibilities under this chapter.

“(c) REVIEW OF REGULATIONS.—

“(1) The Comptroller General, before pre-
scribing any rule or regulation under sub-
section (b), shall transmit a statement with
respect to such rule or regulation to the
Committee on Rules and Administration of
the Benate and to the Committee on House
Administration of the House of Representa-
tives, in accordance with the provisions of
this subsection. Such statement shall set
forth the proposed rule or regulation and
shall contain a detalled explanation and
Justification of such rule or regulation.

“(2) If either such committee does not,
through appropriate action, disapprove the
proposed rule or regulation set forth in such
statement no later than 30 legislative days
after receipt of such statement, then the
Comptroller General may prescribe such rule
or regulation. The Comptroller General may
not prescribe any rule or regulation which is
disapproved by either such committee under
this paragraph.

“(3) For purposes of this subsectlon, the
term ‘legislative days’ does not include any
calendar day on which both Houses of the
Congress are not In session.

“Sgc. 0040. PARTICIPATION BY COMPTROLLER
GENERAL IN JUDICIAL PROCEED-
INGS.

“(a) APPEARANCE BY COUNSEL.—The Comp-
troller General is authorized to appear in
and defend against any action Iinstituted
under this section, elther by attorneys em-
ployed in his office or by counsel whom he
may appoint without regard to the provisions
of title 5, United States Code, governing
appointments in the competitive service, and
whose compensation he may fix without
regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title.

“(b) RECOVERY OF CERTAIN PAYMENTS.—The
Comptroller General is authorized, through
attorneys and counsel described in subsec-
tion (a), to institute actions in the district
courts of the United States to seek recovery
of any amounts determined to be payable to
the Secretary or his delegate as a result
of an examination and audit made pursuant
to section 9038.

“(¢) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—The Comptroller
General is authorized, through attorneys and
counsel described in subsection (a), to peti-
tion the courts of the United States for in-
Junctive relief as is appropriate to imple-
ment any provision of this chapter.

“(d) ArPEAL—The Comptroller General is
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authorized on behalf of the United States to
appeal from, and to petition the Supreme
Court for certiorarl to review, judgments, or
decrees entered with respect to actions in
which he appears pursuant to the authority
provided in this section.

“Sgc. 9041, JUDICIAL REVIEW.

“(a) REVIEW OF AGENCY ACTION BY THE
COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—ANY agency action
by the Comptroller General made under the
provisions of this chapter shall be subject
to review by the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia Circuit
upon petition filed in such court within 30
days after the agency action by the Comp-
troller General for which review is sought.

“(b) Review Procepures.—The provisions
of chapter T of title 5, United States Code,
apply to judiclal review of any agency action,
as defined in section 561(13) of title 6, United
States Code, by the Comptroller General.

“SEC. 9042. CRIMINAL PENALTIES,

*{a) ExcEss CAMPAIGN EXFENSES.—ANY per-
son who violates the provisions of section
9036 shall be fined not more than $25,000, or
imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both.
Any officer or member of any political com-
mittee who knowingly consent to any expend-
iture in violation of the provisions of section
9035 shall be fined not more than $25,000,
or imprisoned not more than 5 years, or
both

“(b) UNLAWFUL USE OF PAYMENTS.—

“(1) It is unlawful for any person who
recelves any payment under section 9037, or
to whom any portion of any such payment
is transferred, knowingly and willfully to use,
or authorize the use of, such payment or
such portion for any purpose other than—

“(A) to defray qualified campaign ex-
penses, or

“(B) to repay loans the proceeds of which
were used, or otherwise to restore funds
(other than contributions to defray qualified
campaign expenses which were received and
expended) which were used, to defray quall-
fled campalgn expenses.

“(2) Any person who violates the provi-
slons of paragraph (1) shall be fined not
more than $10,000, or imprisoned not more
than 5 years, or both.

“(c) FaLse STATEMENTS, Erc.—

“(1) It 1s unlawful for any person know=-
ingly and willfully—

“(A) to furnish any false, fictitious, or
fraudulent evidence, books, or information
to the Comptroller General under this chap=
ter, or to include in any evidence, books, or
information so furnished any misrepresenta-
tion of a material fact, or to falsify or con-
ceal any evidence, books, or information
relevant to a certification by the Comptroller
General or an examination and audit by the
Comptroller General under this chapter, or

“(B) to fall to furnish to the Comptroller
General any records, books, or information
requested by him for purposes of this
chapter.

“(2) Any person who violates the provi-
sions of paragraph (1) shall be flned not
more than $10,000, or imprisoned not more
than 5 years, or both.

“(d) EIicEBACES AND ILLEGAL PAYMENTS —

“(1) It 1s unlawful for any person know-
ingly and willfully to give or accept any
kickback or any illegal payment in connec-
tion with any qualified campaign expense
of a candidate, or his authorized committee,
who recelves payments under section 903T7.

“(2) Any person who violates the provi-
sions of paragraph (1) shall be fined not
more than $10,000, or imprisoned not more
than 6 years, or both.

“(3) In addition to the penalty provided
by paragraph (2), any person who accepts
any kickback or illegal payment in connec-
tion with any qualified campaign expense
of a candidate or his authorized committee
shall pay to the Secretary for deposit in the
matching payment account, an amount
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equal to 125 percent of the kickback or
payment received.”.

REVIEW OF REGULATIONS

Sec. 409. (a) Section 2009 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to reports
to Congress; regulations) is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

*(c) REVIEW OF REGULATIONS.—

*“{1) The Comptroller General, before pre-
scribing any rule or regulation under subsec-
tion (b), shall transmit a statement with
respect to such rule or regulation to the
Committee on Rules and Administration of
the Senate and to the Committee on House
Administration of the House of Representa-
tives, In accordance with the provisions of
this subsection. Such statement shall set
forth the proposed rule or regulation and
shall contain a detalled explanation and jus-
tification of such rule or regulation.

“(2) If either such committee does not,
through appropriate action, disapprove the
proposed rule or regulation set forth in such
statement no later than 30 legislative days
after recelpt of such statement; then the
Comptroller General may prescribe such rule
or regulation. The Comptroller General may
not prescribe any rule or regulation which
is disapproved by either such committee
under this paragraph.

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘legislative days’ does not include any
calendar day on which both Houses of the
Congress are not in session.”.

(b) Section 8002(b) of such Code (relating
to regulations, ete.) s amended by inserting
“in accordance with the provisions of sub-
gection (¢)" immediately after “regulations”,

EFFECTIVE DATES

Sec. 410. (a) Except as provided by sub-
section (b), the foregoing provisions of this
Act shall become effective 30 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) (1) The amendments made by sections
403, 404, 405, 406, 408, and 409 shall apply
with respect to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1973,

(2) The amendment made by section 407
shall apply with respect to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1971.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“To impose overall limitations on cam-
paign expenditures and political contri-
butions; to provide that each candidate
for Federal office shall designate a
principal campaign committee; to pro-
vide for a single reporting responsibility
with respect to receipts and expenditures
by certain political committees; to
change the times for the filing of reports
regarding campaign expenditures and
political contributions: to provide for
public financing of Presidential nominat-
ing conventions and Presidential primary
elections; and for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

A similar House bill (H.R. 16090) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, HAYS, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
b legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
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objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Ohio?
There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was com-
municated to the House by Mr. Mark, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on August 7, 1974, the Presi-
dent approved and signed a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 8217. An act to exempt from duty cer-
tain equipment and repairs for vessels
operated by or for any agency of the United
States where the entries were made in con-
nection with vessels arriving before Jan-
uary 5, 1871, and for other purposes.

PRESS ABSENT DURING DEBATE ON
ELECTION REFORM

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute.)

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I just think
it is worthy to note in the Recorp that
when this bill was passed, there were
more than 400 Members on the floor of
the House and nobody was in the press
gallery, after all the nasty things that
the press has been saying about me in
particular, the committee in general, and
the Members of the House for not having
passed campaign reform before this.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 3698, TO AMEND THE ATOMIC
ENERGY ACT OF 1954
Mr. PRICE of Tllinois. Mr. Speaker, I

ask unanimous consent to take from the

Speaker’s table the bill (S. 3698) to en-

able Congress to concur in or disapprove

certain international agreements for
peaceful cooperation, and agree to the
conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objeetion to the request of the gentle-
man from Illinois? The Chair hears none
and appoints the following conferees:
Messrs, Price of Illinois, HoLirFIELD, McC-
CorMACK, HosMER, and HANSEN of Idaho.

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 AM. FRIDAY,
AUGUST 9, 1974

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11
a.m., on tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY AND CERTAIN RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS,
1975—VETO MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 93-331)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following veto message from the
President of the United States:

To the House of Representatives:
The pressing need to control inflation
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compels me today to return to the Con-
gress without my approval HR. 15472,
an appropriations bill for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Environmental
Protection Agency and cerfain related
agencies and programs.

Two weeks ago, I vowed to the Amer-
ican people that any appropriations bill
substantially above my budget for fis-
cal year 1975 would be vetoed because it
would otherwise contribute to inflation-
ary forces in the economy. This legisla-
tion exceeds my budgetary recommenda-
tions by such a large amount—some
$540 million—that it presents a clear
and distinct threat to our fight against
inflation and cannot be accepted.

Under this legislation, outlays for fis-
cal year 1975 would exceed our recom-
mendations by $150 million in fiscal year
1975, $300 million in fiscal year 1976, and
by additional amounts in fiscal year
1977. Water and sewer grants for the
Department of Agriculture would be au-
thorized at a level of about $345 million,
a level more than eight times higher
than any level in the past. Funding for
agricultural conservation programs
wotld be more than doubled, completely
reversing recent efforts of this Admini-
stration to reform these programs. Fur-
thermore, this bill would increase cer-
tain loan programs operated by the De-
partment of Agriculture by $400 million
more than we recommended, an increase
which would further strain already
over-stressed credit markets and would
add to inflationary pressures.

I also oppose a provision in this bill
transferring from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development to EPA
a $175 million program to clean up the
Great Lakes. The feasibility of this
cleanup program has not yet been
proven. Further study is essential if we
are to avoid ineffective Federal spending
for these purposes.

My original budget recommendations
to the Congress laid out program priori-
ties as we see them in the executive
branch. While differences have fre-
quently existed between the Congress
and the executive branch on priorities
for particular programs, I firmly believe
that our current fiscal situation demands
national unanimity on the issues of a
larger concern: namely, that we agree
to enact appropriation bills which do not
fuel the fires of inflation through exces-
sive spending.

I would welcome Congressional recon-
sideration of this bill and the program
priorities contained therein so that a
more acceptable bill can be enacted. In
keeping Federal spending under control,
we do not intend, of course, to single out
only farm or environmental programs.
Indeed, I would hope that in considering
all future appropriation measures, the
Congress will assiduously avoid enacting
measures which pose inflationary prob-
lems similar to the bill I am returning
today.

RicHARD NIXON.

TrE WaITE HousE, August 8, 1974.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal and the message and bill
will be printed as a House document.
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POSTPONING CONSIDERATION
VETO MESSAGE UNTIL
DAY, AUGUST 22, 1974

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that further proceed-
ings on the President’s message be put
over until Thursday, August 22, 1974,

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
Farv) . Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object—and I shall not object—
did the gentleman say that there were
two bills tomorrow, or are there three
bills?

Mr. O’'NEILL. No, there will be two bills
tomorrow.

Mr. GROSS. There will be only two
bills tomorrow?

Mr. O'NEILL. Only two bills on the
program, yes. They are the two bills I
mentioned. The third bill that would
have been on the calendar is put over
until next Wednesday.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, with re-
gard to the request I have made, may I
say that I am making this unanimous-
consent request at the request of the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for Agriculture. This has
been agreed to by his counterpart on the
committee, the minority leadership on
the other side of the aisle.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, does the gen-
tleman have any idea when this veto
message will come up?

Mr. O'NEILL. They have asked, and I
am doing this, as I say, at the request
of the leadership on the gentleman’s side
of the aisle. The chairman of the Sub-
committee on Appropriations on Agricul-
ture and his counterpart want to have an
opportunity to study the whole matter.
They asked for the date of Thursday,
August 22. Whether it will come up at
that time, or be further postponed, or
whether it will be recommitted to the
committee I have no knowledge at this
time.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 15405,
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA-
TION AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS, 1975

Mr. O'NEILL (on behalf of Mr.
McFary) filed the following conference
report and statement on the bill (H.R.
15405) making appropriations for the
Department of Transportation and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, and for other purposes:
CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 93-1270)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15405) “making appropriations for the De-
partment of Transportation and Related
Agencies for the fiscal year ending June 80,
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1075, and for other purposes,” having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 2, 5, 10, 11, 12, and 34.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 1, 4, 19, 21, 22, 31, 33, and 35, and
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$618,144,448"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 6: That the House
recede from iis disagreement to the amend-
ment of the BEenate numbered 6, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert ""$1,375,500,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 7: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert "“$12,250,000""; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment Insert *$60,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the SBenate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment Insert "$5,700,000"; and the Eenate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by saild amend-
ment insert “$129,200,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 15: That the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 15, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said
amendment insert “$30,600,000"; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 17, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by
sald amendment insert “$11,000,000": and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 20: That the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 20, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows: In lleu of the sum proposed by
sald amendment insert “£4,575,840,000"; and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 23: That the
House recede from its disagreement fo the
amendment of the Senate numbered 23, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows: In leu of the sum proposed by
sald amendment insert “§73,445,000"; and
the SBenate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 24: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by sald
amendment insert *'$29,130,000"; and the
Benate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 25: That the House
recede from 1ts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
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In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “£34,800,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 27; That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment Insert *£6.250,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 32: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 32, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert ‘“$45,000,000": and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 36: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 36, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$1,445,250,000""; and the Senate
agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in
disagreement amendments numbered 8, 186,
18, 286, 28, 29, and 30.

JOEN J. McFaLL,
SIDNEY YaTms,

Tom STEED,

JULIA BUTLER HANSEN,
EDwWaRD P, BOLAND,
GEORGE MAHON,
B1mLvio O, CoNTE,

(except I do not agree with

positions of conferees on
amendments 20 and 30).
WILLIAM MINSHALL,
JACK EDWARDS,

(except I do not agree with
positions of conferees on
amendments 36, 30 and
29).

