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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, November 30, 1971 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chapla~'l, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

DD., offered the following prayer: 

The Lord will give grace and glory: No 
good thing will He withhold from them 
that walk uprightly.-Psalm 84: 11. 

Most merciful and gracious God, 
cleanse our hearts, clarify our minds, and 
give courage to our souls as we face the 
duties and responsibilities of this day. 

Reveal to us the means whereby our 
spirits may be strengthened, our free­
doms fortified, and the integrity of ~ur 
country increased. Give us to realize 
anew that Thy favor toward us is found 
in obeying Thy laws, in doing Thy will, 
and in living with love in our hearts. 

Keep alve within us the dawning of 
the day when people and nations will be 
united in the bonds of brotherhood sing­
ing the song that shatters the spear and 
the sword and telling the story of truth 
and mercy which shall usher in a period 
of peace and prosperity for all. 

In the spirit of the Master we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex­
amined 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. 

PERMISSION FOR THE COMMITTEE 
ON APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE 
A PR!VTI.£GED REPORT ON A 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
BILL 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Appropriations may have until mid­
night tonight to file a privileged report 
on a bill making supplemental appropri­
ations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1972, and for other purposes. 

Mr. BOW reserved all points of order 
on the bill. 

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

There was no objection. 

THREATENED VETO OF TAX BILL 

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

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time to express concern at the statement 
on yesterday that was attributed to the 
congressional liaison director of the 
White House, Mr. Clark MacGregor, 
threatening a veto of the tax bill now in 
conference between the House and the 
Senate. 

In the almost quarter of a century that 
I serve.d on the Committee on Ways and 
Meam;, I can never remember any Pres­
ident threatening that committee or the 
Congress, either the House of Represent-

atives or the Senate separately or jointly 
on a measure as important as the tax 
bill. 

The President has said this tax bill 
is a vital part of his economic program 
and yet, while the conference is still 
meeting and is still attempting to work 
out the differences between the two 
bodies, the President of the United States 
threatens the Congress with a veto. I 
hope he is not serious about this, because 
I am sure that it has dawned on him 
that at this late hour in this session it is 
extremely remote that the Committee on 
Ways and Means will go back to the tax 
bill, report out a new bill and bring it 
here to the floor and send it over to the 
other body for consideration. 

If this is simply a political ploy, which 
most people seem to think it is, then I 
say it is quite regrettable that the Presi­
dent would use this type of tactic. 

Finally, if it is a political ploy, it is 
certainly not going to have any desirable 
effect in helping the economic conditions 
of this country. If the people get the 
idea that all the President is doing is 
playing politics, then there certainly will 
be no economic revival which is so des­
perately needed in this country. 

PROPOSED TAX BILL 

<Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I have not had an opportunity to check 
the historical record, but I suspect that 
other Presidents have indicated on other 
measures in advance of the conclusion of 
the conference report that certain provi­
sions in a bill, if included, would result 
in a veto. 

Let me say on this tax bill specifically, 
I commend the House Committee on 
Ways and Means and I commend the 
House of Representatives for passing a 
constructive tax reduction bill not iden­
tical with the provisions recommended 
by President Nixon, but a good bill with 
some responsible variations. 

The 120 some amendments added to 
that tax bill in the other body, making 
it a typical Senate "Christmas tree," does 
raise many, many valid objections to 
what might come out of that confer­
ence. 

The President is not playing politics 
with the tax reduction proposal he initi­
ated. The tax bill as reported by the 
Senate is so different from the House bill 
and President Nixon's tax cut proposal 
that I do not think the House could swal­
low that bill. Therefore, it is incumbent 
upon the conferees to get rid of all or 
most of those extraneous amendments so 
that we can have a good tax bill, so that 
the country will know we are going to 
eliminate the 7-percent excise tax, we are 
going to increase the standard deduction, 
we are going to increase the personal 
exemptions, and we are going to have 
a job investment tax credit proposal. 
Those are the things the President rec-

ommended. That is what the House ap­
proved. I believe that is what we ought 
to come out with so far as the conference 
is concerned. To load it up with a Senate 
"Christmas tree" operation, in my opin­
ion, would be bad for the country. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 9961, FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 
ACT EXTENSION 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 9961) to 
provide Federal credit unions with 2 ad­
ditional years to meet the requirements 
for insurance, and for other purposes, 
with the Senate amendment thereto, dis­
agree to the Senate amendment, andre­
quest a conference with the Senate 
thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap­
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
PATMAN and BARRETT, Mrs. SULLIVAN, 
Messrs. REUSS, MOORHEAD, ST GERMAIN, 
and WIDNALL, Mrs. DWYER, and Messrs. 
JOHNSON of Pennsylvania and J. WIL­
LIAM STANTON. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 29, 
CAPITOL REEF NATIONAL PARK, 
UTAH 

Mr. TAYLOR, on behalf of Mr. ASPI­
NALL, filed the following conference 
report and statement on the bill <S. 29) 
to establish the Capitol Reef National 
Park in the State of Utah: 
CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 92-685) 

The Committee of Conference on the dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the blll (S. 29) 
to establish the Capitol Reef National Park 
in the State of Utah, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom­
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree­
ment to the amendment of the House to 
the text of the bill, and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by the House amendment in­
sert the following: 

That (a) subject to valid existing rights, 
the l<8.11ds, wa.rters, and interests therein with­
in the boundary genenUly depicted on the 
map entitled "Boundary Map, Proposed Capi­
tol Reef National Park, Utah," numbered 
158-!H,002, and dated January 1971, are 
hereby established a.s the Capitol Reef Na­
tional Park (hereinafter refeiTed to as the 
"park") . Such map shall be on file and avail­
able for public inspection in the offices of 
the National Park Service, Department of the 
Interior. 

(b) The Capitol Reef National Monument 
is hereby abolished, and any funds available 
for purposes of the monument shall be avail­
able for purposes of the park. Federal lands, 
waters, and interests therein excluded from 
the monument by this Act shall be admin­
istered by the Secretary of the Interior (here­
inafter referred to as the "Secretary") tn 
accordance with the laws applicable to the 
public lands of the United States. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary is authorized to ac­
quire by donation, purchase with donated 
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or appropriated funds, transfer from any 
l<1ederal agency, exchange, or otherwise, the 
lands and interests in lands described in the 
first section of this Act, except that lands 
or interests therein owned by the State of 
Utah, or any political subdivision thereof, 
may be acquired only with the approval of 
such State or political subdivision. 

SEc. 3. Where any Federal lands included 
within the park are legally occupied or 
utilized on the date of approval of this Act 
for grazing purposes, pursuant to a lease, 
permit, or license for a fixed term of years 
issued or authorized by any department, es­
tablishment, or agency of the United States, 
the Secretary of the Interior shall permit 
the persons holding such grazing privileges 
or their heirs to continue in the exercise 
thereof during the term of the lease, permit, 
or license, and one period of renewal there­
after. 

SEc. 4. Nothing in this Act shall be con­
strued as affecting in any way rights of 
owners and operators of cattle and sheep 
herds, existing on the date immediately 
prior to the enactmen t of this Act, to trail 
their herds on traditional courses used by 
them prior to such date of enactment, and 
to water their stock, notwithstanding the 
fact that the lands involving such trails 
and watering are situated within the park: 
Provided, That the Secretary may promul­
gate reasonable regulations providing for 
the use of such driveways. 

SEc. 5. (a) The National Park Service, un­
der the direction of the Secretary, shall ad­
minister, protect, and develop the park, sub­
ject to the provisions of the Act entitled 
"An Act to establish a National Park Serv­
ice, and for other purposes", approved Au­
gust 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535) as amended and 
supplemented (16 U.S.C. 1-4). 

(b) The Secretary shall grant easements 
and rights-of-way on a nondiscriminatory 
basis upon, over, under, across, or along any 
component of the park area unless he finds 
that the route of such easements and rights­
of-way would have significant adverse ef­
fects on the administration of the park. 

(C) Within three years from the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Interior shall report to the President, in 
accordance with subsections 3(c) and 3(d) 
o'f the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 
1132 (c) and (d)), his recommendations as 
to the suitabil1ty or nonsuitability of any 
area within the park for preservation as 
wilderness, and any designation of any such 
aTea as a wild~rness shall be in accordance 
with said Wilderness Act. 

SEc. 6. (a) The Secretary, in consultation 
with appropriate Federal departments and 
appropriate agencies of the State and its 
political subdivisions shall conduct a study 
of proposed road alinements within and ad­
jacent to the park. Such study shall consider 
what roads are appropriate and necessary 
for full utllization of the area for the pur­
poses of this Act as well as to connect with 
roads o'f ingress and egress to the area. 

(b) A report of the findings and conclu­
sions of the Secretary shall be submitted to 
the Congress within two years of the date of 
enactment of this Act, including recom­
mendations for such further legislation as 
may be necessary to implement the findings 
and conclusions developed from the study. 

SEc. 7. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act; not to 
exceed, however, $423,000 for the acquisition 
o'f lands and interests in lands and not to 
exceed $1 ,052,700 (April 1970 prices) for de­
velopment, plus or minus such amounts, if 
any, as may be justified by reason of ordi­
nary fluctuations in construction costs as 
indicated by engineering cost indexes ap­
plicable to the types of construction involved 
herein. The sums authorized in this section 
shall be available for acquisition and de-

velopment undertaken subsequent to the ap­
proval of this Act. 

And the House agree to the same. 
WAYNE N. AsPINALL, 
RoY A. TAYLOR, 
MORRIS K. UDALL, 
SHERMAN P. LLOYD, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
ALAN BmLE, 
FRANK E. Moss, 
CLIFFORD P. HANSEN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT STATEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE OF 

CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House 
and the Senate at the Conference on the dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 29) 
to establish the Capitol Reef National Park 
in the State of Utah submit this joint state­
ment in explanation of the effect of the lan­
guage agreed upon by the managers and rec­
ommended in the accompanying Conference 
Report. 

The language agreed upon by the man­
agers is the language of the House amend­
ment with two amendments. There were 
seven points of difference between the Sen­
ate version and the House Amendment which 
were the subject of discussion and action by 
the Committee of Conference. These differ­
ences and the disposition of them are as fol­
lows: 

( 1) Both the House and Senate versions of 
the bill provided for the gradual phase-out of 
grazing privileges within the park; however, 
the House amendment limited such privileges 
to the existing term and one period of re­
newal thereafter, while the Senate language 
permitted them to continue for a period of 
25 years or longer subject to terms and con­
ditions established by the Secretary of the 
Interior. The Committee of Conference 
agreed to accept the House language on the 
basis that it provides an adequate, reason­
able, and equitable period of time to phase­
out the grazing privileges within the park. 

(2) The House amendment included a pro­
vision comparable to the Senate language 
providing for the trailing of cattle and sheep 
along traditional courses across the park area, 
but the House language, in addition, per­
mitted the Secretary to designate the loca­
tion of the trailways and to establish reason­
able regulations for their use. The Committee 
of Conference agreed to accept the House 
language with an amendment to assure the 
recognition of traditional trailways across the 
park by the Secretary, but, at the same time, 
to allow him to establish reasonable regula­
tions for their use. 

(3) The Committee of Conference agreed 
to accept a House amendment deleting a pro­
vision in the Senate version of the blll which 
specifically authorized the Secretary to pro­
vide for the proper development of the park. 
While the Committee of Conference agreed 
that this provision was not essential to the 
legislation-since there is ample authority in 
this regard-its deletion from the bill should 
not be construed as limiting the customary 
authority to develop park areas. On the con­
trary, the reason for including the language 
initially was to emphasize the importance of 
pursuing a development program which 
would assure the availability of the facilities 
needed for the public use and enjoyment of 
this park. 

(4) Both the Senate language and the 
House amendment required the Secretary 
to grant easements and rights-of-way 
through the park. As clistlnguished from the 
Senate language, which provided that the 
Secretary must grant such easements if he 
found that they would not have significant 
adverse effects on the administration of the 
park, the House amendment required him 
to grant them only 1f he found that they 
would be compatible with the purposes of 
the park, as well. The Committee of Con­
ference recognized the necessity of allowing 

utility crossings through this elongated 
park, but it also recognized the importance 
of locating these easements a nd rights-of­
way where they would have the least im­
pact. The Committee of Conference agreed 
upon substitute language which requires 
the Secretary to grant such easements and 
rights-of-way unless he finds that "the route 
of such easements and rights-of-way would 
have significant adverse effects on the ad­
ministration of the park." 

( 5) Although the House amendment mod­
ified the Senate language with respect to 
studies of the area for consideration for 
wilderness designation, the thrust of both 
provisions is the same. The Committee of 
Conference agreed to accept the language of 
the House amendment because it was stand­
ard language used in other comparable meas­
ures. 