E. A, CEDERBERG,
Managers on the Part of the House.

RogerT C. BYRD,

JOHN MCCLELLAN,

WARREN MAGNUSON,

JOHN O, PASTORE,

ALAN BIBLE,

MIKE MANSFIELD,

THOMAS F. EAGLETON,

CLIFFORD P. CASE,

Mmvron R. YOoUNG,

Norr1s CoTTOoN,

TED STEVENS,

CHARLES McC. MATHIAS,

RICHARD SCHWEIKER,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE ComM-
MITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
154056) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Transportation and related agen-
cles for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1875,
and for other purposes, submit the following
joint statement to the House and the Senate
in explanation of the effect of the action
agreed upon by the managers and recom-
mended in the accompanying conference re-
port:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFPORTATION

Office of the Secretary

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $31,000,000
for salarles and expenses as proposed by the
Senate instead of $31,300,000 as proposed by
the House.

Under the conference agreement, 42 new
positions are provided.

The conferees direct the Department to
seek specific separate leglslation before the
end of this fiscal year to clarify the func-
tions, powers, and dutles of the Transporta-
tion Systems Acquisition Review Counecil.

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $28,000,000
for transportation planning, research, and

Jr.,
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development as proposed by the House in-
stead of #$32,600,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Coast Guard

Amendment No, 3: Appropriates $618,144,-
448 for operating expenses instead of $617,-
579,448 as proposed by the House and $620,-
444 448 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes funds
for the New York and New Orleans vessel
traffic systems and full-scale alir patrols for
ofl pollution detection as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No, 4: Appropriates $113,-
307,000 for acquisition, construction, and
improvements as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $111,307,000 as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 5: Deletes the $10,000,000
appropriation proposed by the Senate for pol-
lution fund. The conferees expect the Coast
Guard to spend what is needed for pollu-
tion clean-up and to seek additional funding
when it becomes necessary.

Federal Aviation Administration

Amendment No. 6: Appropriates 81,~
875,600,000 for operations instead of #1,-
363,000,000 as proposed by the House and 81,-
379,600,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement provides for a
total staffing level of 729 positions for the
administration of airports program as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates §12,-
250,000 for facilities, engineering, and devel-
opment instead of $12,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $12,500,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 8: Reported in technical
disagreement., The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
with an amendment to appropriate $235,-
521,000 for facilities and equipment instead
of $241,100,000 as proposed by the House and
$242,221,000 as proposed by the SBenate. The
managers on the part of the Senate will move
to concur in the amendment of the House
to the amendment of the Senate.

The conferees feel that there are sufficlent
unobligated funds under this appropriation
to procure the equipment required to prop-
erly train air traffic controllers, if the Federal
Aviation Administration determines that this
is a high priority requirement,

The conferees reiterate the position ex-
pressed In previous years that the installa-
tion of an instrument landing system at
Morristown. New Jersey, Alrport is not in-
tended and shall not be used as an argu-
ment for the expansion of that airport
against the wishes of the communities con-
cerned.

Amendment No, 9: Appropriates $60,-
000,000 for research, engineering, and devel-
opment instead of 865,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $70,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The Conference agreement includes
the full amounts requested for the micro-
wave landing system, advanced radar beacon
system, and wake vortex research.

Amendment No. 10: Deletes language pro=-
posed by the Senate for grants-in-ald for
airport planning.

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $280,-
000,000 for grants-in-ald for airports as pro-
posed by the House Instead of $284,500,000
as proposed by the Senate,

Amendment No. 12: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate earmarking $4,500,000
of the appropriation for grants-in-ald for
alrports for airport planning grants,

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates £5,700,-
000 for construction, National Capital Air-
ports instead of 4,200,000 as proposed by the
House and $7,200,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate. The conferees have approved the project
to enlarge the jet ramp at Dulles Interna-
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tional Airport and expect the Federal Avia-
tion Administration to utilize existing un-
obligated funds, if necessary, to complete the
project.

Federal Highway Adminisiration

Amendment No, 14: Limits general operat~
ing expenses to $129,200,000 instead of $127,-
200,000 as proposed by the House and $131,-
200,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No., 15: Proyides that #30,-
600,000 of the limitation on general operat-
ing expenses 1s to remain avallable until ex-
pended instead of $28,600,000 as proposed by
the House and $32,600,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 16: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment to appropriate $3,000,000 for
rail crossings-demonstration projects in-
stead of £6,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.
The managers on the part of the Senate will
move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

In view of the seriousness of the rail-high-
way crossing problem, the conferees urge the
Department of Transportation to seek a
modification of the original legislative au-
thorization to expedite the implementation
of this program.

Amendment No. 17: Provides £11,000,000
for rallroad-highway crossings demonstra-
tion projects instead of $8,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $15,5600,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 18: Reported In technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate to
insert the words “by transfer”.

Amendment No. 19: Appropriates $5,000,000
for Alaska Highway as proposed by the Sen=-
ate.

Amendment No. 20: Appropriates $4,676,~
840,000 for Federal-aid highways (liquida-
tlon of contract authorization) instead of
£4,673,840,000 as proposed by the House and
$4,577,840,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 21 and 22: Appropriate
$1,600,000 for the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway as proposed by the Senate instead
of $4,000,000 as proposed by the House.

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

Amendment No. 28: Appropriates $73,445,-
000 for trafic and highway safety instead of
$71,350,000 as proposed by the House and
$80,040,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement contains no
funds for the crash recorder program. The
Committee intends to request an evaluation
of this program by the Office of Technology
Assessment.

Amendment No. 24: Provides that $29,130,-
000 of the appropriation for traffic and high-
way safety shall be derived from the High-
way Trust Fund instead of $27,380,000 as
proposed by the House and $32,870,000 as pro~
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 25: Provides that $34,800,~
000 of the appropriation for traffic and high-
way safety shall remain available until ex-
pended instead of $33,705,000 as proposed by
the House and $38,605,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Federal Railroad Administration

Amendment No. 26: Reported in technlical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment to appropriate $135,000,000
for grants to the National Rallroad Passenger
Corporation Instead of $143,00,000 as pro=-
posed by the Senate, The managers on the
part of the Senate will move to concur in
the amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate.
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Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $6,250,~
000 for payment to the Alaska Rallroad Re-
volving Fund instead of $4,000,000 as pro=-
posed by the House and 6,500,000 as pro=-
posed by the Senate.

Urban Mass Transportation Administration

Amendment No. 28: Reported in technlcal
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment to appropriate $6,000,000 for
administrative expenses and to exempt the
appropriations for Coast Guard, operating ex-
penses; Coast Guard, retired pay; Federal
Avlation Administration, operations; Nation-
al Transportation Safety Board, salarles and
expenses; Clvil Aeronautics Board, salarles
and expenses; Civil Aeronautics Board, pay-
ments to air carriers; and Interstate Coms=-
merce Commission, salaries and expenses;
and all limitations in the bill from the 315
percent across the board reduction proposed
by the Senate. The amendment will also pro-
vide for an additional reduction of 6,000,000
in the appropriation for Darien Gap Highway.
The managers on the part of the Senate will
move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 29: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment to appropriate $45,130,000 for
research, development, and demonstrations
and university research and training instead
of $51,130,000 as proposed by the House and
$58,750,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conference agreement includes $500,000 for
the Haddonfield project. The managers on
the part of the Senate will move to concur
in the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 30: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment to earmark 841,880,000 of the
appropriation for research, development, and
demonstrations and university research and
training for research, development, and dem-
onstrations instead of $47,880,000 as pro-
posed by the House and 855,600,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The managers on the
part of the Senate will move to concur In
the amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate.

TITLE IX
Related Agencles
Civil Aeronautics Board
Amendment No. 31: Appropriates $67,728,-
000 for payments to air carrlers as proposed
by the Senate Instead of $69,828,000 as pro-
posed by the House,
TITLE IIX
General Provisions

Amendment No. 32: Limits obligations for
highway beautification to 45,000,000 instead
of $40,000,000 as proposed by the House and
850,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 33: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House which would have pro-
hibited the use of funds for incentive grants
for mandatory seat belt legislation.

Amendment No. 834: Limits obligations for
state and community highway safety and
highway-related safety grants to $100,000,000
as proposed by the House instead of $121,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 86: Bubstitutes the lan-
guage “the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1964, as amended,"” as proposed by the
Senate for the language “Urban Mass Trans-
portation Pund' as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 36: Limits commitments
for the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964, as amended, to $1,445,250,000 instead of
$1,321,750,000 as proposed by the House and
$1,708,870,000 as proposed by the Senate, The
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breakdown of the conference agreement is as
follows:

Capital facilities grants
Technical studles

$1, 350, 000, 000
36, 620, 000
49, 630, 000
Administrative expenses.... 9, 000, 000
Conference Totals—With Comparisons
The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 1975 recommended
by the committee of conference, with com=-
parisons to the fiscal year 1874 amount, the
1976 budget estimate, and the House and
Benate bills follow:

New budget (obligational)
authority, fiscal
1974
Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1975
House Dbill, fiscal
1975
Senate bill,
1975
Conference agreement.
Conference agreement com-
with:
New budget (obligational)
suthority, fiscal
1974
Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1975 — 266, 409, 652
House bill, fiscal year 1975 41086, 265, 000
Senate bill,

143, 196, 760, 006

23, 545, 003, 562

* 3, 182, 239, 000
fiscal year
43,288, 946, 776
43, 288, 504, 000

-+ 91, 748, 994

iTncludes $90,360,000 advance flscal year
1976 appropriation for Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority.

2Tncludes $68,024,000 advance fiscal year
1676 appropriation for Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority.

s Includes $52,724,000 advance flscal year
1976 appropriation for Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority.

¢ Includes $50,879,000 advance fiscal year
1976 appropriation for Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority.

JoHN J. MCFALL,
SIDNEY YATES,

Tom STEED,

Juria BuTLER HANBEN,
Ept ARD P, BOLAND,
GEORGE MAZION,
Siuvio O. CONTE,

(except I do not agree with
positions of conferees on
amendments 29 and 30),

WiLLIaAM MINSHALL,
JACK EDWARDS,

(except I do not agree with
positions of conferees on
amendments 36, 30 and
29).

E. A, CEDERBERG,
Managers on the Part of the House.
RoBerT C. BYRD,
Jorn McCLELLAN,
WARREN MAGNUSON,
JoHN O. PASTORE,
AraN BIBLE,
MIxE MANSFIELD,
TroMAS P, EAGLETON,
CLIFFORD P, CASE,
MirToN R. YOUNG,
Norris COTTON,

EXPLANATION OF INTENTIONS CON-
CERNING ARTICLES OF IMPEACH-
MENT RESOLUTION

(Mr. PARRIS asked and was given per-
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mission to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I feel very
uncomfortable today. Not uncomforta-
ble because I am required to make a de-
cision between what is right and what is
wrong, but uncomfortable because I can-
not really believe it has come to this. I
feel a very real urge to tell you it can-
not be true.

Surely, the Richard Nixon who led
this Nation to some of its greatest for-
eign policy achievements in history and
had a long and distinguished career of
public service cannot be the same Rich-
ard Nixon whose voice I have been listen-
ing to for the past few days talking
about blackmail and coverup.

Surely, the President who pledged 3
years ago to fight organized crime and
whose policies have substantially re-
duced hijackings and drug use in this
Nation cannot be the same President of
the United States who has now admitted
his willful participation in and actual
direction of an obstruction of justice.

It is an incredible transformation. One
which staggers reality. But one which I—
like most of my colleagues—have come
to accept as true.

For some weeks now I have been stu-
diously examining the documents

which were referred to Members of the
House by the Judiciary Committee. For
the past several days I have been listen-
ing to the taped conversations of the
President and his aides. I have also read
the reports of the transcripts of June
23.

During this time my office has received
an almost continuous number of tele-
phone calls, letters, and other communi-
cations—equally divided on the Presi-
dent's guilt or innocence—but unani-
mous in the opinion that I should make
an immediate judgment in this matter.

I have resisted that course and deliber-
ately chosen not to rush to judgment on
an emotional basis. I have tried to calm-
ly and coolly study the evidence before
me—an obligation which I believe is giv-
en me by the Constitution, and I have
determined to be as fair and as objective
as possible.

However, after considering all avail-
able evidence and my constitutional obli-
gation in this matter, and as a lawyer,
it is my opinion that there is now clear
and convincing evidence that Richard
Nixon has “prevented, obstructed, and
impeded the administration of justice.”
I will therefore vote in favor of article 1
of the Impeachment Resolution if it
comes before the full House of Rep-
resentatives.

I am also inclined to vote in favor of
article 2 which charges the President
with abuse of powers—but I would like
to reserve final judgment on that arti-
cle—until I fully examine the new evi-
dence relating to the President’s sugges-
tion that the Central Intelligence Agency
be used to impede the FBI investigation
of the Watergate matter. I intend to vote
against article 3 in light of the confused
status and application of the equally
valid principles of Executive privilege
and congressional subpena powers which
ha:nriot been finally determined by the
co 3
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One of the things which weighed heav-
ily in my decision was my concern over
the damage to the system of government
which we have so long cherished in this
country. There are those who will tell you
that no matter what a President has
done, nothing justifies his involuntary
removal from office because the Office of
the Presidency itself would be irrepara-
bly damaged by such an action.

I do not happen to share that view. I
believe the damage to the system will be
far greater if the people of this Nation—
and the Congress—allow themselves to
be persuaded to condone immoral and
illegal activities carried out by any Presi-
dent or his immediate subordinates.

These kinds of activities must be
stopped now once and for all. Any other
course would commit the people of this
Nation to a future mistrust of their
public officials and fear that their in-
dividual rights and freedoms will be
violated by their own Government in
the name of national security.

I cannot condone what I have heard—
I cannot excuse it—and I cannot and will
not aceept it.

I do not, however, agree with one of
my colleagues who suggested that
“Watergate is the shame of the Republi-
can Party” anymore than I would agree
with the suggestion that it should be the
shame of the church because those in-
volved were members of a particular
faith.

To the contrary, I believe that when
the roll is called in the House of Repre-
sentatives most of the Republican Mem-
bers will cast their votes based not on
political considerations, but on the con-
stitutional issues involved—a position
which I believe reflects great credit on
the party they represent.

I think my feelings at this moment
are probably shared by most of the 47
million Americans who voted for Richard
Nixon 2 years ago and by the vast ma-
jority of the members of my party. I feel
sadness, sorrow, shock, dismay, and a
sense of profound betrayal and disap-
pointment.

But these feelings are outweighed by
my determination to see the system,
which sustains our freedom survive, and
by my confidence that justice will be
done. This Nation is a nation of laws and
it will only remain proud, strong, and
free as long as it continues to be a nation
of laws applied equally to all citizens—
isntcéléxeding the President of the United

S,

UNITED STATES MUST SUSPEND
ECONOMIC AND MILITARY AS-
SISTANCE TO TURKEY

(Mr., BIAGGI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, for weeks,
I have been following the activities of
Turkey in Cyprus. Upon seeing no basic
changes in her policies, and seeing noth-
ing but a continuation of blatant acts of
aggression against the people of Cyprus,
I am led to conclude that steps must
immediately be taken by the United
States to suspend all forms of economic
and military assistance to Turkey.
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I call for this drastic step only as a
result of Turkey's wanton disregard for
the rights of humanity and the concept
of world peace. Her ruthless and un-
provoked invasion of Cyprus, as well as
her subsequent oceupation of portions of
the island, continues to pose a serious
threat not only to the security of Cyprus,
but to the entire Mediterranean region
as well.

The direct result of Turkey’s invasion
and occupation of Cyprus have been
devastating and alarming to all the
members of the world community. These
actions have contributed to the collapse
of the Cyprus Government and caused
serious interruptions in the internal af-
fairs of both Cyprus and Greece. Further,
het ruthless and barbaric actions
thought the occupation posed con-
tinual threats to the safety and security
of all the citizens of Cyprus as well as
the large numbers of foreigners on the
island, many of whom are Americans.

Turkey has conducted these acts of
aggression without even the most basic
of legal principles. If anything, Turkey
has attempted to make a mockery of a
number of international agreements
which deal with Cyprus. Most clearly,
they are in violation of the 1960 agree-
ment between Greece and Turkey over
their rights in Cyprus. This agreement
provides that each country can maintain
a small number of units to help super-
vise their sectors of the island. Yet,
Turkey, in this recent crisis, has virtually
ignored this important agreement, as
well as four United Nations resolutions
dealing with Cyprus—and instead, has
mobilized a force of some 25,000 men to
arbitrarily rule Cyprus.

Therefore, Turkey has both a legal and
moral obligation to withdraw their
forces from Cyprus. Their failure to do
s0 up to now has only intensified the
fears of many in the world who see the
potential for a major world erisis evolv-
ing from this dispute. Turkey, while his-
torically one of our most unreliable allies,
has and continues to be largely depend-
ent on U.S. aid to maintain their military
forces. Suspension of this aid represents
the only real vehicle we have to convince
the Turks to abandon their present poli-
cies in Cyprus—and instead begin to
respect the fundamental principles of law
and morality in all of their international
dealings.

ABRIDGEMENT OF RIGHT OF FREE
SPEECH AT UNIVERSITY OF COLO-
RADO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-~
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is not
my intention to utilize the full 20 min-
utes, but I rise because I am impelled by
two very fundamental reasons, at least
fundamental to me.

First, it was exactly a year ago today,
August 8, 1973, that on the occasion of
visiting the campus of the University of
Colorado in Boulder, Colo., upon the in-
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vitation of the faculty there, to deliver
the annual summer lecture, I found my-
self in quite s uniqgue situation of being
prevented from speaking by a riotous,
unruly, and violent group of some 50
persons, 49 of whom had come over on a
borrowed bus from Denver, upon the in-
structions of several individuals based in
Denver, who for several years have been
agitating in the Denver area for a variety
of reasons and alleged causes.

Before the hour of the lecture, which
was scheduled for 8 p.m., I had a short
meeting with a few of those who said
they were coming to attend the lecture.
As a result of that meeting, I warned
the sponsoring faculty member that some
type of violence could be expected that
evening. But I had accepted the invita-
tion at least 10 months before and was
not going to be dissuaded from staying
upon the threats of violence which had
been made to me by these individuals in
this short meeting we had had in the
afternoon.

So in the evening, as I attempted to
walk into the auditorium, accompanied
by the sponsoring faculty member and
his wife, this group first attempted to
prevent our entrance into the auditorium.
They prevented other individuals from
entering the auditorium. Failing to pre-
vent our enftrance, they then conducted
themselves in such a way that made it
necessary for the head of the university
to declare the lecture canceled.

Although I was present and was sitting
in the midst of all the shouting and the
violent actions and threats, there were
at least four individuals involved, only
one of which was a student, who hap-
pened to be temporarily enrolled at the
University of Colorado for the summer.
The rest were not college students; they
were individuals who had been trans-
ported, as I said before, from Denver.

Af least four of these individuals were
armed. At least half, possibly more, were
drinking what appeared to be whisky
or some kind of alcoholic beverage,
Others appeared to be hopped up on
something besides alcohol.

Mr. Speaker, it was not clear to any-
body present exactly what it was that
they were atiempting to demonstrate, to
the point of preventing a peaceful assem-
bly from being conducted on the campus
of the university.

As a result of that, if was obvious to
me that the university would be faced
with future problems. The record shows
that in the intervening period of 1 year
there have been violent deaths, and
among those killed were at least three
individuals known to have been present
that night in Boulder where they were
instructed to not permit me to walk out
alive from that meeting. The deaths have
resulted from a series of bombings, and,
believe it or not, some of the individuals
involved, including the three who were
killed, were attempting to make some
kind of a civil rights cause out of that
situation.

Mr. Speaker, that is one reason why
I speak. Today commemorates exactly
a year ago that that happened. I warned
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the university and the Denver officials
that information given to me by persons
living in Colorado who apparently knew
some of the individuals indicated a fu-
ture course of conduct that would lead
to violence and bodily harm, injury and
property damage, all of which has hap-
pened.

There has been a total of six violent
deaths resulting from explosions caused
apparently by some dynamite that was
negligently and carelessly handled by
these individuals.

Now, what connection is there between
that and the second reason why I speak?
The second reason is that just recently
the Nation’s attention was riveted on a
violent course of conduct by a known
and an established criminal in the peni-
tentiary in Huntsville, Tex., my home
State, carried out by one known as Fred
Gomez Carrasco.

Imagine my surprise when a reporter
called me just about 24 hours before the
termination and the culminating point of
that scene. I heard from this reporter
that he had interviewed Fred Gomez
Carrasco, and obviously he was one of
those reporters involved—and let me say
these were not newspaper reporters but
microphone reporters, that is, radio and
television broadcasters, who had flown in
like flies to honey to the scene of what
was going to be this violent, dramatic
expression.

One of them, this gentleman who had
called me, had managed to interview
Carrasco.

He said:

Did you hear my comment about what
Carrasco sald about you?

I said:
I do not know what he said.

He said:
Let me read among other things what he
did say.

I quote what the newspaper reporter
wrote who asked him how he had got-
ten into a career of crime, and I quote
from that reporter’'s statement:

I did not take a straight career because I
saw the injustice of the system. I could have
chosen to be a doctor or a lawyer, but I
would have been part of the system. The
truth is that I didn't have the heart that
Henry B. Gonzalez has, I didn’'t have the
heart to live with the system as this Con-
gressman from San Antonio has.

Now, this surprises me. The only way
I have known of this man was through
the newspaper accounts of his nefarious
exploits.

There was no-question that he was one
of those lamentable, sorry and tragic
products of my native city. We have had
them all through the history of our city.
But I have never seen them glorified or
glamorized or romanticized as I have
seen it happen this time.

Just as in the case of the Colorado
group, Carrasco was using the same ex-
pression, he was saying, “The system.”
As far as I could tell those unruly mem-
bers at the Boulder campus were using
the same expression, “The system.” And
of course they were demonstrating and
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using me as a guinea pig because they
did not know me from Adam, and were
using me, I presume, as a symbol of the
system because I happen to have been
elected to the Congress of the United
States.

Carrasco, the criminal, the murderer,
the drug peddler, was saying, “The sys-
tem.” He chose to be a criminal. He did
not have to be. And he admitted that he
did not, because we are a system that
they curse. He could have been a lawyer.
He could have been a doctor but, no, he
did not want to choose that course of
conduct. He chose premeditatively,
calmly, and intentionally a career in
crime,

It so happens that 3 years ago, almost,
I had terminated a campaign directed at
the Justice Department’s then Assistant
Attorney General for Criminal Matters,
a former attorney general of Texas. I
have been given credit as a result of the
speeches I made on this floor of compel-
ling and forcing his resignation. It is to
the ever shame of our Government, espe-
cially the Justice Department, that that
man was merely permitted to resign. He
should have been indicted. He should
have been convicted. He should have
served a term in jail because he was just
as crooked as every one of his superiors
then who today have been indicted and
convicted. But we could notwin that one.

And, in fact, outside of my own area,
that was pretty much ignored.

But, following that, the FBI first, and
then my local police department, re-
ported that they had information that
my life was threatened; that there was a
contract out on me. It so happened that
in both the case of the information given
by the FBI and the information sup-
plied by the Justice Department, the
source of that threat centered on erimi-
nal fellow travelers of one Fred Gomez
Carrasco.

So I cannot think of a higher recom-
mendation, I cannot think of higher
praise that I have ever received in my
public career than the fact that Fred
Gomez Carrasco, clear out of the blue
sky, with no connection whatsoever,
should take time out while he was hold-
ing hostage these fearful humans, in-
cluding a Catholic priest, while he was
virtually paralyzing the whole law en-
forcement structure of the Texas prison
system, a law enforcement agency that I
should think symbolized what he de-
tested above all, what he did not like.
That to me is a compliment.

But, believe it or not, to some of our
news media it was not a compliment. The
likes of Carrasco are glamorized. Why?
I do not know. They treat with respect
a criminal, a murderer who has pitilessly
murdered, it is estimated by the police,
more than 50 individuals, a man who
operated both south of the bhorder and
north of the border with impunity for
yvears. A man who managed to get such
treatment even after he was sent to the
penitentiary—for, where was this mur-
derer at the time he was able to get a
gun, which the law enforcement agen-
cies are still trying to find out about?
He was working in the library as if he
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were a good little boy who had never
committed a crime.

Why should this have happened? Why
should the Assistant Attorney General
of the United States for Criminal Mat-
ters have been in such an equivocal posi-
tion as having been able to grant im-
munity to one of the biggest white-collar
criminals in the State of Texas, and not
disclosing until I exposed him that he
had been the beneficlary of that man
and was merely trying to protect him
now that he had this awesome power as
Assistant Attorney General of the United
States.

In all of these connections there is one
common thread; in all of these incidents
there is one common thread and that
common thread is a threat of cor-
ruption that is borne out of the greed
for money. Carrasco had been able to
buy everything from lawyers to law-
enforcement officials, and even to court
officials and jail trustees. Even after he
was sent to the penitentiary, he boasted
that he had paid $25,000 to an unnamed
prison official in order to have been able
to have smuggled the guns that enabled
him to do what he did to these poor and
these hapless victims.

There is not one word of compunction
and regret and sorrow about the innocent
victims of these criminals.

How was it that a man like Carrasco
could pay hand-over-fist, even while
comfortably ensconced in the bare
county jail in Texas, big fat fees for
lawyers? Why is it that our criminal
system of justice allows lawyers not
merely to defend—which is our tradition
and our right in Anglo-American juris-
prudence—but to bhecome copartners
with the criminal, not defenders of the
eriminal, but copartners? This shows the
cancer that is eating our society today.
Yes, and it may be that Mr. Carrasco
was informed even as he was attempting
to villify me, I have been engrossed in
following through further criminal con-
nections between the highest levels of
international, not just national but in-
ternational, organized crime and some
of the unhappy events developing in my
own district.

Mr. Speaker, I use this forum as a
means of advising the heirs, the un-
wholesome and criminal heirs and part-
ners of Carrasco that I will continue to
endeavor and will do everything one
single isolated Congressman can do to
root out this evil, if not from the State,
if not from the country, certainly from
the 20th District of the State of Texas.

EMERGENCY LOANS DESERVED
BY FARMERS

The SPEAKER pro fempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. RaAiLsBack) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, Illinois
farmers know all too well the repercus-
silons of mnatural disasters—floods,
droughts, and tornados. The loss of crops
and livestock mean loss to income, and
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damaged machinery and buildings can
often mean financial ruin.

Fortunately, the Government has tried
to help those adversely affected by such
disasters. In response to the 1973 spring
rains and floods, the President signed
into law Public Law 93-237, legislation
providing until April 2, 1974, to apply for
emergency loans at 1 percent interest
and with $5,000 forgiveness under the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act.

Most unfortunately, this did not assist
all those who were hard hit by the 1973
disasters. Several people wrote me that
the new act was poorly advertised, and,
in one case, a local office simply did not
follow up in a farmer’s inquiry. Even
those who were aware of the program
were upset. Several recalled earlier prob-
lems resulted in a great deal of redtape
and limited benefits. Therefore, they
didn’t even bother to sign up for this
program, realizing only too late what as-
sistance it really provided. Still others
complained they didn’t know there was
a forgiveness feature in the bill. Even
my Washington office was informed that
only loans were available to flood victims.

After hearing from several dozen
farmers, who, I felt, had legitimate com-
plaints, I wrote Charles Shuman, the
Illinois State Director for the Farmers
Home Administration, asking what could
be done. In his reply, Mr. Shuman point-
ed out: :

We are not authorized to accept applica-
tions delivered after April 2, 1974, and we are
without authority to extend the April 2, cut-
off date for recelving applications.

Because of this lack of authorization, I
am today introducing legislation on be-
half of the 1973 rain and flood victims.
My bill will extend for an additional 60
days the application deadline for loans
under the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act. I urge the House Agri-
culture Committee to act favorably on
this legislation at once. Farmers who
have been hard hit by a natural disaster
deserve all the help they can get with-
out the penalty of a deadline they either
don’t understand or of which they were
not even aware. Thank you.

THE NEED FOR ELECTED—NOT AP-
POINTED—PRESIDENTS AND VICE
PRESIDENTS A

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PATMAN) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, under
present circumstances, it appears that
very soon the two highest offices in the
land will be filled by appointed officials
without the people passing on either can-
didate.

Wwith all of the difficulties that this
Nation has gone through in recent
months and with our proud history as a
democratic country, I find this prospect
to be very disappointing. It is essential
that the American people have confi-
dence in these offices and in my opinion
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this can be maintained only if the peo-
ple have a voice in selecting the occu-
pants.

Mr, Speaker, the Constitution should
be carefully explored to determine
whether there is any way to call national
elections under existing powers. In my
opinion we face an emergency situa-
tion—a severe crisis of confidence in our
Federal Government—and extraordinary
means should be taken to bring the peo-
ple into some of the most important de-
cisions this Nation has ever faced. With-
out question, the 25th amendment com=-
plicates the procedure but I am not con-
vinced that the provisions of this amend-
ment wipe out the powers spelled out in
article 2, section 1 of the Constitution.
It is my opinion that this section of arti-
cle 2 does leave the possibility that the
Congress can call such an election.