(6) It was agreed by the Committee of 
Conference that the transportation study 
of this area-which would be a comprehen­
sive study co-ordinated with similar studies 
to be made at other national park units in 
the same region-should be made by the Sec­
retary of the Interior in consultation with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies as 
provided in the House amendment. Because 
of its importance to the future of the com­
munities involved, the report and recom­
mendations are required to be completed 
and transmitted to the Congress within 
two years after the date of enactment of 
S. 29. While the objective of both the House 
and Senate language was the same, the 
Senate version tnade the •transportation 
study a joint responsibility of the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of Trans­
portation. The conferees agreed that, while 
consultation with the Department of Trans­
portation would be desirable, the responsi­
bility for making the study should rest ex­
clusively with the Secretary of the Interior. 

(7) The last difference between the House 
amendment and the Senate version of the 
bill involves the limitation on appropriations 
for acquisition in, and development of, the 
park. The House amendment limited the 
amounts authorized for future appropriations 
to not more than $423,000 for the acquisition 
of lands and not more than $1,052,700 for 
development. The Senate version contained 
no comparable limitation. The Committee of 
Conference agreed to accept the House lan­
guage. 

The conferees wish to point out that there 
was no difference of opinion between the 
two Houses of the Congress with respect to 
giving national park status to about 242,000 
acres of land in the State of Utah. Only 
the several differences involving collateral 
issues had to be resolved. In resolving these 
differences, the Committee of Conference 
has agreed that the most uniform possible 
approach should be taken with respect to 
the various national park areas located in the 
southwestern region of the State of Utah. 

National park designation is the highest 
recognition of natural beauty given to any 
area in the country. Only the most outstand­
ing natural and scenic outdoor areas are 
granted this distinction. 

WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
ROY A. TAYLOR, 
MORRIS K. UDALL, 
SHERMAN P. LLOYD, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
ALANBmLE, 
FRANK E . Moss, 
CLIFFORD P. HANSEN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

PERMISSION FOR THE COMMITTEE 
ON RULES TO FILE PRIVILEGED 
REPORTS 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that the Committee on 
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Rules may have until midnight tonight 
to file certain privileged reports. 

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

There was no objection. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL FISCAL 
COORDINATION ACT OF 1971 

(Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his re­
marks and include extraneous matter.> 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
today, the distinguished chairman, along 
with several other members of the Ways 
and Means Committee, including myself, 
has introduced the Intergovernmental 
Fiscal Coordination Act of 1971. This bill 
will provide up to $3% billion for local 
governments and up to $1.8 billion for 
State governments annually for a period 
of up to 5 years. 

I personally believe that this bill em­
bodies many of the principles of previous 
revenue-sharing plans, but at the same 
time, has eliminated many of the prob­
lems which made the previous plans so 
unworkable. 

This bill would provide grants of spe­
cific amounts for activities which are 
certainly of the highest priority: Public 
safety, environmental protection, public 
transportation, and youth recreation 
programs. 

This legislation is the end result of 
months of deliberation and diligent re­
search by the excellent staff of our com­
mittee. It is a measure which is aimed 
directly at the problems of our cities, 
problems which cannot afford to wait 
much longer. I am happy to be able to 
say that this legislation has broad sup­
port in our committee. In addi'tion to our 
chairman, the bill is cosponsored by com­
mittee members representing almost all 
of our major cities. 

Mr. Speaker, at no time in our history 
have our urban areas been in more of a 
need for Federal assistance than they are 
now. They are suffocating from the fumes 
of progress. Their schools are over­
crowded and underfinanced. Their law­
enforcement agencies are overburdened 
and their tax bases are certainly over­
worked. The bill that we have introduced 
today should not be looked upon as a 
panacea for all the diverse ills that 
presently beset our troubled cities-it 
does, however, represent a very necessary 
first steP-it is a beginning. 

Tom Wicker, writing in Sunday's New 
York Times, very eloquently describes 
the plight of the American city when 
he says: 

The real point 1s that there is, in fact, no 
place to hide from the kind of society we 
have created, or allowed to develop. The 
blacks and the poor didn't make that society; 
it put them in their present places. The city 
doesn't make modern life unpleasant; mod­
ern life 1s rendering the city intolerable. 
The suburb, the weekend house, the island 
in the sea or the woods can't be walled off 
against change and turmoll growing out of 
the kind of people we are a.nd the kinds of 
llves we lead; they can only delude the 
hopeful. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is not 
another attempt to "delude the hopeful," 

but rather, it is a concrete approach to 
attach some of the most basic problems 
which plague our cities. 

AWARD OF HEISMAN TROPHY TO 
PAT SULLIVAN OF AUBURN 

<Mr. NICHOLS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thanksgiving night, the New York 
Downtown Athletic Club selected Auburn 
University's great quarterback, Pat Sul­
livan, as this year's winner of the Heis­
man Trophy. This award is given an­
nually to the Nation's most outstanding 
college player. 

Pat Sullivan set a number of records 
during his 3 years of varsity play at 
Auburn. This year alone, he threw for 20 
touchdowns and over 2,000 yards. In ad­
dition, he has the top scholastic standing 
among all seniors on the Auburn team; 
is a member of the Society of Christian 
Athletes; and is a devoted husband and 
father. 

Champions are made of many things 
and when I listened to the telephone call 
placed to Pat Sullivan in Auburn last 
Thursday after the announcement was 
made and heard the humility of this 
great athlete in expressing appreciation 
to his fellow teammates and his coaches, 
then I knew that Auburn's Pat Sullivan 
was a real champion. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I will be pleased to yield 
to my colleague from Birmingham. 
BIRMINGHAM'S PAT SULLIVAN, HEISMAN TROPHY 

WINNER 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
people of the city of Birmingham, which 
it is my privilege to represent in the 
Congress, have yet another reason to be 
proud this week. A Birmingham native, 
Pat Sullivan of Auburn University is 
this year's Heisman Trophy winner. I 
join my colleague in saluting him this 
day. 

Upon notification of his receipt of this 
award, Sullivan said it was "the biggest 
surprise I've ever had,'' but for the thou­
sands of Atlabamians who have watched 
Pat perform for the Auburn Tigers, his 
selection for this award is far from sur­
prising. 

He has led his team to 26 victories in 
32 games over his 3-year period as a 
varsity player. 

Pat is the son of Mr. and Mrs. Jerry 
Sullivan of Birmingham where he grew 
up playing not only football, but base­
ball and basketball as well. Even as a 
youngster, he was a star of the Toy Bowl 
games, annual benefit football games, 
leading the Birmingham team to vic-
tory every time he played. 

At John Carroll High School in Bir­
mingham, his record was the same. 

From there it was on to Auburn Uni­
versity. During his junior year he ranked 
sixth in the Heisman Trophy balloting 
and led the Nation in total offense, gain­
ing an average of 285.6 yards per game 
and racking up 26 touchdowns. While in 
college he married and he and his wife 
Jean have a 2-year-old daughter, Kim, 

who I understand broke the still, tense 
moments prior to the announcement of 
the Heisman Trophy winner yelling 
"touchdown." 

This year Pat ranks third in passing 
and has chalked up 20 touchdown 
passes, ranking fourth on the NCAA 
total offense list with an average of 
219.7 yards per game. 

It is typical of Pat's character and a 
sign of his leadership ability that he 
gives much of the credit for his success 
to his teammates, the fine young men 
who defend him and who have received 
his many passes. It is most fitting that 
Pat Sullivan of Auburn University 
should win the trophy named after a 
former Auburn coach, John W. Heis­
man, and be the first Auburn player to 
be so honored. 

All Birmingham shares the pride of 
his family in Pat Sullivan's outstanding 
achievement. 

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

Mr. NICHOLS. I am happy to yield 
to the majority leader. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
join in the gentleman's statement. I 
suggest that the gentleman invite our 
colleagues down to my hometown of New 
Orleans to watch the Sugar Bowl game 
between Auburn and Oklahoma where 
they will have the opportunity to watch 
Pat SulliV!an play on January 1. 

Mr. NICHOLS. We expect to do that. 

PHASE II FORMULA 
(Mr. CONABLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, the dis­
tinguished majority leader, responding to 
a statement by the minority leader about 
the economy yesterday, deplored the un­
certainties of phase n and what he ap­
parently felt was an unwarranted opti­
mism about the course of the economy. 
No one is ever satisfied with the econ­
omy-and that is true regardless of the 
side of the aisle you sit on. There are 
always trade-otis, even in a completely 
controlled economy which I am sure the 
majority leader would not enjoy any more 
than the rest of us. The only way to get 
certainty in an etiort to regulate wages 
and prices is to have complete control­
the kind of straitjacket no American 
wants. The flexible controls of the Nixon 
phase II formula provide the kind of bal­
anced restraint which permits movement 
within acceptable limits so that confi­
dence can grow. 

Mr. Speaker, confidence is what our 
economy needs. Lack of consumer and 
business confidence, rooted at least in 
part in inflationary expectations, have 
been working to fru....~rate the normal 
dynamics of the incentive system. There 
is nothing wrong with our system that 
positive leadership cannot overcome. The 
President is doing his part, and I hope 
the Congress will respond, not with road­
blocks and negativism, but with the boost 
that will help a psychologically oriented 
economy to soar. Gloom and doom can be 
self-fulfilling prophesies at worst-even 
at best they are counterProductive, both 
economically and politically. 
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THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AP­
PROPRIATIONS BILL AND ITS IM:­
PACT UPON ACTIVITIES IN THE 
DISTRICT 
(Mr. GUDE asked and was given per­

mission to address the House for 1 min­
ute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday 
we shall decide whether the great Ken­
nedy Center for the Performing Arts will 
be a select gathering place for the rich­
or shall be available to all. 

On Thursday, we shall decide whether 
this Capital City shall have a vital down­
town or a vacant, darkened wasteland 
of crime and danger. 

On Thursday, we shall decide whether 
Connecticut Avenue has been ripped 
apart for a purpose, or as an expensive 
exercise. 

On Thursday, we shall decide whether 
the Federal Government shall be ac­
cessible to the people. 

On Thursday, we shall decide whether 
we mean what we say about creating 
greater accessibility to jobs, rather than 
adding to our welfare rolls. 

On Thursday, we shall be deciding all 
these things because we shall be decid­
ing whether to fund the Washington­
area Metro subway system. 

Thursday will be the crucial time of de­
cision. If we do not vote then to permit 
the District of Columbia to pay the debts 
it owes the public corporation that is 
building the subway, then that corpora­
tion's construction work will halt. I was 
advised this morning at a meeting with 
Montgomery County Executive James 
Gleason that the county cannot con­
tinue to pay for subway construction 
when there is no sign that Congress will 
release the District of Columbia funds 
due. If Congress does not release these 
funds the County will make no further 
payments after this coming month, the 
county executive said. In all likelihood, 
the other suburban jurisdictions will take 
similar action. Then, the great tunnels 
that have already been dug under Wash­
ington will become a bitter reminder to 
all that congressional authorizations and 
long-standing commitments are without 
substance. 

STRATEGIC RESERVE BILL FOR THE 
PURCHASE OF WHEAT AND FEED 
GRAINS 
(Mr. MAYNE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, the House 
Rules Committee heard testimony this 
morning on H.R. 8290, a bill to establish 
a strategic reserve of wheat and feed 
grains. This is one of the vehicles being 
suggested to raise the price of com, 
which is now below production cost and 
definitely requires drastic improvement. 
It will cost from $1~ to $1% billion to 
acquire the reserve provided for in the 
bill and an additional $210 million an-
nually to store it. 

Mr. Speaker, it is extremely important 
that if a rule is granted on this bill it 
be sufficiently liberal to waive points of 
order for the offering of an amendment 

by the gentleman from Dlinois (Mr. 
FINDLEY) to limit payments received un­
der the program to $20,000 a year. 

We certainly do not want this bill to 
be used as a vehicle for ~urther enrich­
ing vertically integrated conglomerates, 
other large agricultural combines and 
individual large operators. The subter­
fuges through which they continue to 
draw huge combined payments in excess 
of the present $55,000 limit have been 
exposed and very properly denounced. 

Members genuinely interested in the 
survival of the family farmer will want 
to make sure these agri-giants do not 
exploit the reserve as a further means 
of widening the unfair competitive ad­
vantage they already enjoy enabling 
them to gobble up more and more small 
and medium sized farms. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope our colleagues will 
join me and Mr. FINDLEY in urging the 
Rules Committee before final action is 
taken on this rule to open it up suffi­
ciently to permit consideration of a $20,-
000 limitation amendment. If the com­
mittee does not waive points of order to 
such an amendment, it is our present 
intention to ask the House to vote down 
the previous question on the rule in order 
to make the amendment in order. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move a call 
of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol­

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 415] 
Andrews, Ala. Diggs Moorhead 
Ashley Dowdy Morgan 
Baring Edwards, La. Morse 
Belcher Eilberg Murphy, N.Y. 
Bell Evins, Tenn. Pepper 
Blanton Fraser Pryor, Ark. 
Blatnik Ga.lla.gher Pucinsld 
Burton Gray Railsback 
Byrne, Pa. Gubser Rangel 
Cabell Halpern Rees 
Celler Hanna Rhodes 
Cham berla.in Harsha Riegle 
Chisholm Hebert Rodino 
Clark Heckler, Mass. Roybal 
Clay Hogan Satterfield 
Collins, Ill. Landrum Scheuer 
Colmer McClory Sikes 
Conyers McCulloch Teague, Tex. 
Davis, Ga. McKevitt Wilson, Bob 
Davis, S.C. McMillan Wilson, 
Derwinskl Miller, Ca.llf. Charles H. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 369 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

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

FEDERAL ELECTION REFORM 

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. 11060) to llmit cam­
paign expenditures by, or on behalf of, 
candida.tes for Federal elective office; to 

provide for more stringent reporting re­
quirements; and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
L._. THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the 'Vhole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H.R. 11060, with 
Mr. BOLLING in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAffiMAN. When the Commit­

tee rose on yesterday the Macdonald of 
Massachusetts amendment, as amended, 
had been agreed to. 

House Resolution 694 provides that at 
this point it shall be in order for the Chair 
to recognize Members for the purpose of 
offering, without the intervention of any 
point of order, the text of the bill H.R. 
11280 as an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute for the bill. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. HARVEY 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute for the text of the bill H.R. 11060. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the Chair 
understand that the offering of the text 
of H.R. 11280 by the gentleman is not 
objected to by the authors of H.R. 11280? 

Mr. HARVEY. That is my understand­
ing, Mr. Chairman. 

PO~ OF ORDER RESERVED 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order against the amendment 
in order to ask the gentleman a question. 

Is this the exact text of the bill which 
the rule makes in order, or has it been 
changed? 

Mr. HARVEY. No; I would state to my 
chairman that this is the exact text of 
H.R. 11280, which contradicts what I 
said to my chairman yesterday. However, 
I wanted to get into this first because the 
rule does require that I introduce the 
exact text of H.R. 11280. 

It is my understanding, however, that 
the gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
MAcDONALD), chairman of the subcom­
mittee, is going to offer an amendment 
to the substitute which will make it con­
form exactly to what the House expressed 
yesterday on the several votes that were 
taken. This amendment will go to title I. 

Further, I want to say to my chairman 
and the rest of my colleagues that I in­
tend to wholeheartedly support that 
amendment, which will mean we will not 
have to plow over that old ground again 
but, rather, if we accept the Macdonald 
amendment to the substitute, what we 
did on yesterday would be embodied in 
title I. 

Mr. HAYS. The reason I made this 
reservation of a point of order was to 
inquire of the gentleman as to that par­
ticular point. I agree with the gentleman. 
I will also support the Macdonald amend­
ment when it comes up. I withdraw my 
reservation of a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report 
the amendment which has been offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature o! a substitute 

offered by Mr. HARVEY: Strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

Tha.t thts Act may be cited as the "Federal 
Election Campaign Act o! 1971 ". 
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TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO COMMUNI­

CATIONS ACT OF 1934; LIMITATIONS 
ON CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES FOR 
NONBROADCAST COMMUNICATIONS 
MEDIA 

EXCEPTION TO EQUAL TIME REQUIREMENTS AND 
CHARGE LIMITATIONS 

SEc. 101. (a) (1) Section 315(a) of the 
Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 315 
(a) ) is amended by inserting after "public 
office" in the first sentence thereof a comma 
and the following: "other than Federal elec­
tive office (as defined in subsection (c) of 
this section) , ". 

(2) Section 315(a) of such Act is amended 
by inserting after the first sentence thereof 
the following: "When a licensee permits a 
legally quaJ.ified candidate for Federal elec­
tive office to use his broadcasting sta.tion in 
connection with such candidate's campaign 
for nomination for election, or election to 
such office, the licensee shall afford such 
candidate maXimum fiexib111ty in choosing 
his program format." 

(b) Section 315(b) of such Act is amended 
to read a,.s follows: 

" (b) The charges made for the use of any 
broadcasting station by any person who is 
a legally qualified candidate for any public 
office in connection with his campaign for 
nomination for election, or election, to such 
office shall not exceed-

"(1) during the forty-five days preceding 
the date of a primary election and during the 
sixty days preceding the date of a general 
or special election in which such person is a 
candidate, the lowest unit charge of the sta­
tion for the same class and amount of time 
for the same period; and 

"(2) at any other time, the charges made 
for comparable use of such station by other 
users thereof." 

(c) Section 312(a) of such Act is amended 
by striking "or" at the end of clause ( 5) , 
striking the period at the end of clause (6) 
a n d inserting in lieu t hereof a semicolon and 
"or", and adding at the end of such sec­
t ion 312(a) the following new clause-

"(7) for wilful or repeated failure to al­
low reasonable access to or to permit pur­
chase of reasonable amounts of time for the 
use of a broadcasting station by a legally 
qualified candidate on behalf of his 
candidacy.". 
EXPENDITURE LIMITATIONS FOR CANDIDATES 

FOR MAJOR ELECTIVE OFFICES 

SEc. 102. Section 315 of the Communica­
tions Act of 1934 is further amended by re­
designating subsection (c) as subsection (f) 
and by inserting immediately before such 
subsection the following new subsections: 

" (c) ( 1) For purposes of this subsection 
and subjection (d), the term-

"(A) 'Federal elective office' means the of­
fice of President, Vice President, United 
States Senator or Representative, or Delegate 
or Resident Commissioner to the Congress; 

"(B) 'use of broadcasting stations by or 
on behalf of any candidate' includes not only 
broadcasts advocating such candidate's elec­
tion, but also broadcasts urging the defeat 
of his opponent or derogating his opponent's 
stand on campaign issues; 

"(C) 'legally qualified candidate' means 
any person who ( 1) meets the qualifications 
prescribed by the applicable laws to hold the 
Federal elective office for which he is a can­
didate and (2) is eligible under applicable 
State law to be voted for by the electorate 
directly or by means of delegates or electors; 
and 

"(D) 'broadcasting station' includes a 
community antenna television system, and 
the terms 'licensee' and 'station licensee' 
when used with respect to a community an­
tenna television system, mean the operator of 
such system. 

"(2) Except as provided in section 104 of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, 
no legally qualified candidate in any primary, 
runoff, general, or special election for a Fed-

eral elective office may spend for the use of 
broadcasting stations on behalf of his can­
didacy in such election a total amount in 
excess of-

" (A) 5 cents multiplied by the estimate of 
resident population of voting age for such 
office, as determined by the Bureau of Census 
in June of the year preceding the year in 
which the election is to be held; or 

"(B) $30,000, if greater than the amount 
determined under subparagraph (A) . 
For the purposes of computing the limitation 
provided by the first sentence of this para­
graph in connection with a Presidential pri­
mary election, the resident population of 
voting age for the office of President shall be 
held and considered to be the entire popu la­
tion of voting age for such office within the 
State in which such primary election is con­
ducted. Amounts spent by or on behalf of 
any candidate for nomination for election to 
such office in connection with his primary 
campaign in any State shall not exceed such 
limitation for that State. 

"(3) Amounts spent for the use of broad­
casting stations on behalf of any legally 
qualified candidate for Federal elective office 
(or for nomination to such office) shall, for 
the purposes of this subsection, be deemed 
to have been spent by su<:h candidate. 
Amounts spent for the use of broadcasting 
stations by or on behalf of any legally quali­
fied candidate for the office of Vice President 
of the United States shall, for the purposes 
of this subsection, be deemed to have been 
spent by the candidate for the office of Presi­
dent of the United States with whom he is 
running. 

"(4) No station licensee may make any 
charge for the use of such station by or on 
behalf of any candidate for Federal elective 
office (or for nomination to such office) un­
less such candidate, 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 
violate paragraph (2) . 

" ( 5 ) Broadcasting stations and candidates 
shall file with the Commission such reports 
at such times and containing such informa­
tion as the Commission shall prescribe for 
the purpose of this subsection and, in the 
case of broadcasting stations, subsection (d). 

"(d) If a State by law and expressly­
"(! ) has provided that a primary or other 

election for any office of such State or of a 
political subdivision thereof is subject to this 
subsection, and 

"(2) has specified a limitation upon total 
expenditures for the use of broadcasting sta­
tions on behalf of the candidacy of each 
legally qualified candidate in such election, 
and 

"(3) has provided in any such law an 
unequivocal expression of intent to be bound 
by the provisions of this section, and 

"(4) has stipulated that the amount of 
such limitation shall not exceed the amount 
which would be determined for such election 
under subsection (c) had suoh election been 
an election for a Federal elective office or 
nomination thereto; 
then no station licensee may make any 
charge for the use of such station by or on 
behalf of any legally qualified candidate in 
such election unless such candidate, or a 
person specifically authorized by such can­
didate in writing to do so, certifies to such li­
censee in writing that the payment of such 
charge will not violate such limitation. 

" (e) One who wlllfully and knowingly vio­
lates the provisions of subsection (c) or (d) 
of this section shall be punished by a fine 
not to exceed $5,000 or imprisonment for a 
period not to exceed five years, or both. The 
provisions of sections 501 through 503 of this 
Act shall not apply to violations of such sub­
section." 
LIMITATIONS ON CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES FOR 

NONBROADCAST COMMUNICATIONS MEDIA 

SEc. 103. (a) For purposes of this section, 
the term-

(1) "Federal elective office" means the of­
fice of President, Vice President, United 
States Senator or Representative, or Delegate 
of Resident Commissioner to the Con­
gress; 

(2) "nonbroadcast communications me­
dium" means newspapers, magazines, and 
other periodical publications, and billboard 
f81Cilities; 

(3) "legally qualified candidate" means 
any person who (A) meets the qualifications 
prescribed by the applicable laws to hold 
the Federal elective office for which he is a 
candidate and (B) is eligible under appli­
cable State law to be voted for by the elec­
torate directly or by means of delegates or 
electors; and 

( 4) "use of any non broadcast communi­
cations media by or on behalf of any candi­
date" includes not only amounts spent for 
advocating a candidate's election, but also 
amounts spent for urging the defeat of his 
opponent or derogating his opponent's stand 
on campaign issues. 

(b) During the forty-five days preceding 
the date of any primary election, and during 
the sixty days preceding the date of any gen­
eral or special election, the charges made for 
the use of any nonbroadcast communications 
medium by an individual who is a legally 
qualified candidate for Federal elective office 
shall not exceed the lowest unit rate charged 
others by the person furnishing such 
medium for the same amount and class of 
space. 

(c) Except as provided in section 104 of this 
Aot, no legally qualified candidate in any pri­
mary, runoff, general, or special election for 
a Federal elective office may spend for the use 
of nonbroadcast communications media on 
behalf of his candidacy in such election a to­
tal amount in excess of-

(1) 5 cents multiplied by the estimate of 
resident population of voting age for such 
office, as determined by the Bureau of Census 
in June of the year preceding the year in 
which the election is to be held; or 

(2) $30,000, if greater than the amount de­
termined under clause ( 1) . 
For the purposes of computing the limitation 
provided by the first sentence of this para­
graph in connection with a Presidential pri­
mary election, the resident population of vot ­
ing age for the office of President shall be held 
and considered to be the entire resident popu­
l,ation of voting age for such office within the 
State in which such primary election is con­
ducted. Amounts spent by or on behalf of 
any candidate for nomination for election to 
such office in connection with his primary 
campaign in any State shall not exceed such 
limitation for that State. 

(d) Amounts spent for the use of non­
broadcast communications media on behalf of 
any legally qualified candidate for Federal 
elective office (or for nomination to such of­
fice) shall, for the purposes of this section, 
be deemed to have been spent by such candi­
date. Amounts spent for the use of nonbroad­
cast communications media by or on behalf 
of any legally qualified candidate for the of­
fice of Vice President of the United States 
shall, for the purposes of this section, be 
deemed to have been spent by the candidate 
for the office of President of the Unit ed 
States with whom he is running. 