Article 2 provides:

In Case of the Removal of the President
from Office, or of his Death, Resignation, or
Inability to discharge the Powers and Dutles
of the sald Office, the Same shall devolve on
the Vice President, and the Congress may by
Law provide for the Case of Removal, Death,
Reslgnation or Imability, both of the Presi-
dent and Vice President, declaring what Of-
ficer shall then act as President, and such
Officer shall act accordingly, until the Dis-
ability be removed, or a President shall be
elected.

Mr. Speaker, I am not unmindful of
the extreme difficulties in calling such an
election but I am convinced that this is
something that can be done if the Con-
gress and the public really want to do it.

In light of all that the Nation has
gone through in this so-called Watergate
mess, it is so essential that the President
and the Vice President operate with the
fullest confidence of the people and on
the highest moral and legal basis.

Judging from the statements that have
been coming forth from Republican lead-
ers, it appears likely that GeraLp Forp
will soon be elevated to the top office in
this Nation. Mr. Forp, of course, was ap-
pointed to his present job as Vice Presi-
dent by the President who, we are told,
will either resign or be removed from
office.

Thus the outgoing President—if in-
deed he is outgoing as the Republicans
tell us—will have selected his successor.
In turn, his successor will appoint—ap-
point—a Vice President who then will be
in line of succession for the Presidency.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that this
succession of appointed officials is a
healthy thing for a democracy and I
hope that strong consideration will be
given to exploring possible means of
calling national elections at the earliest
possible moment. The election machin-
ery, of course, is already in place in every
State for the November balloting and
this could certainly be utilized.

IMPACT OF PORTUGUESE COUP
IN AFRICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Dices) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to insert, for the thoughtful attention of
my colleagues, the following article
which appeared in the August 12, 1974,
issue of Newsweek, entitled “Portugal:
End of an Empire” underscores the im-
pact of the April 25 Portuguese coup in
southern Africa, with particular atten-
tion to recent events. Of special note is
the pressure placed on Southern Rho-
desia by the imminence of independence
in neighboring Mozambique, which, until
recently, provided Rhodesia’s only access
to the sea through the port of Beira.

The article follows:
[From Newsweek, Aug. 12, 1974]
PoRTUGAL: END OF AN EMPIRE

For months, the government of President
Anténio de Spinola had been torn by bitter
infighting on the sensitive subject of de-
colonizatlon., The President himself belleved
that the African territories should be granted
a large measure of autonomy but remain un-
der the Portuguese flag. But the young offi-
cers who installed him in office after the
overthrow of the dictatorship in April fa-
vored full independence as rapidly as pos-
sible. Last week, after a dramatic television
address by the monocled Spinola, it became
clear that he had lost the argument. “We
are ready from this moment,’” the President
declared, “to initiate the transier of power to
the peoples of the overseas territories con-
sldered sultable for this development, namely
Guinea, Angola and Mozambique."

It was an announcement of historle im-
portance. For one thing, it meant Portugal
was about to wind up a colonial rule in Africa
dating back more than 500 years to Prince
Henry the Navigator. Perhaps éven more im-
portant, by dismantling the last colonial em-
pire on the African continent, the Lisbon
government was radically changing the whole
political picture in southern Africa. Once the
Portuguese territories become free, Rhodesia
and South Africa will remain as the only
major bastions of white rule, and Africa’s
blacks are certaln to intensify the pressure
on them.

The first of the Portuguese territories to
win freedom will be Guinea-Bissau, the poor
and swampy land on the bulge of West
Africa, Power will be turned over to the
African Party for the Independence of
Guinea and Cape Verde (PAIGC), the left-
leaning liberation movement that already
controls a large part of the country. The only
sticking point between Lisbon and the
PAIGOC leaders concerns the Cape Verde Is-
lands, an archipelago located 400 miles out
in the Atlantic Ocean. PAIGC wants the is-
lands to become part of Guinea-Bissau; the
Portuguese want the islanders to vote on
whether to join Guinea-Bissau or remailn
with Portugal.

In Mozambique, it 18 not clear whether
sovereignty will be handed over to the Front
for the Liberation of Mozambique (Frelimo),
the robust liberation movement headed by
Samora Machel, or to a coalltion government
in which Frelimo would have the dominant
role. But in any case, Portuguese authorities
feel certain that Mozambique will be fully
independent by next April. Whites in Mo-
zambique will be invited to remain and par-
ticipate In the government, and Frelimo has
guaranteed that their rights and property
will not be jeopardized.

VOLATILE

The path to independence for Angola may
be longer—two to four years. Whether Por-
tugal can hold on that long, however, re-
malns open to question. Angolan politics are
highly volatile, and In recent weeks race riots
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have broken out in the capital of Luanda.
Moreover, the liberation movement is badly
splintered and has no common policy toward
independence. The Portuguese promise to
move ahead as swiftly as possible, if only to
remain on friendly terms with whoever ends
up ruling a country that has the resources
to become one of the richest nations in
Africa.

Rhodesia is already feeling the pressure
created by the decision in Lisbon. Frelimo
guerrillas, who have been making gains
against the buckling Portuguese Army, have
now completely severed the vital rail link
between Rhodesla and the port of Beira in
Mozambique, After Prime Minister Ian Smith
and his white-supermacist government were
voted back into power by a landslide in
Rhodesia last week, one officlal gloated that
“this ensures the future of the white man.”
But it seemed unlikely that the electoral vic-
tory would ensure any such thing. White
Rhodesians are a small minority in the coun-
try, and they are already fighting a grueling
war against terrorists striking along their
borders. Once Mozambigque becomes inde-
pendent and black-ruled, it seems certain
that it will become a vast base for stepped-
up guerrilla operations.

An obviously concerned Ian Smith will
soon meet with South African Prime Minister
John Vorster to discuss future strategy for
the diminished fortress of white southern
Africa. But if Rhodesia and South Africa can
expect considerable trouble in the years
ahead, Portugal expects nothing but good to
flow from its decision to decolonize, Lisbon
anticipates better relations with the Common
Market nations, the U.S. and the Soviet
Union—and also some badly needed economic
ald, The Portuguese are also confident that
they can retain close ties with Guinea-
Bissau. Mozambique and Angola. “We have
nothing against the Portuguese,” sald one
Frelimo leader last week, confirming these
hopes. “We were only against their colonial
policy.”

AMENDMENTS TO THE URBAN MASS
TRANSIT BILL, H.R. 12859

(Mr. MILFORD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MILFORD, Mr. Speaker, I insert
herewith the following amendments to
the urban mass transit bill, HR. 12859,
for my colleagues perusal:

AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 12859, AS REPORTED,

OFFERED BY MR. MILFORD

Page 48, after line 7, insert the following:

*“(4) No urbanized area shall receive a
grant or grants under this subsection in any
fiscal year which exceed in the aggregate an
amount equal to 10 per centum of the total
of all grants to be made In such year under
this subsection.

Page 46, line B8, after “(b)" insert *(1)".

Page 47, after line 14, insert the following:

“(2) No urbanized area shall recelve a
grant or grants under this subsection in any
fiscal year which exceed in the te an
amount equal to 10 per centum of the total
of all grants to be made in such year under
this subsection.

AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 12859, As REPORTED,

OFFERED BY MR. MILFORD

Page 43, line 16, strike out “or operation®.

AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 12859, A5 REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MR. MILFoRD

Page 43, line 23, strike out “and operation.”

Page 46, line 4, strike out “and operation,”.
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Page 46, line 10, strike out “and opera-
tlon™.

Page 47, line 24, strike out “and opera-
tion”,

AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 12859, A5 REPORTED,

OFFERED BY Mg, MILFORD

Page 57, strike out lines 8 through 6, in-
clusive, and reletter the succeeding subsec-
tion accordingly.

Page 57, line 10, strike out “or operation”.

AMENDMENTS TO HR. 12869, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY M=a. MILFORD
Page 58, line 4, strike out “(a)".
Page 58, strike out line 8 and all that fol-
lows down through page 59, line 2.

AmENDMENTS TO H.R. 12858, As REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MR. MILFORD
Page 64, lines 22 and 23, strike out “or
operating assistance for bus operations”.
Page 65, lines 24 and 25, strike out *“fa-
cllities, equipment, and operations” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “facilities and equip-
ment".
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 12859, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY Mgr. MILFORD

Page 67, line b, strike out “or operation”.

AMENDMENTS To H.R. 12850, As REPORTED,
OFFERED BY Mg. MILFORD

Page 43, line 186, strike out "or operation”.

Page 43, line 23, strike out “and operation".

Page 46, line 4, strike out “and operation,”.

Page 46, line 10, strike out “and operation’:

Page 47, line 24, strike out “and operation”.

Page 57, strike out lines 3 through 6, in-
clusive, and reletter the succeeding subsec-
tion accordingly.

Page 57, line 10, strike out “or operation”.

Page 58, line 4, strike out *(a) .

Page 58, strike out line 8 and all that fol-
lows down through page 59, line 2.

Page 64, llnes 22 and 23, strike out “or
operating assistance for bus operations”.

Page 65, lines 24 and 26, strike out “fa-
cilities, equipment, and operations” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “facllities and equip-
ment”,

Page 67, line 5, strike out “or operation”.

WHY MUST WE DISGRACE A MAN
TO REMOVE HIM FROM OFFICE?

(Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the REecorp
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. RONCALIO of Wpyoming. Mr.
Speaker, every now and then one sees
& suggestion that cannot be denied. I
feel the following letter from the Rever-
end David S. Duncombe, of Saint
Michael’s Episcopal Mission at Ethete,
Wyo., provides such a suggestion. It pro-
poses changes in our system of govern-
ment so that the parliamentary proc-
esses similar to those in Canada and
England and numerous other nations
might be put to use in America. We can
no longer afford, for the reasons so clearly
brought forth in Reverend Duncombe’s
letter, to proceed along the lines that our
recent crisis has demonstrated is not in
the best interest of effective self-govern-
ment. It is, in fact, destructive, wasteful,
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and too inefficient for a modern nation
to tolerate.

The letter follows:

SAINT MICHAEL'S,
Ethete, Wyo., August 1, 1974.
Hon, TENO RONCALIO,
House of Repreésentatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear TeENO: As time has permitted, I've
continued to follow the Impeachment in-
quiry and decisions of the House Committee
and have been deeply impressed with its de-
bate, and judgments. We still have a long way
to go before anything becomes final but in
advance of any ultimate decisions I wish to
share with you some further thoughts.

One cannot watch the progress, hear the
debating and assess the voting of the House
Judiciary Committee (and I imagine this to
be but a capsulated preview of what must
now take place in the Full House or perhaps,
in the Senate) without being aware that our
constitutional process while majestic and
strong, is nevertheless too slow in this re-
gard. And I end up more convinced than ever
that a change in our Constitution leaning
toward a Parliamentary form-of government
would make us a healthier and stronger Na-
tion. T am aware that certaln groups have
developed plans and recommendations along
these lines, and I would not presume to
know just how this idea should be developed
into law. But in practice I can see many ad-
vantages to a means by which we could
change our President and the Party in power
without goilng through the damaging,
lengthy and expensive process of impeach-
ment. It is impressive to me that Canada,
Israel, England and several other Natlons
that use the parliamentary system have in
fact changed their governments even in time
of serious crisis of late during the time our
process of Impeachment has dragged along.

Way back in 1971, when the Watergate
Break-in occurred, the “Government' should
have been called into question and perhaps
required to stand aside for a General Elec-
tion, If returned to power, there would have
been no need for a Cover-up; If defeated
another “Government” would have taken the
reins of power until a further challenge or
General Election. The same can be sald of
the Cambodian Invasion, the ITT and Milk
Scandal, the Income Tax, and the “Western
and Florida White House” matters. In every
case and others, under a Parliamentary form
of government the President would have to
appear before the whole Congress to defend
his policy and his leadership in these mat-
ters, and they in response would either sup-
port what had been done or censure the
action, {f necessary by terminating that gov-
ernment.

We are seeing in the present debate and
voting by Democrats and Republicans a
“Loyal Opposition” operating from the posi-
tion of strength and a “Party in Power"
operating In weakness. We are seeing a “di-
vision of the house”, and a call for the Presi-
dent to “Resign”. But nothing is definitive.
It is part of a continuing process that will
grind on step by step or perhaps grind to a
halt.

As we approach the 200th year of the
founding of this Nation’s Constitution it is
time for a critical re-examination of this im-
portant method; of its workings and to look
to ways that make it possible to change the
Country's leadership swithout the lengthy
and fighting process we are now going
through.

One other point. I hear many reponsible
and Intelligent persons say we can't afford
to lose President Nixon's leadership. In a
parliamentary system (unless convicted of
grand crime) we would not lose it even if he
and his party were defeated. He would merely
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become the leader of the opposition. Why do
we have to disgrace and destroy a public
servant to get him out of office? The same
is true of most General Elections where the
defeated candidate becomes a “nobody”.

I urge you therefore to take the time to
study in depth the various avenues of con=-
stitutional change along the lines that
would develop a parliamentary form of gov=-
ernment, and further request such a measure
be put before the House and the people of
the United States.

God bless you in the time of difficult decli-
sion that is coming upon you.

Rev. Davip 8. DUNCOMBEE.

PROFESSIONAL CRUSADERS OPPOSE
PRODUCTIVE PROJECTS

(Mr. POAGE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, well-mean-
ing but misinformed and misguided indi-
viduals often oppose projects and pro-
posals designed to increase our produc-
tion of commodities and services, doing
so on the alleged grounds of environ-
mental and ecological conservation.

In many instances these citizens are
led along in their paths of obstructionism
by militant, professional crusaders
whose salaries with various organiza-
tions depend on how much agitation they
can stir up. In order to do this, they may
make noisy protests which give a dis-
torted picture of the true public senti-
ment on a controversial issue.

An example of nonlocal sort of pres-
suring is set forth in a column in the
Glen Rose Reporter, published in my
congressional district, and written by
Jack McCarty. I insert it in the REcorp
at this point:

[From the Glen Rose (Tex.) Reporter, Aug. 1,
1074]

TRACKES IN THE SANDS OF SOMERVELL
(By Jack McCarty)

The AEC environmental impact hearing,
now underway here is probably the first
federal hearing of any type conducted in
Glen Rose and certainly it is the first of this
kind held here or anywhere else in the
Lone Star State, as this is the first nuclear-
powered plant proposed in Texas.

The proposal by Texas TUtilities, Ine., to
build a nuclear-powered steam electric gen-
erating plant in Somervell County has
brought our community reams of publicity
during the past two years—some good and
some bad, but virtually all of the opposi-
tion to construction of the facllity has come
from other sectors. We are safe in saylng
that less than one percent of the local pop-
ulation has volced fear or oposition to it.