(e) No person may make any charge for 
the use of any nonbroadcast communicat ions 
medium by or on behalf of any candidate for 
Federal elective office (or for nomination to 
such office) unless such candidate, or an in­
dividual specifically authorized by such ca.n­
didate in writing to do so, certifies, to suoh 
person that the payment of such charge will 
'lot viola;te subsection (c). Any person who 
furnishes the use of any nonbroadcast com­
munications medium to or for the benefit of 
any such candidate without charge there­
for shall be deemed to have made a contribu­
tion to such candidate in an amount equal 
to the amount normally charged for such per­
son for such use. Any person who furnishes 
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the use of any nonbroadcast communications 
medium to or for the benefit of any such can­
didate at a rate which is less than the rate 
normally charged by such person for such 
use shall be deemed to have made a contribu­
tion to such candidate in an amount equal 
to the excess of the rate normally charged 
over the rate charged such candidate. 

(f) One who willfully and knowingly vio­
lates the provisions of this section shall be 
punished by a fine not to exceed $5,000 or 
imprisonment of not more than five years, 
or both. 

LIMITED INTERCHANGEABll..ITY BETWEEN 
EXPENDITURES LIMITATIONS 

SEC. 104. (a) A legally qualified candidate 
in any primary, runoff, general, or special 
election for Federal elective office may, at 
his option, transfer not to exceed 20 per 
centun1 of the expenditure limitation under 
section 315(c) of the C<>mmunications Act 
of 1934 as amended or section 103(c) of this 
Act between one or the other to be spent on 
either the broadcast or nonbroadcast media 
on behalf of his candida;cy in such election. 
Any amount so transferred from the one ex­
penditure limitation to the other shall be 
deducted from the expenditure liinitation 
upon the media from which such transfer 
is made. 

(b) Any such legally qualified candidate 
exercising this option shall promptly notify 
the Federal Elections Commission in writing 
of the amount so transferred and spent, and 
shall provide such C<>mmission with such 
information as the Commission, in its judg­
ment, deems necessary and proper in the ex­
ercise of this option. 

(c) The Federal Elections Commission is 
authorized to develop and promulgate ap­
propriate rules and regulations to carry out 
the purposes of this section. 

(d) The definitions contained in section 
315(c) of the Communications Act of 1934 
and in section 103(a) of this Act are appli­
cable to this section. 

COST-OF-LIVING INCREASE IN LIMITATION 

FORMULA 

SEC. 105. (a) For purposes of this section, 
the term-

(1) "price index" means the annual aver­
age over a calendar year of the C<>nsumer 
Price Index (all item~United States city 
average) published monthly by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics; and 

(2) "base period" means the calendar year 
1970. 

(b) Commencing immediately after the 
end of 1971, and after the end of each calen­
dar year thereafter, as there becomes avail­
able necessary data from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor, 
the secretary of Labor shall determine the 
difference between the price index for the 
immediately preceding calendar year and the 
price index for the base period. The amount 
computed under section 315(c) (2) (A) of the 
Communications Act of 1934 (as added by 
section 102 of this Act) and under section 
103(c) (1) of this Act shall be increased by 
such per centum difference (excluding any 
fraction of a per centum) and rounded to 
the next highest cent. Each amount so in­
creased shall be the amount in effect for 
the twelve months following the end of such 
calendar year. 
TITLE II-CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 201. Section 591 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 591. Definitions 

"When used in sections 597, 599, 600, 602, 
610, 611, and 614 of this title--

"(a) 'election' means (1) a general, spe­
cial, primary, or runoff election, (2) a con­
vention or caucus of a political party held 
to nominate a candidate, (3) a primary elec­
tion held for the selection of delegates to a 
national nominating convention of a politi· 
cal party, (4) a primary election held for the 

expression of a preference for the nomina­
tion of persons for election to the office of 
President, and (5) the election of delegates 
to a constitutional convention for proposing 
amendments to the Constitution of the 
United States; 

"{b) 'candidate' means an individual who 
seeks nomination for election, or election, 
to Federal office, whether or not such indi­
vidual is elected, and, for purposes of this 
paragraph, an individual shall be deemed to 
seek nomination for election, or election, to 
Federal office, if he has (1) taken the action 
necessary under the law of a State to qualify 
himself for nomination for election, or elec­
tion, or (2) received contributions or made 
expenditures, or has given his consent for 
any other person to receive contributions or 
make expenditures, with a view to bringing 
about his nomination for election, or elec­
tion, to such office; 

" (c) 'Federal office' means the office of 
President or Vice President of the United 
States, or Senator or Representative in, or 
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the 
Congress of the United States; 

"(d) 'political committee' means any in­
dividual committee, association, or organi­
zation which accepts contributions or make 
expenditures during a calendar year in an 
aggregate amount exceeding $1,000; 

"(e) 'contribution' mean~ 
" ( 1) a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or 

deposit of money or anything of value (ex­
cept a loan of money by a national or State 
bank made in accordance with the applica­
ble banking laws and regulations and in the 
ordinary course of business), made for the 
purpose of influencing the nomination for 
election, or election, of any person to Fed­
eral office, for the purpose of influencing the 
results of a primary held for the selection of 
delegates to a national nominating conven­
tion of a political party or for the expression 
of a preference for the nomination of per­
sons for election to the office of President, 
or for the purpose of influencing the election 
of delegates to a constitutional convention 
for proposing amendments to the Constitu­
tion of the United States; 

"(2) a contract, promise, or agreement, ex­
press or implied, whether or not legally en­
forceable, to make a contribution for such 
purposes; 

"(3) a transfer of funds between political 
committees; 

"(4) the payment, by any person other than 
a oa.ndidate or political committee, of com­
pensation for the personal services of another 
person which are rendered to such candidate 
or political committee without charge for 
any such purpose; and 

" ( 5) notwithstanding the foregoing mean­
ings of 'contribution', the word shall not be 
construed to include services provided with­
out compensation by individuals volunteering 
a portion or e.ll of their time on behalf of a 
candidate or political committee; 

"(f) 'expenditure' means-
"(1) a purchase, payment, distribution, 

loan advance, deposit, or gift of money or 
anything of value (except a loan of money 
by a national or State bank made in accord­
ance with the applicable banking laws and 
regulations and in the ordinary course of bus­
iness), made for the purpose of influencing 
the nomination for election, or election, of 
any person to Federal office, for the purpose 
of influencing the result of a primary held 
for the selection of delegates to a national 
nominating convention of a political party or 
for the expression of a preference for the 
nomination of persons for election to the of­
fice of President, or for the purpose of in­
fiuencing the election of delegates to a con­
stitutional convention for proposing amend­
ments to the Constitution of the United 
States; 

"(2) a contract, promise, or agreement, ex­
press or implied, whether or not legally en­
forceable, to make any expenditure; and 

"(3) a transfer of funds between political 
committees; 

"(g) 'person' and 'whoever' mean an indi­
vidual, partnership, committee, association, 
corporation, or any other organization or 
group of persons; and 

"{h) 'State' means each State of the 
United States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any ter­
ritory or possession of the United States." 

SEC. 202. Section 1:!00 of title 18, United 
Stlates Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 600. Promise of employment or other bene­

fit for political activity 
"Whoever, directly or indirectly, promises 

any employment, position, compensation, 
contract, appointment, or other benefit, pro­
vided for or made possible in whole or in 
part by any Act of Congress, or any speciail 
consideration in obtaining any such benefit, 
to any person as consider.wtion, favor, or re­
ward for any political activity or for the 
support of or opposition to any candida.te or 
any political party in connection with any 
general or special election to any political of­
fice, or in connection with any prima.ry elec­
tion or political convention or caucus held 
to select candidates for any political office, 
shall be fined not more than $1,000 or im· 
prisoned not more than one year, or both." 

SEc. 202. Section 608 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 608. Limitations on contributions and ex­

penditures 
"(a) (1) No candidate may make expendi­

tures from his personal funds, or the per­
sonal funds of his immed;J.ate family, in con­
nection with his campaign for nomination 
for election, or election, to Federal office in 
excess of-

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

"(B) $35,000, in the case of a candlidwte 
for the Office of Senator; or 

"(C) $25,000, in the case of a candidate 
for the Office of Representative, or Delegate 
or Resident Commiss-ioner to the Congress. 

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, 'im­
mediate family' means a candidate's spouse, 
and any child, parent, grandparent, brother, 
or sister of the candidate, and the spouses 
of such persons. 

"(b) No candidate or pollitical committee 
shall knowingly accept any contribution or 
authorize any expenditure in violation of the 
provisions of this section. 

" (c) Viola.tion of the provisions of this 
section is punishable by a fine not to exceed 
$1,000, imprisonment for not to exceed one 
year, or both.". 

SEc. 204. Section 609 of title 18, United 
States Code, is repealed. 

SEc. 205. Section 611 CYf title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 611. Contributions by Government con­

tractors 
"Whoever-
"(a) ellltering into any contract; with the 

United States or any depa-l"tment or agency 
thereof either for the rendition of personal 
services or furnishing any material, supplies, 
or equipment to the United States or any 
department or agency thereof or for selling 
any land or building to the United States 
or any department or agency thereof, if pay­
ment for the performance of such contract 
or payment for such material, supplies, 
equipment, land, or building is to be made 
in whole or in part from funds appropriated 
by the Congress, at any time between the 
commencement of negotiations for and the 
later of ( 1) the completion of performance 
under, or (2) the termination for negotia­
tions for, such contract or furnishing of ma.· 
terial, supplies, equipment, land or build· 
ings, directly or indirectly makes any con­
tribution of money or other thing of vaJue, 
or promises expressly or Impliedly to make 
any such contribution, to any political 
party, committee, or candidate for public 
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office or to any person for any political pur­
pose or use; or 

"(b) knowingly solicits any such contri­
bution from any such person for any such 
purpose during any such period; , 
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or im­
prisoned not more than five years, or both." 

SEC. 206. The ta.ble of sections for chapter 
29 of title 18, United states Code, is amend­
ed by-

(1) striking out the item relruting to sec­
tion 608 and inser:ting in lieu thereof the 
following: 
"608. Limitations on contributions and ex­

penditures."; 
(2) striking out the item relating to sec­

tion 609 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 
"609. Repealed."; 

(3) striking out the item relating to sec­
tion 611 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 
"611. Contributions by Government con­

tractors.". 
TITLE ill-DISCLOSURE OF FEDERAL 

CAMPAIGN FUNDS 
DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 301. When used in this title-
(a) "election" means (1) a general, special, 

primary, or runoff eleotion, (2) a convention 
or caucus of a political party held to nom­
inate a candidate, (3) a primary election 
held for the selection of delegates to a na­
tional nominating convention of a. political 
party, (4) a primary election held for the 
expression of a preference for the nomina­
tion of persons for election to the office of 
President, and ( 5) the election of delegates 
to a. constitutional convention for proposing 
amendments to the Constitution of the 
United StaJtes; 

(b) "candidate" means an individual who 
seeks nomination for election, or election, to 
Federal office, whether or not such individ­
ual is elected, and, for purposes of this para­
graph, an individual shall be deemed to 
seek nomination for election, or election, if 
he has ( 1) taken the action necessary under 
the law of a. State to qualify himself for 
nomination for election, or election, to Fed­
eral office, or (2) received contributions or 
made expenditures, or has given his con­
sent for any other person to receive contribu­
tions or make expenditures, with a. view to 
bringing about his nomination for election, 
or election, to such office; 

(c) "Federal office" means the office of 
President or Vice President of the United 
States; or of Senator or Representative in, 
or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, 
the Congress of the United States; 

(d) "polltical committee" means any com­
Inlttee, association, or organization which 
accepts contributions or makes expenditures 
during a. calendar year in an aggregate 
amount exceeding $1,000; 

(e) "contribution" mea.ns-
(1) a. gift, subscription, loan, advance, or 

deposit of money or anything of value, made 
for the purpose of infiuencing the nomina­
tion for election, or election, of any person 
to Federal office or as a. presidential or vice­
presidential elector, for the purpose of in­
ftuencing the result of a. primary held for the 
selection of delegates to a. national noinl­
na.ting convention of a. political party or for 
the expression of a. preference for the noinl­
nation of persons for election to the office 
of President, or for the purpose of lnfiuenc­
tng the election of delegates to a. consti­
tutional convention for proposing amend­
ments to the Constitution of the United 
States: 

(2) a. contract, promise, or agreement, 
whether or not legally enforceable, to make 
a contribution for any such purpose; 

(S) a. transfer of funds between political 
committees; 

(4) the payment, by any person other 
than a. candidate or political committee, of 

compensation for the personal services of 
another person which are rendered to such 
candidate or committee without charge for 
any such purpose; and 

(5) notwithstanding the foregoing mean­
ings of "contribution", the word shall not 
be construed to include services provided 
without compensation by individuals volun­
teering a portion or all of their time on be­
half of a. candidate or political committee; 

(f) "expenditure" means-
(1) a purchase, payment, distribution, 

loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or 
anything of value, made for the purpose of 
influencing the nomination for election, or 
election, of any person to Federal office, 
or as a presidential and vice-presidential 
elector, or for the purpose of influencing the 
resulrt of a primary held for the selection of 
delegates to a nrutiona.I nominating conven­
tion of a political party or for the expres­
sion of a preference for the nomination of 
persons for election to the office of Presi­
dent, or for the purpose of influencing the 
election of delegates to a constitutional con­
vention for proposing amendments to the 
Constitution of the United States; 

(2) a contmct, promise, or agreement 
whether or not legally enforceable, to make 
an expend! ture, and 

(3) a transfer of funds between political 
committees; 

(g) "Commission" means the Federal 
Elections Commission; 

(h) "person" means an individual, part­
nership, committee, association, corporation, 
labor organization, and any other organiza­
tion or group of persons; and 

(i) "State" means each Strute of the United 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and any territory 
or possession of the United States. 

ORGANIZATION OF POLITICAL COMMITTEES 

SEc. 302. (a) Every political committee 
shall have a chairman and a treasurer. No 
contribution and no expenditure shall be 
accepted or made by or on behalf of a polLtl­
cal committee at a time when there is a. 
vacancy in the office of chairman or treasurer 
thereof. No expenditure shall be made for 
or on behalf of a political committee with­
out the authorization of its chairman or 
treasurer, or their designated agents. 

(b) Every person who receives a contribu­
tion in excess of $10 for a political com­
mittee shall, on demand of the treasurer, and 
in any event within five days afiter receipt 
of such contribution, render to the treasurer 
a detailed account thereof, including the 
amount, the name and address (occupation 
and the principal place of business, if any) 
of the person making such contribution, and 
the date on which received. All funds of a 
political committee shall be segregated 
from, and may not be commingled with, any 
personal funds of officers, members, or as­
sociates of such oommittee. 

(c) It shall be the duty of the treasurer 
of a. political committee to keep a detailed 
and exact account of-

(1) all contributions made to or for such 
committee; 

( 2) the full name and mailing address 
(occupation and the prlnclpal place of bus­
iness, if any) of every person making a. con­
tribution in excess of e1o, and the date and 
amount thereof; 

(3) all expenclJitures made by or on behalf 
of such committee; and 

( 4) the full name and mailing address ( oc­
cupation and the principal place of business, 
1f any) of every person to whom any ex­
penditure is made, the date and amount 
thereof and the name and address of, and 
omee sought by, each candidate on whose 
behalf such expenditure was made. 

(d) It shall be the duty of the treasurer 
to obtain and keep a receipted bill, stating 
the particulars, for every expenditure ma.de 
by or on behalf of a political committee in 
excess of $100 in amount, and for any such 

expendilture in a lesser amount, if the ag­
gregrute amount of such expenditures to the 
same person during a calendar year exceeds 
$100. The treasurer shall preserve all re­
ceipted bills and accounts required to be kept 
by thll.s section for periods of time to be 
determined by the Comm.isslon. 

(e) Any political committee which solicirt:s 
or receives contributions or makes expendi­
tures on behalf of any candlicla.te that is not 
authorized in writing by such candidate to 
do so shall include a notice on the face or 
front page of all literature and advertise­
ments published in connection with such 
candidate's campaign by such committee or 
on its behalf stating that the committee 1s 
not authorized by such candidaste and that 
such candidate is not responsible for the 
activities of such committee. 

(f) (1) Any political committee shall in­
clude on the face or front page of all ILtera­
ture and advertisements soliciting funds the 
following notice: 

"A copy of our report filed With the Fed­
eral Elections Commission is (or will be) 
available for purchase from the Superin­
tendent of Documents, United States Gov­
ernment Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 
20402." 

( 2) (A) The Commission shall compile and 
furnish to the Public Printer, not later than 
the last day of March of each year, an an­
nual report for each political commtttee 
which has filed a report With him under this 
title dU!ring the period from March 10 of the 
preceding calendar year through January S1 
of the year in which such annual report is 
made available to the Public Printer. Each 
such annual report shall contain-

(!) a copy of the statement of organiza­
tion of the political cominlttee required un­
der seotion 303, together with any amend­
ments thereto; and 

(ii) a copy of each report filed by such 
committee under section 304 from March 10 
of the preceding year through January 31 
of the year in which the annual report is so 
furnished to the Public Printer. 

(B) The Public Printer shall make copies 
of such annual reports available for sale to 
the public by the Superintendent of Docu­
ments as soon as practicable after they are 
received from the Commission. 

REGISTRATION OF POLITICAL COMMITl'EES; 
STATEMENTS 

SEC. 303. (a) Each political committee 
which anticipates receiving contributions or 
making expenditures during the calendar 
year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000 
shall file with the Commission a statement 
of organization, within ten days after its 
organization or, if later, ten days after the 
date on which it has information which 
causes the committee to anticipate it will re­
ceive contributions or make expenditures in 
excess of $1,000. Each such committee in 
existence at the date of enactment of this 
Act shall file a. statement of organization with 
the Commission at such time as it prescribes. 

(b) The statement of organization shall 
include--

( 1) the name and address of the commit­
tee; 

(2) the names, addresses, and relationships 
of affiliated or connected organizations; 

(3) the area, scope, or jurisdiction of the 
committee; 

(4) the name, address, and position of the 
custodian of books and accounts; 

(5) the name, address, and position of 
other principal omcers, including omcers and 
members of the finance committee, if any; 

(6) the name, address, office sought, and 
party aftlllation of (A) each candidate whom 
the committee is supporting, and (B) any 
other individual, if any, whom the committee 
is supporting for nomination for election, or 
election, to any public office whatever; or, 
if the committee is supporting the entire 
ticket of any party, the name of the party; 
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(7) a statement whether the committee is 
a continuing one; 

(8) the disposition of residual funds which 
will be made in the event of dissolution; 

(9) a listing of all banks, safety deposit 
boxes, or other depositories used; 

(10) a statement of the reports required 
to be filed by the committee with State or 
local officers, and, if so, the names, addresses, 
and positions of such persons; and 

( 11) such other information as shall be 
required by the Commission. 

(c) Any change in information previously 
submitted in a statement of organization 
shall be reported to the Commission within 
a ten-day period following the change. 

(d) Any commtttee which, after having 
filed one or more statements of organization, 
disbands or determines it will no longer re­
ceive contributions or make expenctitures 
during the oa.lendar year in an aggregate 
amount exceeding $1,000 shall so notify the 
Commission. 

REPORTS BY POLITICAL COMMITTEES AND 
CANDIDATES 

SEc. 304. (a) Each treasurer of a polttical 
committee supporting a candidate or candi­
dates for election to Federal office and each 
candidate for election to such ofllce, shall 
file with the Commission reports of receipts 
and expenditures on forms to be prescribed or 
approved by it. Such reponts shall be filed 
on the tenth day of March, June, and Sep­
tember, in each year, and on the fifteenth 
and fifth days next preceding the date on 
which an election is held, and also by the 
thirty-first day of January. Such reports 
shall be complete as of such date as the 
Commission may prescribe, which shall not 
be less than five days before the date of flUng 
except that any contribution of $5,000 or 
more received after the last report is filed 
prior to the election, shall be reported wlthin 
forty-eight hours after its receipt. 

(b) Each report under this section shall 
disclose-

( 1) the amount of cash on hand at the 
beginndng of the reporting period; 

(2) the full name and mailing address 
(occupation and the principal place of busi­
ness, if any) of each person who has made 
one or more contributions to or for such 
committee or candidate (including the pur­
chase of tickets for events such as dinners, 
luncheons, rallies, a,nd similar fundradsing 
events) within the calendar year in an ag­
gregate amount or value of $100 or more, to­
gether with the amount and date of such 
contributions; 

(3) the total sum of individual contribu­
tions made to or for such committee or can­
didate during the reporting period and not 
reported under paragraph (2); 

(4) the name and Siddress of each pol!itical 
committee or candidate from which the re­
porting committee or the candidate received, 
or to which that committee or candidalte 
made, any transfer of funds, together with 
the amounts and dates of all transfers; 

(5) each loan to or from any person within 
the calendar year in a-n aggregate amount or 
value in excess of $100, together with the full 
names and mailing addresses (occupations 
and the principal places of business, if any) 
of the lender and endorsers, if any, and the 
date and amount of such loans; 

(6) the total amount of proceeds from (A) 
the sale- of tickets to each dinner, luncheon, 
rally, and other fundraising event; (B) mass 
collections made at such events; and (C) 
sales of items such as political campaign 
pins, buttons, badges, flags, emblems, hats, 
banners, literature, and similar materia.ls; 

(7) each contribution, rebate, refund, or 
other receipt in excess of $100 not otherwise 
listed under paragraphs (2) through (6); 

(8) the total sum of all receipts by or for 
such committee or candidate during the re­
porting period; 

(9) the full name and ma111ng Siddress (oc­
cupation and the principal place Of business, 
if any) of each person to whom an expend!-

ture or expenditures have been made by such 
committee or on behalf of such committee 
or candidate within the calendar year in an 
aggregate amount or value in excess of $100, 
the amount, date, and purpose of each such 
expenditure and the name and address of, 
and office sought by, each candidate on whose 
behalf such expenditure was made; 

(10) the full name and ma1ling address 
business, if any, of each person to whom an 
expenditure for personal services, salaries, 
and reimbursed expenses in excess of $100 
has been made, and which is not o-therwise 
reported, including the amount, date, and 
purpose of such expenditure; 

(11) the total sum of expenditures made 
by such committee or candidate during the 
calendar year; 

(12) the amount and nature of debts and 
obligations owed by or to the committee, in 
such form as the Commission may prescribe 
and a continuous reporting of their debts 
and obligations after the election at such 
periods as the Commission may require until 
such debts and obligations are extinguished; 
and 

(13) such other information as shall be 
required by the Commission. 

(c) The reports required to be filed by sub­
section (a) shall be cumulative during the 
calendar year to which they relate, but where 
there has .been no change in an item reported 
in a previous report during such year, only 
the amount need be carried forward. If no 
contributions or expenditures have been ac­
cepted or expended during a calendar year, 
the treasurer of the political committee or 
candidate shall file a statement to that ef­
fect. 

REPORTS BY OTHERS THAN POLITICAL 
COMli4ITI'EES 

SEc. 305. Every person (other than a poll­
tical committee or candidate) who makes 
contributions or expenditures, other than by 
contribution to a political committee or can­
didate, in an aggregate amount in excess of 
$100 within a calendar year shall file with 
the Oommission a statement containing the 
information required by section 304. state­
ments required by this section shall be flied 
on the dates on which reports by political 
oom.mlttees are filed, but need not be cumu­
lative. 

FORMAL REQUIREMENTS RESPECTING REPORTS 
AND STATEMENTS 

SEC. 306. (a) A report or statement re­
quired by this title to be filed by a treasurer 
of a political committee, a candidate, or by 
any other person, shall be verified by the oath 
or affirmation of the person tiling such report 
or statement, taken before any officer au­
thorized to admin.ister oaths. 

(b) A copy of a report or statement shall 
be preserved by the person filing it for a 
period of time to be designated by the Com­
m.lssion in a publlshed regulation. 

(c) The Oomm.isslon may, by published 
regulation of general applicab1lity, relieve 
any category of political oomm.ittees of the 
obligation to comply with section 304 if such 
oommi ttee ( 1) prim.a41.ly supports persons 
seeking State or local office, and does not 
substantiaJly support ca.ndidates, and (2) 
does not operate in more than one State or 
on a statewide basis. 

(d) The Commission shall, by published 
regula.tions of general applicabillty, prescribe 
the manner in which contributions and ex­
penditures in the nature of debts and other 
contracts, agreements, and promises to make 
contributions or expenditures shall be re­
ported. Such regulations shall provide that 
they be reported 1n separate schedules. In 
determining aggregate a,mounts of contri­
butions and expend! tures, a.Inounts reported 
as proVided in such regulations shall not be 
considered unt11 actua.l payment is made. 

REPORTS ON CONVENTION FINANCING 

SEc. 307. Each committee or other orga­
nization which-

(1) represents a State, or a political sub­
division thereof, or any group of persons, in 
dealing with ofllcials of a national political 
party with respect to matters involving a 
conven,tion held in such State or political 
subdivision to nominate a candidate for the 
office of President or Vice President, or 

(2) represents a national political party in 
making arrangements for the convention of 
such party held to nominate a candidate for 
the office of President or Vice President, 
shall, within sixty days following the end of 
the convention (but not later than twenty 
days prior to the date on which presidential 
and Vice-presidential electors are chosen), 
file with the Commission a full and complete 
flnanciaJ statement, in such form and detaU 
as it may prescribe, of the sources from 
which it derived its funds, and the purposes 
for which such funds were expended. 