Yet that small group augmented by a few
paternalistic do-gooders about the state have
succeeded in securing a large amount of
publieity from the metropolitan press and
other news medla, In which repeated at-
tempts have been made to picture our com-
munity as torn asunder over widespread dif-
ferences of opinion concerning the location
of the plant here.

As the hearing got underway Wednesday
the most vocal opposition was expected from
one of these groups from Dallas known as
“CASE" (Citizens Association for Sound En-
ergy) headed by Robert Pomeroy, a Dallas
pilot who has had a lot to say recently about
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the AEC and the proposed power plant. If
his type had been in control of things in
the days of the Wright Brothers, he wouldn't
have a lucrative job plloting an airplane,
because we would still have the invention
under study trying to prove to every nit-
picking organization in the country that the
fiying contraption was safe for mankind to
use. They would still be pointing to the boat
and train as being sufficlent modes of travel.

Personally, this writer wants sufficlent
electric energy to run our great state and
natlon—not sound energy as this group
proposes. We have had too much sound al-
ready.

We trust that these knowledgeable men
sitting in judgment of this proposal will see
fit to grant the permits sought to make this
proposal a reality, and we hope they enjoy
their brief stay in our fine community.

All of which goes to prove that it is ab-
solutely impossible to keep a squirrel on the
ground in brushy country.

STATEMENT ON “THE NUCLEAR DE-
BATE: A CALL TO REASON"

(Mr, PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and fo in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently, on June 19, 1974, a group of six
nuclear scientists and engineers who
formerly were associated with certain
“public interest” causes, issued a posi-
tion paper entitled, “The Nuclear De-
bate: A Call to Reason.” This thought-
ful, balanced paper by very knowledge-
able individuals deserves careful review
by all of us who must take responsible
positions in the national interest. Its
reasoned approach is a refreshing, wel-
come interval in the crescendo of diatribe
and irrationality that surrounds us these
days. The authors express genuine con-
cerns of most experts in the energy field.

For this reason, I wish to place this
report in the RECORD:

Tae NucLeAr DEBATE: A CALL TO REASON
(By Ian A, Forbes, Marc W. Goldsmith, Dr.

Joseph P. Kearney, Dr. Andrew C. Eadak,

Dr. Joe C. Turnage, and Dr. Gilbert J.

Brown)

(Figures referred to not reproduced in the
RECORD.)

PREFACE

Ralph Nader says that nuclear power is
syunsafe, unreliable and unnecessary’’. Some
members of the nuclear industry claim that
nuclear power is clean, safe and virtually
accident free. Who is right? We feel that
neither is correct, nor do they provide the
public with the objective and unemotional
facts that the public rightly deserve.

Ralph Nader, and several members of the
TUnion of Concerned Sclentists (UCS) have
contributed a great deal to the polarization
otthetsmeotsafeelectricalenargyand
made reasoned debate almost impossible. Mr.
Nader's presentations of the nuclear power
plant safety question are spiced with scare
tactics, many factual errors and are, all in
all, an attempt to force the public to make
& decision on nuclear power without the
benefit of the best information available on
the subject. The Union of Concerned Sclen-
tists’ recent move away from examination
of specific technical issues such as the Emer-
gency Core Cooling Bystem (or ECCS) and
radioactivity release limits for nuclear pow-

Footnotes at end of article.
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er plants, to & general call for a national
“moratorium” on the construction of nuclear
power plants is particularly disappointing.
The recent intervention by UCS member
Daniel Ford against Boston Edison's Pil-
grim nuclear power plant in Plymouth is
over so minor an issue that it can serve no
end other than to delay operation of the
plant and cost Edison’s customers & needless
$9 million a month.

At fault, too, are members of the nuclear
industry who feel that the public deserves
no better than childish arguments and an
elitist “we-know-better” attitude. Some poli-
ticians should be equally criticized for jump-
ing onto either side of the nuclear band-
wagon without first considering all the facts.

As a group of scientists and engineers, we
have spent considerable time investigating,
argulng and evaluating both sides of these
issues. We feel that the public must be in-
formed of the possible ways in which electric
power can be supplied in the future, and
of the costs and risks of those possibilities.

Can the "environmentally clean’ alterna-
tives—fusion, solar power, tidal power, geo-
thermal power—solve our problems? ¥For
fusion and solar power the answer is
“maybe,” but not for the next 25 years. For
the next gquarter of a century our only feasi-
ble methods for generating electricity are
coal, oil and nuclear power. In this paper
we examine the safety, reliabllity, economic
costs and environmental eflects of these
three alternatives,

Rigorous examination of the present risks,
costs and impact of all electric power sources
leads us to conclude that nuclear power is
more than acceptable; it is preferable, A call
for a nuclear moratorium is without merit,
particularly at a time when the country is
striving for energy self-sufficiency.

The resolution of the energy supply ques-
tion, and the nuclear power plant safety
question in particular, will require the par-
ticipation, in good faith, of industry, gov-
ernment and consumer advocates. The public
deserves no less.
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II. OVERALL ASSESSMENT

As a group of scientists and engineers who
have investigated, argued and evaluated both
sides of the energy controversy, we have be-
come Increasingly concerned about the qual-
ity and accuracy of the information about
nuclear power that has been presented to
the public by consumer advocates and in-
dustry spokesmen. Emotionalism does not
provide the public with the information it
needs to judge nuclear safety. In fact, it does
just the opposite. It polarizes the debate and
makes reasoned decisions more difficult. This
paper attempts to compare the safety, en-
vironmental impact, availability and eco=-
nomiecs of our major sources of electrical en-
ergy——coal, oil and nuclear power—in a bal-
anced manner, in the hope that it will con=
tribute to greater public understanding of
the issues.

The recent debate over how the United
States should produce clean, safe and eco-
nomical energy is dismaying. One would ex-
pect leaders in science, engineering and gov-
ernment to be leading natlonal discussions,
educating the public on avallable, viable en-
ergy technologies. Instead our technological
leadership has floundered. The Federal Gov-
ernment has falled to take substantive ac-
tion to alleviate the immediate shortages,
and appears to be Incapable of implementing
long-term solutions. As a result, the burden
has fallen on the public to form its own
opinion and to direct its elected representa-
tives, at all levels, toward the solutions they
feel are appropriate. In light of this need, it
is disheartening to see the issues involved in
the energy question being oversimplified?
to see blatant attempts to polarize the pub-
¢ around non-issues? and to see partici-
pants, who are highly valued as protectors
of the public making unsupportable state-
ments on key issues?

Unfortunately, the energy dilemma is not
a problem with simple solutions. Oversimpli-
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fication of a complex Issue sound very al-
luring, as they permit decisions to be made
with little difficulty. However, they gener-
ally lead to shortsighted or lncorrect de-
cisions. An example of such a simplification
is lumping the nuclear safety issue into the
guestion of President Nixon’s credibility. A
recent radlo commercial from the Massa-
chusetts Public Interest Research Group,
Inc. (MASS PIRG) states:

“Whether Richard Nixon or Ralph Nader
is telling the truth about atomic safety 1s
a life or death matter for Massachusetts
. « .« Many scientists and people who live
nearby [nuclear plants] think that the risk
of an accident is too high. They belleve Mr,
Nader more than Mr. Nixon."

It would be very simple if testing Richard
Nixon's credibility would solve the nuclear
safety problem; but it won't. This type of
reasoning presented to the public is similar
to the now ancient claim that “What is good
for General Motors s good for the U.S.” When
& public interest spokesman, however, stoops
to using this tactic of polarizing opinion
around a non-issue he degrades the entire
concept of public advocacy. At a time in his-
tory when this natlon so desperately needs
public advocates, the use of this tactlc se-
verely damages their credibllity and hence
their future impact.

Public interest groups should serve the
very necessary functions of introdueing new
values and of refocusing on existing values.
Public interest activities must continue and
must be consistently and vigorously sup-
ported to malntain a healthy, growing so-
clety, However, vital issues must be kept In
focus and personal interest must balance
not overshadow, the facts. One issue cur-
rently being publicly debated is the question
of nuclear power plant safety and its rela-
tionship to the broader issue of clean, eco-
nomic and safe energy supplies for the fu-
ture., These issues will be addressed in the
remainder of this report.

The next 15 to 25 years of decisions and
technological change require careful, con-
cise analysis to insure that optimum solu-
tions are achieved within economic, technical
and soclal constraints. The following areas
have received much attention in recent de-
bate:

a. Safety

b. Plant Avallability. (Avallability is the
fraction of time during the year that a power
plant can produce power. This term is com-
monly used interchangeably with reliability,
c.f., Section V.)

c. Cost of Power and Supplies of Fuel

d. Environmental Impact

Although the issues involved in discussing
safe energy supplies are not simple, it is our
belief that their pertinent technical aspects
are not incomprehensible to the public. Dr.
Ralph Lapp did an admirable job of demon-
strating this In a recent New York Times
Magazine Section article.*

Many important questions have already
been raised by public advocacy movements
about nuclear and fossil-fueled power, such
as: the adequacy of emergency core cooling,
environmental impact statements, and low-
level radioactive releases, all pertaining to
nuclear-powered plants; ash and sulfur diox-
ide releases, oll spills and coal strip mining
{two of the authors of this paper aided the
Natural Resources Defense Councll (NRDC)
in one of the first suits to force TVA to re-
claim adequately land strip-mined for its
coal) for fossil-fueled plants. These issues
have been tackled, changes implemented and
resolutions sought by public interest attor-
neys and technologists over the past few
years.® Many gains have been made toward
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assuring greater guarantees of nuclear plant
safety. More gains can he made in such areas
as the long-term storage of nuclear wastes.
However, they will not be made If the energy/
safety issues are considered as addenda to
crusades over non-related, over-simplified is-
sues, such as Richard Nixon’'s credibility or
the role of big business in contemporary so-
clety. The issue of safe energy must be ad-
dressed on its own. It must be addressed in
the same fashion as its historical anteced-
ents, with well conceived positions and force-
ful arguments.

Short range energy alternatives

The main focus of this discussion is on
how society is going to supply its erergy
needs over the next 15 to 25 years. Thisis not
to Imply that society can ignore what must
be done now to assure ourselves adequate
energy supplies beyond those 25 years. New
energy technologies must be researched and
developed.

Solar energy, coal gasification and thermo-
nuclear fusion appear to be the most likely
resolutions to our long-term needs. Their
commerecial operation is not expected within
the next few decades. Wind, tidal and geo-
thermal energy sources are not large enough
to be of significant impact. The emphasis of
this work is on the short-term, alternative
energy sources: coal, oll, natural gas and nu-
clear power. All of these short-term alterna-
tives will benefit from energy conservation
programs and present energy supply replace-
ment programs, such as solar space heating.
Nevertheless, the major concern of the fol-
lowing discussion is the supply of electric
energy that will play a larger and larger
role through the next two decades. This being
the case, the alternatives that must be dis-
cussed are coal, oil and nuclear power. (The
supplies of natural gas and alternatively,
Liquified Natural Gas (LNQG), are so limited
they will be used as residential fuel rather
than for electricity production in central
stations and will not be discussed further in
this paper.)

Conclusions

Our assessment of energy supply during
this time frame compares feasible alterna-
tives on the basis of their risks to the public
health and safety, their overall impact on
the environment and their costs, We conclude
that:

1. During normal operation, nuclear plants
pose less risk to public health than coal- or
ofl-fired electric plants.

2. The risk to the public, for the worst
hypothetical accidents for both nuclear and
fossil plants, is less than most of the risks
soclety has historically accepted.

3. The overall impact of nuclear plants on
land, air and water is far less than that of
coal-fired plants and comparable to that of
oll-fired plants.

4. Nuclear plants are slightly less reliable
than contemporary large fossil plants; de-
spite this, they are much more economical.
The nuclear industry is, effectively, only 10
years old. As it matures, its rellability should
increase, broadening nuclear power's eco-
nomic advantage.

5. For nuclear power to be a viable energy
source, the nuclear industry and the Atomic
Energy Commission must set a high priority
for intensive and well-funded programs to
resolve such problems as: the long-term
storage of nuclear wastes; quality control in
the construction of nuclear power plants;
decreasing the llkelthood of human error
in the operation of nuclear plants; and safe-
guarding against loss or theft of special nu-
clear materials.

In the next four sections of this paper we
will discuss each of these issues further.
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III. POWER GENERATION SAFETY
Major accidents

Public discussions of nuclear reactor safety
tend to forus on the “Maximum Credible
Accident” (MCA), the accldent with the
worst postulated consequences. They neglect
consideration of accidents whose conse-
quences are less serious than the MCA., We
choose to do the same, not because the
smaller accidents do not merit examination,
but because public concern focuses on the
likellhood of the most controversial accident.
Assessment of the consequences of this acci-
dent for nuclear plants have ranged from
“It'll never happen” to “guesstimates” of up
to 100,000 deaths and the destruction of an
area the size of Pennsylvania?

Neither extreme is correct. We shall at-
tempt to put this accident and its conse-
quences in a more reasoned perspective. The
concept of a maximum credible accident
should also be applied to nonnuclear meth-
ods of power production, le., coal and oil,
although this is not current practice. For
example, when the maximum credible acci-
dent for an oil-fired plant (one can postu-
late a fire that consumes all the oil reserves
stored at the plant) is examined in detail,
it is evident that the likellhood 1s higher
than, and the health risks (mortality and
morbidity) similar to those for a major nu-
clear accldent, An important point to re-
member in discussing accidents is that, while
the risks may be real, the accldent scenarios
are still hypothetical. There has never been
such & major nuclear or fossil power plant
accident.

The mafor nuclear accident (or the China
syndrome revisited)

A nuclear accident that may result in the
release of significant amounts of radioactive
materials can be postulated to occur in sev-
eral ways. To date, the two primary scenarios
that have been’ considered are a “guillotine™
break of a main reactor cooling water pipe
that provides the cooling for the nuclear
fuel “core”; and a “catastrophic” rupture of
the steel pressure vessel that contains the
nuclear fuel “core”.

For a major accident to occur by the first
method, & maln reactor cooling water pipe
(these steel pipes are extremely large, about
36 Inches In diameter, with a 3% -inch wall
thickness) must not just crack or split open,
the way that a pipe would generally be ex-
pected to fall. It must actually break cleanly
all the way around (a so-called “gulllotine
break") with complete separation of the
broken ends. Because nuclear piping is de-
signed to high seismic (earthquake-resist-
ant) and stringent gquality standards it is
highly unlikely that a crack or split would
occur, and even less likely that a guillotine
break would occur. 1

If such a break should happen. the result
would be what 1s xnown as a Loss of Coolant
Accident (LOCA). The reactor vessel would
lose pressure as water poured out of the
break. The cooling water in the vessel would
turn to steam, leaving the nuclear fuel with-
out an adequate cooling medium,. This situa-
tion could lead to melting of the radioactive
fuel unless some alternative means of cooling
is provided.

The much-discussed Emergency Core
Cooling System (ECCSE) is Intended to pro-
vide several backup supplies of cooling
water to keep the fuel from melting. The
ECCS has been the object of much heated
controversy (one of the authors of this paper
was an author of the first Union of Con-
cerned Sclentists’ paper?® critical of the
ECCS) and a lengthy Atomic Energy Com-
mission hearing® This controversy centers
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on the fact that there have been virtually
no actual tests of this system under real-
istically simulated accident conditions. The
LOPFT (Loss of Flulds Test) reactor in Idaho
Falls will be used to conduct the first true
integrated experimental test of the ECCS,
but will not be ready for operation until
mid-1975.

As a result of the recent hearings, the
Atomic Energy Commission’s deslgn regu-
lations for the Emergency Core Cooling Sys-
tems have been made more stringent and
the computer codes used for design have
become much more sophisticated. In addi-
tion, nuclear reactors are now using fuel
“rods” that are smaller than those previ-
ously used. These smaller rods are more
easlly cooled, It is our opinion that the
ECCS can reasonably be expected to operate
effectively and prevent the nuclear fuel
from melting. However, without experi-
mental verification, which the LOFT reactor
tests should provide, it is likely that the
public will remain skeptical of the ability
of the ECCS to prevent the nuclear fuel
from melting.

BSo let us suppose that the ECCS does not
work, and follow the subsequent course of
the postulated accident. If the radloactive
fuel is left uncooled, it will melt and slump
to the bottom of the steel pressure vessel,
melt through the vessel and fall into the
concrete foundations below. It is at this
point that a number of people have postu-
lated (not calculated) a situation where the
molten nuclear fuel, in one single lump,
sinks into the earth below the power plant
and then releases all its gaseous and volatile
radioactivity back up through the earth and
into the atmosphere. Then, assuming the
winds carry all this radioactivity off to the
nearest city, deaths in excess of 100,000 have
been “predicted”.

This frightening scenario neglects several
important facts (other than the fact that
the likelihood of a gulllotine pipe break
followed by failure of the ECCS is extremely
small). The first is that the molten nuclear
fuel is more likely to disperse in the con-
crete and rock under the reactor than to
slnk down as a single mass.’* This means
that the fuel would melt only a short dis-
tance into the concrete foundation of the
plant or the earth beneath, Secondly, the
radioactivity, in the form of a gas, is more
likely to return to the contalnment build-
Ing, in which the reactor and its pressure
vessel are housed, along the holes created
by the melting fuel, than to create new
paths out into the atmosphere. Thirdly, the
earth has an excellent capacity for absorb-
ing all but a few of the gaseous and volatile
radioactive materials that would be re-
leased (noble gases are virtually the only
exceptions). J

A large percentage of the dangerous fis-
slon products that return to the contain-
ment attach themselves to the surfaces in the
contailnment, never to reach the public.
Those that are trapped in the earth under
the plant would take decades to migrate
away from the plant site—ample time to
assure the protection of the public from the
small amount of radioactivity still remain-
ing.

All of this implies that in the highly un-
likely event of a meltdown of the nuclear
fuel, only a small fraction of the radio-
activity in the fuel could be expected to
escape into the atmosphere.

One other means by which the nuclear fuel
could lose its coollng water and melt is the
so-called “catastrophic fallure” of the steel
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pressure vessel that contains the fuel. Again,
this is an extremely unlikely event. No failure
of a power plant pressure vessel has ever
occurred, whether the plant be coal-, oil- or
nuclear-fueled. In addition to this, nuclear
pressure vessels are subjected to many
stringent examinations for flaws before they
are placed in service and must also undergo
regular inspection once they are in use. How-
ever in the highly unlikely event that the
pressure vessel does rupture, the cooling-
water will be lost and the fuel will melt.
Again, for the reasons discussed above, only
a small fraction of the radio-activity con-
tained in the fuel could ever be expected to
reach the atmosphere.

Current designs do not Include any means
of mitigating the consequences of a pressure
vessel rupture, The position of kno ble
pressure vessel experts® is that the accident
is so remote that this is not necessary. It is
worth pointing out, however, that there are
several ways in which this accident could be
prevented altogether.

In summary, then, a major nuclear acci-
dent requires either:

1. An extremely unlikely type of break of
one of the main cooling lines, following by
fallure of the Emergency Core Cooling Sys-
tem (we feel that the ECCS would work); or

2. A severe rupture of the pressure vessel,
which is consldered to be so remote an
event as to be virtually negligible, but which
could be mitigated completely.

Even if the nuclear fuel were to melt
down, dispersion of the fuel into and absorp-
tion of gases and volatile materials by the
earth and the containment, would result in
only a small release of radioactlivity to the
atmosphere. Hence, rather than the figure of
100,000 deaths due to a nuclear accident,
which some people have “predicted”, it would
seem to be difficult to determine any sequence
of events, however improbable, that could
lead to (more than) 1000-5000 deaths (both
immediate and long-term).

While those numbers may still seem high
to some (however remote the risk), we will
see In the next section that they may be no
worse than the consequences of a major accl-
dent in an oil-fired plant, and comparable
to, or less than, many other natural or
technological risks to human life,

The mafjor fossil-fueled plant accidents

A study of the evenis and consequences
leading to a maximum credible accident
(MCA) In fossil-fueled plants has never
been performed In detail comparable to
studles of a nuclear plant accldent. The AEC,
which regulates the nuclear power industry,
has postulated or hypothesized the maximum
credible accident after some rigorous in-
vestigation and a careful examination of
what could be postulated as the worst acci-
dent situation. The fossil-fueled power in-
dustry does not have a guardian of public
health and safety similar to the AEC. There-
fore, the sequence of events and fallures is
left to the lmagination.

The major oil-fired plant accident

To postulate a sequence of events similar
to the nuclear power MCA, it is necessary to
first look at the fuel handling operations
that occur in oil-fueled power generation.
This power generatlon requires many di-
verse fuel processing operations prior to the
actual production of electricity: first, the
drilling for oil; second, the refining of the
oil to usable fuel; third, the transportation of
the oil to power generating stations; fourth,
the storage of the oil untll use; and fifth,
the burning of the oil to produce power. At
any point during or after refining and prior
to the actual controlled burning of the oil
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in a boller, premature ignition of large
quantities of fuel can occur. There are a
multitude of accident scenarios that we
can picture, many have actually occurred.
(During the last 156 years there have been
(on the average) 14 oil tanker exploslons/
year. A fully laden 200,000-ton oil tanker
(tankers are now being built with up to
500,000-ton ecapacities) has aboard as much
potential thermal energy as a two-mega-
ton hydrogen bomb. There are now 63 tank-
ers in service with 200,000-ton or up capa-
clties, over 300 under construction and over
100 in planning stages.”) Examples are load-
ed tankers colliding in a port causing a
massive fire; storage tanks igniting In a
large tank farm near the center of a city
and refineries exploding, causing chain reac-
tlon explosions and massive fires in the as-
soclated process and storage tanks. Almost
every major coastal port city has, either
within the city or nearby, a major oil or gas
storage facllity with millions of gallons of
flammable liquids and gases. For instance,
the Chelsea Mass. tank farm contains 151
million gallons of fuel oll, literally on top of
& population of 37,000.

Any of these postulated accidents can cause
numerous deaths if the same assumptions of
worst meteorological conditions with worst
coincidental effects are combined in a simi-
lar method to the AEC's “worst case” accl-
dent.” 1 Without detailled analysis, it 1s dif-
flcult to claim that the nuclear plant MCA
has greater public impact than an oll-fueled
MCA.

A detalled study of tanker collisions and
storage tank and refinery fires and explo-
slons is required in order to develop the
probability of these postulated events occur-
ring. (The World Almanac and Book of
Facts provides detalled information on
major oll spills, oil tanker fires, etc.) Further
study is required to determine the range of
effects of one of these events, in terms of the
“worst case” loss of life, injury and costs
to the general public. Despite the present
lack of these detalled studies the very sim-
ple accident scenarios described demonstrate
that an oil-fueled power plant can have an
accldent comparable in magnitude and se-
verity to the nuclear-fueled power plant. Just
like the nuclear accident, some proponents
will claim, “It can never happen’”; others
will “guesstimate” several hundred thou-
sand deaths and billlons of dollars in dam-
age. At least one investigation,’* however,
has shown that the probability of occurrence
and magnitude of the consequences of a
maximum credible accident in either an
oll-fired or nuclear plant are comparable.
We are of the opinion that there is no great-
er risk due to an accident with a nuclear
plant than an oill-fired plant. Coal-Fired
Power Plant Accident

It is difficult to postulate a coal-fired ac-
cident comparable to an ofl-fueled or nu-
clear-fueled power plant's MCA. Coal is not
as volatile as oil or gas, nor as toxic in the
accident situation as radiation. Coal's dan-
ger to public health and safety lies primarily
in its long-term health effects. These long-
term effects are the result of a continuous
degradation of the atmosphere by waste
products from the combustion of coal in a
steam generator (boller). The waste prod-
ucts, 80,, NOx, unburnt hydrocarbons, car-
bon monoxide, heavy metals and particulates,
have been shown to be very detrimental to
health, These waste effluents from normal
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or nuclear-fueled plant. This Is especially
true since we still lack adeguate cleanup
facilities for noxious wastes in coal and oil.
While a coal-fueled power plant maximum
credible accident is very difficult to hypo-
thesize, the degradation of public health is
a constant, continuous action resulting from
the gaseous efiuents’ effects on the respira-
tory system. The integrated mortality and
morbidity caused by these releases will be
orders of magnitude greater than the mor-
bidity and mortality from an MCA, either
oil or nuclear.

Public health risks during nmormal operation

There are also public health risks asso-
ciated with the normal operation of oil-fired
and nuclear-fueled plants. Like coal, the
greatest health hazards of oil-fired plants
are due to air pollution. For nuclear plants
the health hazards are due to small radio-
activity releases from the plant.

Many studies 2141518 have been conducted
to evaluate the nature and the magnitude
of these health hazards. They indicate that
respiratory allments caused by chronic ex-
posure to sulfur and nitrogen oxides from
coal- or oll-fired plants will result in many
more fatalities than the additional cancer
fatalities caused by the radiation exposure
from nuclear plants. These health hazards,
however, are relatively small. They present
the public with dangers slightly smaller
(this assumes that everyone is exposed to
the maximum allowable radioactive limit
whereas in reality radioactive releases from
nuclear power plants have been factors of
10 or more less than those allowable. This
reduces the risk of nuclear power electricity
generation to a risk comparable to extremely
rare natural occurrences over which we have
no control, i.e. belng struck by lightning)
than do those rare accidental occurrences
about which the public shows only a moder-
ate degree of concern, for example, drowning.
The extent of concern over this particular
hazard leads the public to exercise caution
whenever swimming. However, this small
probability of drowning does not deter the
public from swimming altogether. Likewise,
the risks assoclated with power production
are equally as small and therefore, of them-
selves, should not be an impediment to the
use of any of the three power sources. Any
use of these sources of electricity should, ob-
viously, be made with the utmost care to
minimize even further their small health
risks. Finally, since nuclear power poses the
smallest public health hazard during normal
plant operation it should be the favored
source of electricity over the next few dec-
ades,

PREDICTED MORTALITY RATES FOR
ELECTRIC POWER PLANTS®
Mortality rate (Fatalities per million people
per year)
Powerplant type:
Coal-fired
Oll-fired

*These predictions are based on the very
pessimistic assumption that the entire
population is subjected to the maximum
allowable amount of each pollutant from
each plant type.

IV, POWER ALTERNATES AND FUEL SUPPLIES

In evaluating the merit of any and all
feasible energy sources the following must be
considered:

Footnotes at end of article,
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2. The amount of fuel avallable in this
resource.

3. The overall impact on the environment
due to its use.

4. The cost of producing energy from this
resource. Items 2 and 4 will be discussed in
Sections V and VI respectively. Items 1 and
2 are discussed below.

For the immediate future, new power
plants must be bullt, even if only to replace
old plants that must be taken out of service.
Energy conservation and increased efficiency
in consumption will decrease the rate of
growth in energy demand if a strong program
is initiated and implemented. However, such
a conservation program will not decease en-
ergy consumption, but will only slow the
rate of increase, Consequently, for the im-
mediate future, new power plants must be
based on technologlies presently avallable.

The “immediate future” spans a time of
between 15 and 25 years. The principal rea-
son for this dependence on present tech-
nology over this time period is that the
introduction of new energy technologies, to
supply a large portion of our energy needs,
will require more than 15 to 25 years. As-
suming that today a new technology was
shown to be environmentally, soclally and
economically the best means to supply elec-
tricity, it would take:

1. About 10 years to organize the capital,
manpower and manufacturing facilities re-
quired to supply the equipment for these
new plants;

2. About 10 years to plan the siting and
construction of these new plants; and

3. At least an additional five years of
operational testing, debugging and fine tun-
ing of these new designs to inspire the con-
fidence of a large number of utilities, in
order that they be purchased on a large scale.

Admittedly, certain portions of these three
time periods might overlap, but we can
reasonably expect an introductory time pe-
riod for a new energy technology of between
15 and 25 years.

Solar, fusion, wind and tidal power are
suggested schemes for future energy produc-
tion that appear to be environmentally pref-
erable to coal, oil and nuclear power. How-
ever, these energy sources are all in the re-
search and/or development stage. As a re-
sult of the time lag before the introduction
of any new technology, we are left with only
three basic large energy sources over the
next two or three decades. These are coal,
oil and nuclear power.

Coal, oil and nuclear fuel supplies in the
United States

The most abundant U.S. fuel supply (us-
ing presently available technologies) is coal.
Estimates describe the quantities of coal
available in terms of meeting all our coal
demands for centuries into the future. Un-
fortunately, coal is environmentaly the worst
of the three fuel alternates (see Section V,
Environmental Impacts), With extensive
and therefore, expensive, pollution controls,
coal will supply only a portion of our future
electricity needs. If we are to avold coal's
environmental and public health Impacts
we must rely on either oil or uranium, the
source of nuclear power, to meet larger
amounts of our electricity needs over the
next few decades.