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 

SEC. 308. (a) It shall be the duty of the 
Commission-

( 1) to develop and furnish to the person 
required by the provisions of this Act pre­
scribed forms for the making of the reports 
and statements required to be filed with it 
under this title; 

(2) to prepare, publlsh, and furnish to 
the person required to file such reports and 
statements a manual setting forth recom­
mended uniform methods of bookkeeping 
and reporting; 

(3) to develop a filing, coding, and cross­
indexing system consonant with the pur­
poses of this title; 

(4) to make the reports and statements 
filed with it available for public inspection 
and copying, commencing as soon as prac­
ticable but not later than the end of the 
second day following the day during which 
it was received, and to permit copying of any 
such report .. or statement by hand or by 
duplicating machine, as requested by any 
person, at the expense of such person: 
Provided, That any information copied from 
such reports and statements shall not be 
sold or utilized by any person for the pur­
pose of soliciting contributions or for any 
commercial purpose; 

( 5) to preserve such reports and state­
ments for a period of ten years from date 
of receipt, except that reports and state­
ments relating solely to candidates for the 
House of Representatives shall be preserved 
for only five years from the date of receipt; 

(6) to compile and maintain a current 
list of all statements or parts of statements 
pertaining to each candidate; 

(7) to prepare and publish an annual re­
port including compilations of (A) total 
reported contributions and expenditures for 
all candidates, political committees, and 
other persons during the yerur; (B) total 
amounsts expended according to such categor­
ies as it shall determine and broken down 
into candidate, party, and non-party ex­
penditures on the National, State, and local 
levels; (C) total amounts expended for in­
fluencing nominations and elections stated 
separately; (D) total amounts contributed 
according to such oa,tegories of amounts as 
it shall determine and broken down into 
contributions on the National, State, and 
local levels for candidates and political com­
mittees; and (E) aggregate amounts con­
tributed by any contributor shown to have 
contributed in excess of $100; 

(8) to prepare and publish from time to 
time special reports comparing the various 
totals and categories of contributions and ex­
penditures made with respect to preceding 
elections; 

(9) to prepare and publish such other re­
ports as it may deem appropriate: 

( 10) to assure wide dissemination of statis­
tics, summaries, and reports prepared under 
this title; 

(11) to make from time to time audits and 
field investigations with respect to reports 
and statements filed under the provisions of 
this title, and with respect to alleged failures 
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to file any report or statement required 
under the provisions of this title; 

( 12) to report wpparent vio1ations of law to 
the appropriate law enforcement authorities; 
and 

( 13) to prescribe suitable rules and regula­
tions to carry out the provisions of this title. 

(b) (1) Any person who believes a violation 
of this title has occurred may file a com­
plaint with the Commission. If the Commis­
sion determines there is substantial reason to 
believe such a violation has occurred, it shall 
expeditiously make an investigation, which 
shall also include an investigation of reports 
a.nd statements filed by the complainant if he 
is a candidate, of the InJatter oompla.ined of. 
Whenever in the judgment of the Commis­
sion, 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 violation of any provision of this title or 
any regulation or order issued thereunder, 
the Attorney General on behalf of the United 
States shall institute a civil action for re­
lief, including a permanent or temporary in­
junction, restraining order, or any other ap­
propriate order in the distriot court of the 
United States for the district in which the 
person is found, resides, or transacts busi­
ness. Upon a proper showing that such per­
son 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) In any action brought under paragraph 
( 1) of this subsection, subpenas for witnesses 
who are required to a.ttend a United States 
district court may run into any other district. 

( 3) Any party aggrieved by an order 
granted under paragraph (1) of this subsec­
tion may, at any time within sixty days after 
the date of entry thereof, file a petition with 
the United States court of appeals for the 
circuit in which such person is found, resides, 
or transacts business, for judicial review 01 
such order. 

(4) The judgment of the court of appeals 
affirming or setting aside, in whole or in 
part, any such order of the district court 
E.hall be final, subject to review by the Su­
preme Court of the United States upon cer­
tiorari or certification as provided in section 
1254 of title 28 of the United States Code. 

( 5) Any action brought under this sub­
section shall be advanced on the docket of 
the court in which filed, and put ahead of all 
other actions (other than other actions 
brought under this subsection). 

STATEMENTS FILED WITH CLERK OF UNITED 

STATES COURT 

SEc. 309. (a) A copy of each statement 
required to be filed with the Commission by 
this title shall be filed with the clerk of the 
United States distrtct court for the judicial 
district in which is located the principal of­
fice of the political committee or, in the case 
of a statement filed by a candidate or other 
person, in which is located such person's resi­
dence. The Commission may require the fil­
ing of reports and statements required by 
this title with the clerks of other United 
States district courts where it determines the 
public inerest will be served thereby. 

(b) It shall be the duty of the clerk of a 
United States district court under subsec­
tion (a)-

( 1) to receive and maintain in an orderly 
manner all reports and statements required 
by this title to be filed with such clerks; 

(2) to preserve such reports and state­
ments for a period of ten years from date 
of receipt, except that reports and state­
ments relating solely to candidates for the 
House of Representatives shall be preserved 
for only five years from the date of receipt; 

(3) to make the reports and statements 
filed with him available for public inspection 
and copying during regular office hours, com­
mencing as soon as practicable but not later 
than the end of the day during which it was 

received, and to permit copying of any such 
report or statement by hand or by dupli­
cating machine, requested by any person, at 
the expense of such person; and 

(4) to compile and minimum a current 
list of all statements or parts of statements 
pertaining to each candidate. 

FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISSION 

SEc. 310. (a) There is hereby created a 
Cominission to be known as the Federal 
Elections Commission, which shall be com­
posed of six members, not more than three 
of whom shall be members of the same politi­
cal party, who shall be chosen from among 
persons who, by reason of maturity, experi­
ence, and public service have attained a 
nationwide reputation for integrity, impar­
tiality, and good judgment, are qualified to 
carry out the functions of the Commission 
and shall be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen­
ate. One of the original members shall be 
appointed for a term of two years, one for a 
term of four years, one for a term of six years, 
one for a term of eight years, one for a term 
of ten years, and one for a term of twelve 
years, beginning from the date of enactment 
of this Act, but their successors shall be 
appointed for terms of twelve years each, 
except that any individual chosen to fill a 
vacancy shall be appointed only for the 
unexpired term of the member whom he shall 
succeed. The President shall designate one 
member to serve as Chairman of the Com­
Inission and one member to serve as Vice 
Chairman. The Vice Chairman shall act as 
Chairman in the absence or disabtlity of 
the Chairman or in the event of a vacancy 
in that office. 

(b) A vacancy in the Commission shall 
not impair the right of the rema.ining mem­
bers to exercise all the powers of the Com­
mission and four members thereof 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 President concerning the action it 
has taken; the names, salaries, and duties of 
all individuals in its employ and the money 
it has disbursed; and shall make such further 
reports on the matters within its jurisdiction 
and such recommendations for further legis­
lation as may appear desirable. 

(e) Members of the Commission shall, 
while serving on the business of the Com­
mission, be entitled to receive compensation 
at a rate fixed by the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget but not in excess 
of $100 per day, including traveltime; and 
while so serving away from their homes or 
regular places of business they may be al­
lowed travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by sec­
tion 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(f) The principal office of the Commission 
shall be in or near the District of Columbia., 
but it may meet or exercise any or all its 
powers at any other place. 

(g) All officers, agents, attorneys, and em­
ployees of the Commission shall be subject 
to the provisions of section 9 of the Act of 
August 2, 1939, as amended (the Hatch Act), 
notwithstanding any exemption contained in 
such section. 

(h) The Cominission shall appoint an Ex­
ecutive Director without regard to the pro­
visions of title 5, United States Code, govern­
ing appointments in the competitive service, 
to serve at the pleasure of the Commission. 
The Executive Director shall be responsible 
for the administrative operations of the Com­
mission and shall perform such other duties 
as may be delegated or assigned to him from 
time to time by regulations or orders of the 
Commission However, the Commission shall 
not delegate the making of regulations re­
garding elections to the Executive Director. 

(i) The Chairman of the Commission shall 
appoint and fix the compensation of such 
personnel as it is deemed necessary to futlll 

the duties of the Cominission in accordance 
with the provisions of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(j) The Cominission may obtain the serv­
ices of experts and consultants in accordance 
with section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(k) Section 5316 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end there­
of the following new paragraph: 

"(131) Executive Director, Federal Elec­
tions Commission." 

(1) 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 
Department of Justice. The Comptroller Gen­
eral and the Attorney General are authorized 
to make available to the Commission such 
personnel, facilities, and other assistance, 
with or without reimbursement, as the Com­
mission may request. 
PROHmiTION OF CONTRmUTIONS IN NAME Oil' 

ANOTHER 

SEc. 311. No person shall make a. contribu­
tion in the name of another person, and no 
person shall knowingly accept a contribution 
made by one person in the name of another 
person. 

PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS 

SEc. 312. Any person who violates any of 
the provisions of this title shall be fined not 
more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more 
than one year, or both. 

STATE LAWS NOT AFFECTED 

SEc. 313. (a) Nothing in this title shall be 
deemed to invalidate or make inapplicable 
any provision of any State law, except where 
compliance with such provision of law would 
result in a. violation of a. provision of this 
title. 

(b) The Commission shall encourage, and 
cooperate with, the election officials in the 
several States to develop procedures which 
will eliminate the necessity of multiple fil­
ings by permitting the filing of copies of 
Federal reports to satisfy the State require­
ments. 

PARTIAL INVALIDITY 

SEc. 314. If any provision of this title, or 
the application thereof, to any person or 
circumstance is held invalid, the validity 
of the remainder of the title and the applt­
cation of such provision to other persons 
and circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 

REPEALING CLAUSE 

SEc. 315. (a) The Federal Corrupt Practices 
Act, 1925 (2 U.S.C. 241-256), is repealed. 

(b) In case of any conviction U!Ilder this 
title, where the punishment inflicted does 
not include imprisonment, such conviction 
shall be deemed a Inisdemeanor conviction 
only. 

TITLE IV-MISCELLANEOUS 
EXTENSION OF CREDIT BY REGULATED INDUSTRIES 

SEc. 401. The Civil Aeronautics Board, the 
Federal Communications Commission, and 
the Interstate Commerce Commission shall 
each promulgate, within ninety days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, its own 
regulations with respect to the extension of 
credit, without security, by any person regu­
lated by such Board or Commission to any 
candidate for Federal office (as such term is 
defined in section 301 (c) of the Federal Elec­
tion Canpaign Act of 1971) , or to any person 
on behalf of such a. candidate, for goods 
furnished or services rendered in connection 
with the campaign of such candidate for 
nomination for election, or election, to such 
office. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 402. Except as provided for in section 
401 of this Act, the provisions of this Act 
shall become effective on December 31, 1971, 
or sixty days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, whichever is later. 
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Mr. HARVEY (during the reading). 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute be considered as read, printed 
in the RECORD, and open to amendment 
at any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, As I 

mentioned earlier this is the full text of 
H.R. 11280, that I am introducing as a 
substitute. It is the Senate bill. It was 
first introduced in the House by the gen­
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) and the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. FREN­
ZEL). If adopted with the amendment of 
Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts, it will 
indeed serve as a good vehicle for cam­
paign spending reform. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendments which 
the House adopted yesterday actually 
bring the combination Hays-Ma.cdonald 
bill that we are working on much closer 
to the Senate substitute that I am offer­
ing. Certainly, the Frey amendment, 
which broadened the nonbroadcast 
media to be limited as far as spending 
is concerned, and the 20 percent flexible 
feature that he added made the House 
bills spending limitations very close to 
those in the Senate substi'tute. The only 
major difference is that the substitute 
provides for an overall limit as high as 
$60,000, or $30,000 each for broadcast­
ing and nonbroadcasting, whereas the 
limit of the House bill is a total of $50,-
000. 

There are, however, several other 
major areas of difference between the 
Senate substitute that I am offering and 
the combination Hays-Macdonald bill 
now before us. The fact that these areas 
of difference do still exist in itself should 
be enough to persuade those Members 
who truly want reform that there is con­
siderable merit in supporting the sub­
stitute, as it will be amended by Mr. 
MACDONALD of Massachusetts. Let me 
take a minute to point out some of these 
areas of difference between the two bills: 

First. Disclosure and reporting. The 
Senate substitute requires full reports 
from candidates, from committees and 
from individuals, and provides for filing 
these reports 15 and 5 days before an 
election, as well as for quartely reports 
throughout the year. These reports would 
be due on the lOth of March, June and 
September each year and the January 
31st following an election. Further, a 
copy of the report would have to be filed 
with an Elections Commissim_ to be ap­
pointed by the President, with the ad­
vice and consent of the Senate, and also 
with the U.S. District Court for the dis­
trict in which the committee is located 
or the candidate resides, and where they 
would be available for inspection. 

The Hays-Macdonald bill, on the con­
trary, simply requires two reports, one 
between 15 and 10 days before the elec­
tion and one 45 days after the election. 
It simply requires that these reports be 
filed with the Secretary of the Sena.te, 
the Clerk of the House, or the Comp­
troller General-insofar as the Presi­
dent-Vice President is concerned. 

Second. Limits on contributions. In 

this area of difference, I would point out 
that testimony before our committee 
from Deputy Attorney General Klein­
dienst clearly indicated his belief that 
such limits would be unconstitutional. 
In addition, I would point out the very 
clear and convincing testimony of Prof. 
Ralph Winter, of Yale University Law 
School, in this regard. This matter was 
considered in the Senate and because of 
this fact and because the White House 
was so strongly opposed to such limits, 
the Senate substitute contains no provi­
sions in this regard. 

The Hays-Macdonald bill, which we 
are now considering, however, does con­
tain such limits and would prevent any 
individual and member of his immediate 
family from contributing more than $35,-
000 to any Presidential candidate, $5,000 
to any Senate candidate, and $5,000 to 
any House candidate. 

Three. Limits on the amount a candi­
date may spend in his own behalf. Again, 
if you read the testimony of Professor 
Winter, there is considerable question 
about the constitutionality of such a 
provision, but it is clear from the senti­
ment expressed in both the Senate and 
House that the Members feel there 
should be such limits. 

The Senate substitute provides that no 
candidate from his funds or those of his 
personal family may spend more than 
$50,000 as a candidate for President or 
Vice President, nor more than $35,000 as 
a candidate for the Senate, nor more 
than $25,000 as a candidate for the 
House. 

The Hays-Macdonald bill before us 
even further limits the amount that can 
be spent and would prohibit a presiden­
tial candidate from spending more than 
$35,000, a Senate candidate more than 
$20,000, and a House candidate more 
than $15,000. 

Four. The agency regulations with re­
gard to e~tending credit. The Senate 
substitute clearly requires the CAB, the 
FCC, and the ICC to issue regulations 
concerning the extension of credit to can­
didates. 

The Hays-Macdonald bill has no such 
provision, and you will recall yesterday 
that this was ruled nongermane by the 
Parliamentarian. 

Five. Penalties. The Senate substitute 
in each case provides for a fine of up to 
$5,000, or as much as 5 years in prison, 
for viol•ations thereof. 

The Hays-Macdonald bill provides for 
a fine of up to $25,000 in the case orf a 
candidate for President or Vice Presi­
dent, but no fine in the case of Senators 
or Representatives. It does, however, have 
a very severe restriction which would 
disqualify any person from assuming 
such office; in the case of a candidate for 
Congress, 5 years, and in the case of a 
candidate for the Senate, 7 years, until 
he had complied with the act. 

Although it is my understanding such 
a provision is in existence in the State of 
Ohio, I think again there is considerable 
doubt about the constitutionality of this 
provision insofar as Members of Con­
gress are concerned. 

For all of these reasons, I believe the 
Senate substitute, with the amendment 
to tittle I of the gentleman from Massa-

chusetts (Mr. MACDONALD), will make a 
stronger bill. I said at the outset tha;t as 
far as I was concerned, the real key was 
a strong disclosure provision. In addition, 
the absence of a limit on contributions 
in the Senate substitute is more realistic, 
and the agency regulations for extension 
of credit to candidates is essential. I 
would, therefore, urge you to support 
this Senate substitute which I have in­
troduced so that we may have true re­
form. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MACDONALD OF 

MASSACHUSETTS TO THE SUBSTITUTE AMEND­
MENT OFFERED BY MR. HARVEY 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
the amendment in the natw·e of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HARVEY). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MACDONALD of 

Massachusetts to the amenct;nent in the na­
ture of a substitute offered by Mr. HARVEY: 
Page 2, strike out line 1 and all that follows 
down through line 2 on page 13 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following : 
TITLE I-CAMPAIGN COMMUNICATIONS 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTIOK 101. This title may be cited as the 

"Campaign Communications Reform Act" . 
DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 102. For purposes of this tit le : 
( 1) The term "communications media" 

means broadcasting stations, newspapers, 
and outdoor advertising facilities. 

(2 ) The term "broadcasting station" has 
the same meaning as such term has under 
section 315(d) of the Communications Act 
of 1934. 

(3) The term "Federal elective office" 
means the office of President of the United 
States, or of Senator or Representative in, or 
Resident Commissioner or Delegate to, the 
Congress of the United States (and for pur­
poses of section 103(b) such term includes 
the office of Vice President). 

(4) The term "legally qualified candidate" 
with respect to Federal elective office, or 
nomination for election to such office, has 
the same meaning as such term has when 
used in section 315 of the Communications 
Act of 1934. 

( 5) The term "voting age population" 
means resident civilian population, eighteen 
years of age and older. 

(6) The term "State" includes the District 
of Columbia and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico. 

MEDIA RATE REQUIREMENTS 
SEC. 103. (a) Section 315 (b) of such Act 

is amended to read as follows: 
"(b) The charges made for the use of any 

broadcasting station by any person who is a 
legally qualified candidate for any public 
office shall not exceed the actual charges 
made by such station for any comparable 
use of such station for other purposes." 

(b) (1) To the extent that any person sells 
space in any newspaper or magazine to a 
legally qualified candidate for Federal elec­
tive office, or nomination thereto. in connec­
tion with such candidate's campaign for 
nomination for, or election to, such office, 
the charges made for the use of such space 
in connection with his campa1gn shall not 
exceed the charges made for comparable use 
of such space for other purposes. 

(2) If any person makes available space in 
any newspaper or magazine to any legally 
qualified candidate for Federal elective office, 
or nomination thereto, in connection with 
such candidate's campaign for nomination 
for, or election to, such office, such person 
shall make equivalent space available on the 
same basis to all legally qualified candidates 

-
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for the same office, or for nomination to such subsequent year, the Secretary of Com-
office, as the case may be. merce shall certify to the Attorney General 

LIMITATIONS OF EXPENDITURES FOR USE OF and publish in the Federal Register-
COMMUNICATIONS MEDIA 

SEC. 104. (a) (1) No legally qualified candi­
date in an election (other than a primary or 
primary runoff election) for a Federal elec­
tive office may-

(A) spend for the use of communications 
media on behalf of his candidacy in such 
election a total amount in excess of the 
greater of-

(i) 10 cents (or such greater amount as 
may be certified under paragraph (4) (A) (i)) 
multiplied by the voting age population (as 
certified under paragraph (4) (B)) of the 
geographical area in which the election for 
such office is held, or 

(11) $50,000 (or such greater amount as 
may be certified under paragraph (4) (B) 
(11) ) , or 

(B) spend for the use of broadcast sta­
tions on behalf of his candidacy in such 
election a total amount in excess of 60 per 
centum of the amount determined under 
subparagraph (A) with respect to such elec­
tion. 

(2) No legally qualified candidate in a 
primary election for nomination to a Federal 
elective office, other than President, may 
spend-

( A) for the use of communications media, 
or 

(B) for the use of broadcast stations, on 
behalf of his candidacy in such election a 
total amount in excess of the amounts de­
termined under paragraph (1) (A) or (B), 
respectively, with respect to the general 
election for such office. For purposes of this 
subsection a primary runoff election shall be 
treated as a separate primary election. 

(3) (A) No person who is a candidate for 
presidential nomination may spend-

(1) for the use in a State of communica­
tions media, or 

(ii) for the use in a State of broadcast 
stations, on behalf of his candidacy for 
presidential nomination a total amount in 
excess of the amounts which would have 
been determined under paragraph (1) (A) 
or (B) . respectively, had he been a candi­
date for an election for the office of Senator 
from such State (or for the office of Dele­
gate or Resident Commissioner in the case 
of the District of Columbia or the Common­
wealth of Puerto Rico) . 

(B) For purposes of this paragraph, a 
person Is a candidate for presidential nom­
ination if he makes (or any other person 
makes on his behalf) an expenditure for 
the use of any communications medium on 
behalf of his candidacy for any political 
party's nomination in an election to the 
office of President. He shall be considered 
to be such a candidate during the period-

(!) beginning on the date on which he 
(or such other person) first makes such an 
expenditure (or, if later, January 1 of the 
year in which the election for the office of 
President is held), and 

(11) ending on the date on which such 
political party nominates a candidate for 
the office of President. 
For purposes of this title and of section 315 
of the Communication Act of 1934, a candi­
date for presidential nomination shall be 
considered a legally qualified candidate for 
public office. 

(C) The Attorney General shall prescribe 
regulations under which any expenditure 
by a candidate for presidential nomination 
for the use in two or more States of com­
munications media shall be attributed to 
such candidate's expenditure limitation in 
each such State, based on the number of 
persons in such State who can reasonably 
be expected to be reached by such communi­
cations media. 

(4) (A) During the first week of January 
1974, and during such week in every second 

{!) an amount which bears the same ratio 
to 10 cents, and 

(11) an amount which bears the same ratio 
to $50,000, 
as the value of the communications 
price Index for the last calendar year end­
ing before the date of certification bears 
to the value of such index for 1972. The 
communications price index shall be a price 
Index, using 1972 as a base year, measuring 
changes In the charges to candidates for the 
use of communications media. Such index 
shall be established and ma.intained by the 
Secretary of Commerce. 

(B) During the first week of January 1972, 
and during such week in every second subse­
quent year, the Secretary of COmmerce shall 
certify to the Attorney General and publish 
in the Federal Register an estima.te of the 
voting age population of each State and con­
gressional district for the last calendar year 
ending before the date of certtfication. 

(5) Amounts spent for the use of com­
munications media on behalf of any legally 
qualtfied candidate for Federal elective office 
(or for nomination to such office) shall, for 
the purposes of this subsection, be deemed 
to have been spent by such candidate. 
Amounts spent for the use of communica­
tions media by or on behalf of any legally 
qualified candidate for the office of Vice 
President of the United States shall, for the 
purposes of this section, be deemed to have 
been spent by the candidate for the office of 
President of the United States with whom 
he is running. 

{6) For purposes of this section and section 
315(c) of the Communications Act of 1934, 
spending and charges for the use of com­
munications media include not only the 
direct charges of the media but also agents' 
commissions a.llowed the agent by the media. 

(7) For purposes of this section and sec­
tion 315(c) of the Communications Act of 
1934, any expenditure for the use of any com­
munications medium by or on behalf of the 
candidacy of a candidate for Federal elective 
office (or nomination thereto) shall be 
charged against the expenditure limitation 
under this subsection applicable to the elec­
tion in which such medium is used. 

(b) No person ma.y make any charge for 
the use by or on behalf of any legally quall .. 
fled candidate for Federal elective office (or 
for nomination to such office) of any news· 
paper, magazine, or outdoor advertisinR fa­
cUlty, unless such candidate {or a person 
specifically authorized by such candidate in 
writing to do so) certifies to such person in 
writing that the payment of such charge 
will not violate paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of 
subsection (a), whichever is applicable. 

(c) Section 315 of the Communications 
Act of 1934 is amended by redesignating 
subsection (c) as subsection (e) and by in­
serting after subsection (b) the following 
new subsections: 

"(c) No station license may make any 
charge for the use of such station by or on 
behalf of any legally qualified candidate for 
Federal elective office (or for nomination to 
such office) unless such candidate (or a per­
son spectfically authorized by such candi­
date in writing to do so) certifies to such li­
censee in writing that the payment of such 
charge will not violate any limitation speci­
fied in paragraph ( 1) , (2) , or (3) of section 
104(a) of the campaign Communications 
Reform Act, whichever paragraph is appli­
cable. 

"(d) For the purposes of this section: 
"(1) The term 'broadcasting station' in­

cludes a community antenna television sys­
tem. 

"(2) The terms 'license' and •station li­
censee' when used with respect to a commu­
nity antenna television system, mean the 
operator of such system. 

"(3) The term 'Federal elective office' 
means the office of President of the United 
States, or of Senator or Representative in or 
Resident Commissioner or Delegate to, the 
Congress of the United States." 

REGULATIONS 
SEc. 105. The Attorney General shall pre­

scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
or appropriate to carry out sections 102 103 
{b), 104(a), and 104(b) of this Act. ' 

PENALTIES 
SEc. 106. (a) Whoever violates any provi­

sion of section 103{b), 104(a), or 104(b) or 
any regulation under section 105 shall be 
assessed a civil penalty of not more than 
$1,000 for each violation. 