The crude oll supplies in the U.S. are
limited and as a result the U.S. had recently
developed a small dependence on foreign oil.
The temporary cutback of foreign oil sup-
plies in 1973 taught us how undependable
operation of a coal-fired plant, are more of a
health hazard than the MCA of either the oil

27545

that supply of oil could be. Our future de-
mand for oil must be met, therefore, from
U.S. sources. The present U.S. sources of
crude oil, even when expanded to include
oil from Western shale, or oil from the
Atlantic Ocean’'s outer continental shelf,
could very easily supply that demand. How-
ever, these supplies will be extremely costly.
Section VI of this paper describes the pres-
ent economic disadvantage of oil as an elec-
tricity supplier. This disadvantage would in-
crease if the oil originated from oil shale.

Is there any relief from this tight supply
situation through the use of the nuclear
fuel, uranium? Over the next few decades
the answer is “yes”. Even assuming the
largest possible amount of nuclear fuel use
projected through this century, the uranium
reserves and potential resources of uranium
at #30/1b of UsOs (uranium ore), would last
until the late 1990's. This calculation of the
time to deplete these resources assumed the
installation of 1500 million kilowatts of light
water cooled nuclear plants by the year 2000.19
For this calulation, the uranium reserves and
potential resources assumed to be available
at $30.00/1b U:0s were 2,200,000 tons.*?)
These supplies of uranium would be more
costly than present uranium supplies, but
would still produce cheaper electricity than
oil-fired plants since the uranium fuel con-
tributes only 5 percent to the total cost of
generating nuclear power.

Additionally, the U.S. position in the world
uranium market is much stronger than in
the world oil market. Between 30 and 40 per-
cent of estimated world uranium reserves
are in the U.S.

For these reasons, reliance on nuclear
power for Increasing amounts of our elec-
tricity over the next few decades will present
little or no fuel supply problems. At the very
least, the use of uranium will provide the
U.S. with a cleaner fuel than coal and a more
avallable supply of fuel than oil.

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The production of electric energy from all
present fuel sources is environmentally de-
grading. This degradation can occur during
each of the fuel processing steps necessary
prior to electricity production, as well as
during production itself.

Major fuel utilization processes that have
an impact on the environment are;

a. Production (mining and extraction of
the raw fuel source).

b. Refining (preparing the raw source for
combustion).

c. Transportation (getting the fuel to the
site of combustion).

d. Burning the fuel to produce power,

e. Disposal of the residues after burning.

The impacts of major concern caused by
these processes are:

a. Alr Pollution.

b. Water Pollution (thermal, chemieal and
radioactive).

c. Solid Wastes.

d. Land Use.

e, Visual (aesthetic) Pollution.

f. Occupational and Public Health.

The overall environmental effects of power
generation, from the sources deemed feasi-
ble over the short term, are highlighted in
Table 1, This table " compares the environ-
mental impact of electric generating systems
in six basic areas. The table (prepared by the
Council on Environmental Quality) also
makes a subjective assessment of the severity
of the impacts in each of these areas.

1. The time required to bring the source to
commercial operation.
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TABLE 1.—COMPARATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF 1,000-MEGAWATT ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS OPERATING AT A 0.75 LOAD FACTOR WITH LOW LEVELS OF ENVIRONMENTAL

CONTROLS OR WITH GENERALLY PREVAILING CONTROLS

Air emissions

Water discharges

Solid waste Land use

[Severity rating key: 5—serious, 4 —significant, 3 =moderate, 2=small, 1=negligible, 0=none]

Occupational
health

Tons Curies T

ons
(X109 (<109 Severity (4109

Coal: b
Deep-mined

Surface-mined. ... 3.3
oil:

Onshore:....o.--.. 159.4

Offshore...._...... 158.4

Imports.. .. _.---..
Nuclear. .......-

Curies B.tu.'s
(X109 (%109 Severity

-
[ ]

Tons Curies

20.4
31.3
20.7
17.8

17.4
15.1

! Not avzilable

Table 1 shows that the impact on air
emissions is most severe for coal-fired gen-
erating systems, while nuclear alr emis-
stons are negligible. The overall environ-
mental impact of water discharges from
coal and oil (except onshore oll) is more
damaging than nuclear. This is largely due
to acid mine drainage for coal mining and
risks of water pollution and disposal of brine
found with oil. Nuclear does, however, create
more thermal pollution during operation,
up to 30% more in loeal water bodies.

In the solid waste ares, the most environ-
mentally damaging method of generation is
seen to be surface-mined coal, because of
the large volume of waste produced. Oll
produces a small amount of inert solid
waste, whereas in contrast, the nuclear
radioactive waste disposal problem is con-
sidered to be of significant severity. Long-
term storage of highly radloactive nuclear
waste does indeed pose a serious problem.
To date, several suggestions have been pro-
posed, but no solution has been accepted.

The environmental impact of land use is
most severe for surface-mined and deep-
mined coal. Nuclear and oil systems have
small or negligible impact.

Clearly the most dangerous form of power
generation, relative to occupational health,
is deep-mined coal with four deaths per
year per milllon kilowatt electric plant. Nu-
clear fuel and imported oil have the smallest
occupational death rates (0.15 to 0.06 deaths
per plant per year, respectively). In terms of
work days lost, the coal option is agaln
the most severe, with nuclear clearly being
the safest, occupationally.

When reviewing large scale disasters, the
numerous actual occurrences of coal mining
accidents, land giving way near a coal mine,
and land and slag slides, must be compared
to the postulated core meltdown or radlo-
loglcal health accidents associated with nu-
clear power. In addition, massive land or
sea oil spills and oil well fires must be con-
sidered.

In order to make an overall comparison
of the environmental effects of coal, oil and
nuclear power generation, the relative
geveritles of the environmental effects of
the three energy sources were averaged to
give a single overall “environmental impact
indicator” for each source.

The results of this averaging are shown
in Table 2. This table clearly indicates that
coal, whether deep-mined or surface-mined,
is the most environmentally damaging,
while oil and nuclear have the same, small
environmental effect.

Considerations that enter into these as-
sessments of environmental Impact include
the following: 15

Footnotes at end of article.
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COAL
Mining

Deep-Mined. —Land disturbance, acid mine
drainage, land subsidence, solld wastes, mine
and waste plle fires and cccupational hazards
in mining are major negative impacts oI
the production of coal.

Surface-Mined —Huge Iland disturbance,
acid mine drainage, silt runoff, ecological and
esthetic damage to strip-mined areas.

TasLe 2.—Average Environmental Impact of
Electric Energy Systems (From Table 1)
System® and Average severity*®

Coal (Deep Mined)

Coal (Surface Mined)

Ol (Onabore). osiaatiarey S e o e 2o o 1.8
Oil (Offshore) - _

Cll (Imports)

Nuclear

*Based on 1000 Mw electric energy systems
operating at 0.75 load factor with low levels
of environmental controls or with generally
prevailing controls.

* *Describes the severity rating key: 5=
Serious; 4=g8ignificant; 3=Moderate; 2=
Small; 1=Negligible, and 0=None.

Transportation

Accident risks associated with the trans-

portation of huge quantities of coal.
Generation of eleciricity

Water pollution and air pollution. Sulfur
oxides, nitrous oxides and particulates are
the major pollutants due to coal burning.
Thermal discharges at power plants are
minor Impacts while large amounts of solid
waste (ash) are present after burning and
present disposal problems,

OIL
Ezxtraction

Onshore—Production and disposition of
extracted brine, oil spillage, land use and air
pollution from flares.

Offshore—O1il spills from blowouts, pipe-
line ruptures, the water pollution associated
with dumping the brine or oil into the ocean
and air pollution from fiares.

Transportation

Pipeline ruptures and pipeline rights-of-
way as well as tanker transport have detri-
mental environmental effects.

Refining

Water pollution caused by thermal and
chemical effluents; air pollution through sul-
fur oxides, unburnt hydrocarbon and nitro-
gen oxide release; and solld wastes make re-
fining one of the dirtier oll-fired pollution
problems,

Generation and electricity

The worst effect of oil-fired electricity gen-
eration is air pollution with the lesser effect
being thermal pollution.

Acres lost
(X109 (X10%) Severity (3<10%) Severity Deaths (>{10%)

Source: "Enargy and the Environment, Electric Power," prepared by the Council on Environ-

Work-
days

Fotential for large scale disaster

4,00
2.61
35 3.6l
.35 3,61

.06 .69
.15 .27

8.77
3.00

Sudden subsidence in urban areas, mine
accidents.
Landslides.

Massive spill on land from blowout or
pipeline rupture.

Massive spill on weter from blowout or
pipeling ruptura.

Massive oil spill from tanker accident.

Co&u Jttsllduﬂn radiological health acci-
ents.

NUCLEAR
Mining, milling and enriching
Land disturbance from surface and under-
ground mines, health risk to workers, radio-
logical releases from milling operations (air
and water), radioactive release during en-
richment processes.

Transportation

Accident potential associated with the
transportation of radicactive materials,

Generation of electricity

Nuclear-fueled electrie production has two
major pollutants: radioactivity in liguid,
pases and solids, and thermal pollution.

Disposal of wastes

Long-term storage and monitoring of
radioactive wastes.

VI. ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

One of the most important factors in as-
sessing a particular energy source is its eco-
nomic cost and its available reserves. Many
studies have been commissioned to assess the
cost of energy generating systems. One of
particular interest is a study by the Arthur
D, Little Corporation done for Northeast
Utilities. This study, released in July 1978,
presents estimates and projections of costs
for coal, oll and nuclear power plants. Based
on this and many other studies, it is evident
that the over-all cost of nuclear power is
significantly less than that for cosl or oil.

Figure 3 taken from this report, provides a
breakdown of projected power costs for an
1160-megawatt electrlc power plant. The re-
sults are for a plant commencing opera-
tion in 1981. Capacity factors of 50 percent
for the first year of operation, 656% for the
second, and 76% for all subsequent years,
were assumed for all plants.

Estimates (the unit used here for fuel cost
is mills/kwh. A mill/kwh is equivalent to
$0.001 per kllowatt-hour of electricity gener-
ated) in Figure 3 were based on fuel, cap-
ital and operating costs in the firet quarter
of 1973, Since that time, the cost of fuel oil
has increased significantly, The bdse price
for the cost of low sulfur oil has risen from
approximately $4.40 per barrel to about §13.00
per harrel since the report was issued. Figure
2 shows the effect of this increase In the
price of oll on the comparison of the total
electric generating costs for each of the three
fuels.

This significant increase In the generating
costs of oll-fired plants is presently being re-
flected in electric bills via the “fuel adjust-
ment allowances'. Any increased use of oil-
fired plants can only make the costs of elec-
tricity even higher. Cleariy, nuclear power is
the most economic bulk electricity supplier
primarily due to its relative insensitivity to
fuel costs.
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VII. POWER PLANT RELIABILITY *

The issue of nuclear plant reliability has
become important as a concerned public at-
tempts to form an cpinion regarding the use
of nuclear reactors for electric generating sta-
tions. The call for a nuclear moratorium is
usually preceded by the claim that nuclear
power is not only unsafe and unnecessary,
but that it is unreliable as well, Referenee
is often made to a May 1973 article in the
Wall Street Journal¥ that stated that "the
most dependable feature of nuclear power
plants is their unreliability”.

Clearly, some nuclear power plants have
not operated as reliably as their owners would
have llked. There have been problems. The
record is clear that the reliabllity of nuclear
power plants has been lower than anticipated
over the first one to three years of commer-
cial operation. However, the record is also
clear on at least two other counts. First, nu-
clear plants have been generally as reliable
as fossil plants of approximately the same
size. Second, the rellability of nuclear gen-
erating stations usually increases substan-
tially after the station has been operating
for a few years. The facts regarding nuclear
plant operation do not support the conten-
tion that reactors are unrellable devices.

The following points need to be under-
stood:

1, One of the best guides to generating
plant reliability in current use is a number
called plant avallability. Plant availability
indicates the portlon of time during a given
period that the plant is avallable for use.
Avalls ty factors are thus one measure of
the pla ability to provide electrical en-
ergy. If a plant must be taken off the line
because of the fallure of one of Itz compo-
nents, its avallability is adversely affected.

2. In penersl, there is a greater disparity
in plant availabillty between large and small
fossil stations than between fossil and nu-
clear stations of approximately the same
size. During the years from 1860 to 1972, total
plant availability of fossil units between 60
and 90 megawatts in size averaged about
92 percent, whereas fossil units 800 mega-
watts or more averaged about T3 percent.
Cf the 20 nuclear plants operating at the
end of 1972, half were larger than €00 mega-
watts and curr ly ordered nuclear plants
are typically twice that size. In general,
nuclear plant availability has been in the
range of 68 to T0 percent. Reactor avail-
ahm"r (the avallability of just the reactor

rather than the entire plant) from 1980 to
3972 averaged about 76 p?rcent.

Additionally, examples can be found where
nuclear plants are more reliable than fossil
pents of comparable size. Commonwealth
Edison In Chieago, which runs 25 percent of
.he nuclear capacity in the country, found

the 12-month period ending

30, 1973, thelr four large nuclear
) (Dresden 2 and 3, Quad Cities 1
and “’ each about BOO megnwatts) averaged
82.6 percent availability, compared to Ti
percent for their five large baseload coal-
fired plants (Kincald 1 and 2; Jollet 7 and
8: all over 600 megawatts; and Powerton 5,
which is B850 megawatts). S8o it 1s no small
coincidence that the nation’s “most nu-
clear” electric utility is also performing very
well financlally—in contrast to many utili-
ties' current cash flow gqueeze and declining
profits.

It's generally true that the longer nuclear
units are in service, the better their records,
in spite of a decline in average nuclear plant
reliability during 1973 (for older plants).
The oldest (since 1957) commerecially oper-
ating nuclear plant in the country, at Ship-

*Nuclear and fossil plant operating statis-
tics used in ealculating the availability num-
bers in this section were collected from the
Edison Electric Institute and the Nuclear
Assurance Corporation plant data files.
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pingport, Pennsylvania, was available more
than 95 percent of the time between 1968
and the end of 1972. Five more of the oldest
operating reactors (Dresden 1, Yankee Rowe,
Big Rock Point, Humboldt Bay, and Con-
necticut Yankee) averaged better than 83
percent aveilability for the six-year period
1967-1972.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Gonzanez today for 20 minutes, to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Pargis) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. BucHanaN, for 30 minutes, Au-
gust 9.

Mr. BucHanaN, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Rarussack, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Miirer, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Leaman) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
iraneous matter:)

Mr. MaTsunaca, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Patman, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Diges, for 5 minutes, today,

Mr. Vanik, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
zgvise and extend remarks was granted

Mr. Price of Illinois, and to include
extraneous matter notwithstanding the
fact that it exceeds 434 pages of the Coxn-
CRESSIONAL RECORD and is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $1,320.50.

Mr. AnpErson of California, to revise
and extend his remarks immediately fol-
lowing the vofe on the Anderson-Udall
amendment on H.R. 16090 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Parris) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr, Winn.

Mr. HosmEeR in two instances.

Mr, ZWACH,

Mr. HupNUT.

Mr. MiLLER in four instances.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. SARASIN,

Mr. SteIGER of Wisconsin,

Mr, ESCH.

Mr. HUBER,

Mr. Ginman in two instances.

Mr. RanrsBack in two instances.

Mr. MizeLL in five instances.

Mr. DErWINSKI in three instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Leaman) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. AnpErson of California
stances.

Mr. GonzALEZ in three instances,

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. VanDER VEEN in two instances.

Mr, Bapirro in three instances.

Myr. Curver in six instances.

Mr. MAHON.

Mr. FAUNTROY.

Mr. MURTHA,

Myr. O'HARA.

Mr. Epwarps of California in five in-
stances.

Mrs. Burke of California.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Carolina.

Mr. DENT.

in two in-
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Mr. NICHOLS,
Mr. MurrHY of New York.
Mr. Kyros in five instances.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

S.1604. An act to regulate commerce and
to protect petroleum product retailers from
unfair practices and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

S5.3548. An act to establish the Harry S.
Truman memorial scholarships, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

ENROLLED BILL AND A JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill and a joint resolution of
the house of the following titles, which
were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.690. An act to extend and amend the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, and for other purposes;

H.J. Res. 1104. Joint resolution to extend
by 62 days the expiration date of the Export
Administration Act of 1969.

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of

the Senate of the following title:

S8.J. Res. 229, A joint resolution to amend
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 7 o’clock and 44 minutes p.m.), un-
der its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Friday, August
9, 1974, at 11 o’clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2642, A letter from the Director of Federal
Affairs, National Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion, transmitting the financial report of the
corporation for April 1974, pursuant to sec-
tion 308(a) (1) of the Rail Passenger Serv-
ice Act of 10870, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2643. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting a report on the number
of individuals in each general schedule grade
employed on June 30, 1973, and June 30,
1974, by NASA under chapter 51 and sub-
chapter III, chapter 53 of title 5 of the U.B.
Code; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service,

2644, A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the priority primary
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route cost study report, pursuant to 23 U.S.C.
147(c); to the Committee on Public Works
and ordered to be printed with illustrations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mrs. SULLIVAN: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 15640. A bill to
extend for two years the authorization for
appropriations to implement title I of the
Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries
Act of 1972; with amendments (Report No.
83-1269) . Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. McFALL: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on HR. 15405 (Report No.
93-1270) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 1304. A resolution
providing for the consideration of H.R. 5529.
A bill to amend the National Traffic and Mo-
tor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 to authorize
appropriations for the fiscal years 1974, 1975,
and 1976, to provide for the recall of cer-
tain defective motor vehicles without charge
to the owners thereof, and for other pur-
poses. (Report No. 83-1271). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. PEFPER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1305. A resolution providing for
the consideration of H.R. 15077. A bill to
amend the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945,
and for other purposes. (Report No. 93-1272).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 1306. A resolution
providing for the consideration of S, 1728.
An act to increase benefits provided to Amer-
ican civillan internees in Southeast Asia.
(Report No. 93-1273) . Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee: Committee of
Conference. Conference Report on H.R. 15155.
(Report No. 83-1274). Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, BROYHILL of North Carolina
(for himself, Mr. Moss, Mr. Ecx-
HARDT, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. BRECKIN-
RIDGE, Mr, DINGELL, Mr. Apams, Mr.
McCoLLISTER, and Mr. CARNEY of
Ohio) :

H.R. 16327. A bill to provide minimum dis-
closure standards for written consumer prod-
uct warranties against defect or malfunc-
tion; to define minimum Federal content
standards for such warranties; to amend the
Federal Trade Commission Act in order to
improve its consumer protection activities;
to authorize appropriations for the Federal
Trade Commission for fiscal years 1975, 19786,
and 19877; and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina:

H.R. 16328. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to increase the income
Iimitations relating to the payment of pen-
sion and dependency and indemnity com-
pensation and to provide supplemental pen-
slon payments to certain veterans; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. ASPIN:

HR. 16329. A bill to authorize the Com-
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missioner of Education to make grants for
teacher tralning, pllot and demonstration
projects, and comprehensive school pro-
grams, with respect to health education and
health problems; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. MILLS (for himself) and Mr,
Carey of New York) :

HR.16330. A bill to provide additional
fiscal assistance to local governments and to
extend revenue sharing for local governmen-
tal units for 2 additional years; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GUNTER (for himself, Mr.
HALEY, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. HarRRINGTON, Mr. Kymros, Mr.
Srupps, Mr. MoaxteEy, and Mr.
WOLFF) :

H.R.16331. A bill making a supplemental
appropriation for the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare for the flscal year
ending June 30, 1975, to provide funds to
conduct a study of the effects of the red tide
on human health; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

By Mr, KEARTH (for himself and Mr,
BIAGGI) :

H.R.16332. A bill to amend sectlon 5051
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1854 (relat-
ing to the Federal excise tax on beer); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MINK :

H.R.16333. A bill to amend the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, in order to permit nationals
of the United States to serve as officers and
crew aboard vessels documented under laws
of the United States; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. MOAEKLEY:

H.R. 16334. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to assist In the financing of small
business concerns owned by persons who are
disadvantaged because of certain social or
economic considerations; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

H.R. 16335. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, to require prenotifica-
tion to affected employees and communities
of dislocation of business concerns, to pro-
vide assistance (including retraining) to em-
ployees who suffer employment loss through
the dislocation of business concerns, to busi-
ness concerns threatened with dislocation,
and to affected communities, to prevent Fed-
eral support for unjustified dislocation, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

H.R. 16336. A bill to designate the birthday
of Martin Luther King, Junior, as a legal
public holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 16337. A bill to provide property tax
relief to low-income elderly homeowners
through direct reimbursements; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 16338. A bill to promote the develop-
ment of an open, nondiscriminatory, and fair
world economic system, to stimulate the eco-
nomic growth of the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. NICHOLS (for himself, Mr.
BEVILL, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. DICKIN-
s0N, Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, Mr,
Frowers, and Mr. Jones of Ala-
bama) :

H.R. 16339. A bill to designate the new
Forest Service laboratory at Auburn, Ala., as
the “George W. Andrews Forestry Sciences
Laboratory”; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. SEBELIUS (for himself, Mr.
ABDNOR, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. Bu-
CHANAN, Mr. Camp, Mr. FreEY, Mr.
GAYDOS, Mr. HASTINGS, Mrs. HECKLER
of Massachusetts, Mr. KercEUM, Mr.
LoNG of Maryland, Mr. McSPADDEN,
Mr. MarTiN of North Carolina, Mr,
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Mirrorp, Mr. MoNTGOMERY, Mr,
Price of Texas, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI,
Mr. SHRIVER, Mr. SEUBITZ, Mr. STEEL-
MAN, Mr. THONE, Mr. TAYLOR of
Missouri, Mr, WaLsH, Mr. WINN, and
Mr. Youne of Alaska) :

H.R. 16340. A bill to authorize and direct
the Secretary of the Interior to conserve and
store helium; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WALSH (for himself, Mr. Mc-
SPADDEN, Mr, YATES, Mr. DERWIN~
SKI, Mr. Mazzovr1, Mr. NIx, Mr, STRAT-
TON, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. BapiLro, Mr.
Won Pat, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. MrrcH-
ELL of Maryland, Mr. Price of Il-
linoils, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. STARK,
Mr. HupnuT, Mrs. CoLLiNs of Il-
linois, Mr. PEpPER, Mr. MUrRPHY of
New York, Mr. FaAuNTROY, Mr. Ep-
warps of California, Mr. FPRENZEL,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. ROE, and Mrs.
HoLr) :

H.R. 16341. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a special postage stamp in commem-
oration of the life and work of Harriet
Tubman; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. WALSH (for himself, Ms,
Horrzman, Mr. pE Luco, Mr. MoAK-
LEY, Mrs. CHisHoLMm, and Mrs,
Burke of California) :

H.R. 16342, A bill to provide for the is-
suance of a special postage stamp in com-
memoration of the life and work of Harriet
Tubman; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. BUCHANAN (for himself and
Mr. HAMILTON) :

H.R. 16343. A bill to authorize U8, pay-
ment to the United Nations for expenses of
the United Natlons peacekeeping forces in
the Middle East, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

HR. 16344. A bill to amend title 38 of
the United States Code to increase the in-
come limitations relating to the payment of
pension and dependency and Iindemnity
compensation and to provide supplemental
pension payments to certain veterans; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. CRANE:

H.R. 16345. A bill to provide for an audit
by the General Accounting Office of all gold
owned by the United States; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. CRONIN:

H.R. 16346. A bill to confer U.S. citizenship
on certain Vietnamese children and to pro-
vide for the adoption of such children by
American families; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, DELLENBACK :

H.R. 16347, A bill to support the construc-
tion of a memorial bullding at the Hoover
Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace as
a memorial to Herbert Hoover; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration,

By Mr. GUNTER:

H.R. 16348. A bill to require institutions
of higher education receiving Federal funds
to report to the Commissioner of Education
with respect to any funds received by such
institutions from fcreign sources; to the
Committee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. MARAZITI:

H.R. 16349. A bill to amend the Federal
Election Campalign Act of 1971 to provide for
an independent Federal Elections Commis-
sion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. RAILSBACK :

H.R. 16350. A bill to extend the déadline

for application for certain loans under the
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Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 16351. A bill to amend the Emergency
Daylight Saving Time Energy Conservation
Act of 1973 to exempt from its provisions the
period from the last Sunday in October 1974,
through the last Sunday in February 1975;
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce,

By Mr. ROGERS:

H.R. 16352. A bill to amend the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 to prohibit
the intentional killing or injuring of marine
mammals pursuant to permits authorizing
the taking of such mammals incident to
commercial fishing operation, to extend the
authorizations for commercial fisheries gear
development for 2 years, and for other pur-
p'a‘sea: to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisherles,

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin:

H.R. 16353. A bill to reduce the duty on
aspen wood for wood particle board; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FASCELL (for himself, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr,
Founrtain, and Mr. PARRIS) ;

H. Res. 1301. Resolution expressing to for-
eign nations the determination of the House
of Representatives to Insure continuity in
U.8. foreign policy; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FROEHLICH (tur himself and
Mr, BoB WILSON)

H. Res. 1302. Resolution creating a select
committee to study the impact and ramifica-
tions of the Supreme Court decisions on
abortion; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. REID (for himself, Mrs. CHIS-
HoOLM, Mr, MiLForp, Mr. MITCHELL Of
Maryland, Mr. Nix, Mr. RopiNo, Mr.
WHITE, Mr. CHARLES WiLsoN of
Texas, Mr. Winn, and Mr. WonN PaT) @

H. Res. 1303. Resolution to affirm support
of U.S. foreign policies; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BUCHANAN:

H. Con. Res. 587. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
Richard M. Nixon be granted immunity from
prosecution for certain alleged offenses
against the United States; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Ms. COLLINS of Illinols (for herself
and Mr. RANDALL) :

H. Con. Res. 588. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress concerning
unclaimed bonds that are being kept by the
Department of the Treasury for veterans; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MILFORD:

H. Con. Res. 589. Concurrent resolution
to censure President Richard M. Nixon; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PATMAN (for himself, Mr. BAR-
RETT, Mrs. SurLLivaN, Mr. Reuss, Mr.
MooruEAD of Pennsylvania, Mr, St
GERMAIN, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. MINISH,
Mr. Hanwa, Mr. Gerrys, Mr, AnN-
NUNzIO, Mr. REES, Mr. HANLEY, Mr.
KocH, Mr. CorTeEr, Mr. MrTcHELL of
Maryland, Mr. FaAuNTROY, Mr. YOoUNG
of Georgia, Mr. MoAaKLEY, Mr. STARK,
and Mrs. BoGGs) :

H. Con. Res. 590. Concurrent resclution
requesting the President to use his power
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under the Credit Control Act to control in-
flation and allocate credit; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.
By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, Mr.
DERWINSKI, Mr, Corman, Mr. Won
PaT, Mr. SEBELIUS, Mr, CAREY of New
York, Mr. FasceLn, Mr. PHILLIP BUR~
TON, Mr. RiEGLE, Mr. RoowNey of
Pennsylvania, Mr. RoyeaL, Mr. Run-
NELS, Mr. Roe, Ms, Aszuc, Mr,
MoaAKLEY, Mr. BELL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
MurrHY of New York, Mr. BINGHAM,
Ms. JorDAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. BENITEZ,
Mr, Derrums, Mr. SEIBERLING, and
Mrs. BURKE of California):

H. Con. Res. 591. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the printing of copies of the
Constitution of the United States In Span-
ish; to the Committee on House Administra-
tion,

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, Mr,
ROSENTHAL, Mr, Younc of Georgia,
Mr. BADILLO, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. WALDIE,
Mr. PickiE, Mr. Epwarps of Cali-
fornia, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. BROWN
of California, Mr. RoNcaLio of Wy-
oming, Mr. MurrHY of Illinois, Mr.
UpaLn, Mr. CHarLEs H. Wmson of
California, Mr, JouN L. BurTON, Mr.
Nix, Mr. S¥YMINGTON, Mr, THOMPSON
of New Jersey, Mr. McSeappEN, Mr.
McCLoskEY, Mr. Sroxes, Mr. Gon-
zarez, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. O'BRIEN,
and Mr. RopinNo) :

H. Con. Res, 592. Concurrent resolution
to provide for the printing of coples of the
Constitution of the United States in Spanish;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, Mr,
LEHMAN, Mrs. BocGs, Mr. MATSUNAGA,
Mr. Moss, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. CONTE,
Ms. HoLTzmaN, Mr. Ryan, Mr. An-
DERSON of California, and Mr.
MOSHER) :

H. Con. Res. 583. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the printing of copies of the Con-
stitution of the United States in Spanish;
to the Committee cn House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXI1,

Mr. STARK introduced a bill (H.R. 16354)
to authorize the President of the United
States to present in the name of Congress
a Medal of Honor to Brig. Gen. Charlcs E.
Yeager; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

466. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the City
Council, Corpus Christi, Tex., relative to the
allocation and pricing of natural gas; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

467. Also, Petition of Erin Keefe, Alexan-
dria, Va., and others, relative to impeach-
ment of the President; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.
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