(b) Any legally qualified candidate who 
willfully violates section 104(a) or any reg­
ulation under section 105 shall be punished 
by a fine of not more than $10,000 or by im­
prisonment of not more than one year or 
both. ' 

EFFECTIVE DATES 
SEc. 107. Section 103 of this Act and the 

amendments made thereby shall take effect 
on January 1, 1972. Section 104 and the 
amendments made thereby shall apply only 
to expenditures for the use on or after such 
date of communications media. 

MJ:· MACDONALD of Massachusetts 
< durmg the reading) . Mr. Chairman I 
ask ~animous consent that the further 
r~ading of the amendment be dispensed 
With, and that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

. The CHAIRMAN. Without objection it 
1s so ordered. ' 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 

Ma~sachusetts (Mr. MACDONALD) is rec­
ogmzed for 5 minutes in support of his 
amendment. 

Mr. ~CDONALD of Massachusetts. 
~r. Cha1rman, the amendment which I 
JUSt now offered is the amendment which 
was adopted yesterday by the Committee 
of the Whole. Stated in another way it is 
the amendment which I offered ~der 
th~ r~e as an amendment yesterday. I 
th~ JUSt for those who do not follow 
parliamentary procedure any better than 
I d?, I ought to spell out what is includ­
~d m the amendment which is now pend­
mg. 

In the first place, it includes the Frey 
amendment which added billboards and 
established a :floor on expenditure limi­
tations of $50,000; and it provides not 
more than 60 percent of the candidates 
expenditure limitation could be spent on 
broadcasting. 

Second, it includes the Pickle amend­
ment. 

Third, the Symington amendment 
which provides that area expenditur~ 
count against the limitations in the elec­
tions in which they are used. 

I~ includes the Harvey amendment, 
V:'hich would leave the provisions of sec­
tion 315 (a) of the Communications Act, 
~own as the equal time provision, in the 
bill ~xactly as they are in existing law. 

It mcludes also the Hathaway amend­
ment, which relates to advertising space 
made available in magazines and news­
papers. 

In adopting this amendment the 
House will be only reconfirming ho~ and 
~ what way it worked its will on my orig­
mal so-called Ma"Cdonald amendment 
which is title I. 
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Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield to the gentleman from Dlinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I should like to ask 
my distinguished chairman of the sub­
committee this question. What you are in 
effect doing, to reduce it to the irreduc­
ible, is to take the Harvey substitute, 
which is in effect the Senate bill; am I 
correct in that? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
That is correct. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Now, by what you are 
proposing, you are amending title I of 
the Harvey substitute in such a way as to 
put this bill in the exact form which we 
put it yesterday by the amendments that 
were offered yesterday to the Macdonald 
bill; am I correct? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Absolutely correct. 

Mr. SPRINGER. And that includes all 
the amendments which were offered 
yesterday? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I point out to the gentleman from minois 
that I just enumerated for the record 
the amendments which were offered and 
accepted by the House on yesterday. 

Mr. SPRINGER. And may I ask the 
distinguished gentleman whether those 
were all the amendments that were of­
fered yesterday and there is nothing 
in addition? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Nothing more, no. This goes to title I. It 
includes the so-called Macdonald amend­
ment as amended by the various Mem­
bers: Mr. FREY, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. SYMING­
TON, Mr. HARVEY, and Mr. HATHAWAY. 
They are all included and nothing else 
is included. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I thank the gentle-
man. 

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

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I think we ought to clea-r 
up one thing. The gentleman from nu­
nois, I am sure inadvertently, kept say­
ing, "It includes all the amendments of­
fered yesterday." It does not. It includes 
all the amendments that were adopted 
yesterday. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I thank the gentle­
man. That clarifies it even better. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield to the distinguished Minority 
Leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I think the 
gentleman has adequately clarified the 
situation, but let me put it in another 
way. The amendment that you have of­
fered are amendments approved yester­
day to the Macdonald bill that relate to 
comparable provisions in the Harvey 
substitute as far as substance is con­
cerned? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Actually, I offered only one amendment. 
My amendment was then amended by 
five other amendments which this House 
in its wisdom saw fit yesterday to adopt. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me phrase 
it in another way. The amendment which 
you have offered today to the Harvey 
substitute does not strike out something 

in the Harvey amendment and add some­
thing, in effect eliminating parts of the 
Harvey substitute that we might like to 
keep in there? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I point out to the distinguished minority 
leader that I do not think Mr. HARVEY 
would support that, and he has already 
supported it in his speech in the well this 
afternoon. 

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

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. The gentleman has 
incorporated in the amendment he is now 
offering both Republican-sponsored and 
Democratic-sponsored amendments that 
were offered and adopted in the Commit­
tee of the Whole yesterday, and thus is 
giving to us a bipartisan product that is 
a House product and a substitute for the 
Senate language? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
That is exactly correct. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I think it should 
have bipartisan support. I commend the 
gentleman for what he has done. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. ANDERSON of lliinois. Mr. Chair­
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. ANDERSON of lliinois. The gen­
tleman from Massachusetts has just of .. 
fered an amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute offered a few 
minutes ago by the gentleman from 
Michigan <Mr. HARVEY). My parliamen­
tary inquiry is, Would it be in order at 
this time to submit further amendments 
to the amendment just offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. 
MACDONALD? 

The CHAIRMAN. The answer is that 
it would not. 

Mr. ANDERSON of minois. I thank 
the Chair. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MAcDON­
ALD of Massachusetts was allowed to pro­
ceed for 1 additional minute.> 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am pleased to 
see that the gentleman has incorporated 
in his amendment the action of the House 
yesterday. 

But am I to assume then that my sub­
committee chairman, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, intends to support 
the Brown-Frenzel substitute with the 
Macdonald bill if the Macdonald bill is 
adopted as amended by the Frenzel sub­
stitute? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. I 
do not completely understand the gen­
tleman's question. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the Macdonald 
bill is adopted as an amendment to the 
Brown-Frenzel substitute, the Senate bill, 
then is the gentleman from Massachu­
setts planning to support the substitute? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. I 
support the bill as amended. Although I 
do not, as I indicated yesterday, agree 

with many of the amendments, I will sup­
port the action of this House and will 
support it fully. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ANDERSON of lllinois. Mr. Chair­
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, first I woU!ld certainly 
like to add my commendation to those 
that have already been received by the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. HARVEY) 
for offering the Senate substitute as I 
think it is the best chance that this 
House has today to adopt a really com­
prehensive limitation on media spending 
as well as to enact effective reporting 
and disclosure provisions. 

I previously addressed a question to 
the Chair as to whether or not at this 
point in the debate further amendments 
to the Macdonald amendment would be 
in order, and the members of the com­
mittee will recall that the Chair answered 
that question in the negative. I still must 
confess, and I woul<i ask members of the 
committee to indulge me for several 
minutes, while I discuss what I would 
like to have offered in the form of an 
additional amendment to the communi­
cations section of this bill. 

As Members may know, there is a con­
troversy raging in the country at the 
present time on the question of a cam­
paign check off, and there are those in 
the other body who are insisting that in 
order to fund the expensive television 
campaigns that have become necessary 
in recent years, the taxpayers of this 
country should be asked to indicate on 
their tax returns a contribution to the 
party of their choice. I think a far su­
perior proposal to that would be one 
which I offered in the form of legislation 
earlier this year and last year, cospon­
sored by the distinguished gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. UDALL), and as Ire­
call almost 85 Members of this House on 
both sides of the aisle, a proposal calling 
for voters' time, where the Federal Gov­
ernment would pay for it, would pay for 
blocks of time in half an hour each six 
blocks of 30 minutes each for the major 
party candidates. 

I would add in that original proposal 
we also provided for voters' time for 
the candidates for the Senate and for 
the House as well. 

But I think in the interest of trying 
to meet the problem of financing the ex­
pensive television campaigns that have 
been encountered in recent presidential 
elections, it would make sense to realize 
that public financing of a portion of the 
presidential campaign is in order. My 
fundamental opposition to the campaign 
checkoff is that it represents just an 
indiscriminate use of Federal funds. I 
think if we were to rifteshot the problem, 
if we were to enact into law a provision 
for voter time that would say to the 
presidential candidates of the major 
parties, yes, you can go out and buy, you 
can go out and contract for six 30-minute 
time segments on network television dur­
ing prime time, and the Treasury of the 
United States will pay for that televi­
sion time, then I think we would accom­
plish the kind of intelligent reasoned dis­
cussion of the issues that the voters of 
this country are entitled to, and at 
the same time, I think we would avoid 



43372 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE November 30, 1971 
some of the vices of the campaign check­
off where funds would be indiscrimi­
nately applied through a national com­
mittee for any purpose whatsoever re­
lating to a presidential campaign. 

I regret very much that at this point 
in our consideration of this bill, it is not 
possible to offer that kind of amend­
ment as it would pertain to a presidential 
race. I would express, however, in closing, 
the hope that in this Congress, perhaps 
not in this session of Congress, but early 
in the next session of Congress we could 
get on with the job of still further re­
form as far as this whole campaign 
process is concerned. 

It is an evolutionary process. None of 
us is going to accomplish all of the things 
we would like to see accomplished today 
in the way of campaign financing re­
form, but given the importance of the 
office and given the importance of the 
issue, I would hope we would not think 
our job was done today with the enact­
ment of this bill, even though it does 
represent a very significant advance. 

I hope particularly in this area of mak­
ing available to Presidential candidates 
the necessary television time, that will be 
paid for out of the U.S. Treasury for a 
discussion of national issues, this will be 
something that will be discussed and 
talked about, and I hope ultimately will 
receive approval of this body. 

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

Mr. Chairman, first I want to say that 
I will, of course, support the Macdonald 
of Massachusetts amendment, and I 
compliment the gentleman and the 
chairman and members of his committee 
for the work they did, which was realized 
on the fioor yesterday. 

I rise to explain an amendment I had 
hoped to offer to the Senate bill, which 
I now find, because of the procedure 
being followed, cannot be offered, at least 
at this time. I will seek to find a way to 
offer it at a later point in the bill. 

What I had wished to do was to offer 
something that would be a compromise 
between the limited coverage of the lim­
itations in the Senate bill-namely, TV 
and radio, newspapers and periodicals, 
and billboard&-<>n the one hancl, and on 
the other hand the total coverage of the 
Hays bill, a ceiling covering all expendi­
tures in all campaigns. 

The purpose of my compromise would 
be to introduce and add two additional 
categories to those contained in the Sen­
ate bill; namely, organized telephone 
campaigns and organized mail cam­
paigns. I would have done that by insert­
ing the following language after the 
words "outdoor advertising facilities": 

Telephones, including the cost of paid tele­
phonists a.nd automated equipment, when 
used in banks of five or more instruments to 
communicate with potent1al voters, and 
postage for computerized or identical mau­
ings in quantities of 200 or more. 

Let me point out what this would do. It 
would include two major categories of ex­
penditures in many congressional dis­
tricts. 

In my campaigns I have never used 
TV and radio. I do not believe anyone 1n 
the New York metropolitan district does. 
It is too expensive. I rarely use any news-

paper or periodical advertising. Thus the 
Senate bill in its present form substanti­
ally has no effect in my district or in 
other metropolitan New York districts, as 
pointed out very eloquently by my col­
league from New York <Mr. PoDELL), the 
other day. 

What I had proposed to do would cover 
the major items in such districts. It 
would not cover individual mailings. It 
would not cover you asking your friend 
to make some telephone calls for you. It 
would not cover some letters casually 
written. But it would cover what we cus­
tomarily use in New York, banks of tele­
phones operated either by automated 
equipment or by paid telephonists, some­
times voluntary telephonists, if one is 
fortunate enough to be able to procure 
them. 

It would also cover postage-and I am 
not proposing to try to cover the print­
ing problem, because that is complicated, 
or even the labeling problem but just the 
postage-which is an identifiable, clearly 
measured item of expense which comes 
to large sums in any general mailing. 
That would be both bulk rate and first 
class, for, as I put it, computerized or 
identical mailings in quantities of 200 or 
more. Why 200? Because that is the 
minimum number specified in the bulk 
mail regulations to the post office. 

I hope at some stage in the considera­
tion of this bill-either later on in the 
consideration of the substitute or per­
haps at the stage when we are consider­
ing the Hays bill, if the substitute is 
voted down, or perhaps in conference-it 
will be possible to introduce this concept. 
It seems to me to offer a reasonable 
compromise between the very limited 
coverage of the Senate bill, which does 
not have any effect in many districts, and 
the total coverage of the Hays bill. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I will be glad to yield 
to the distinguished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I can under­
stand the gentleman's position, and I am 
sure others in other districts have a 
comparable problem, but is not an an­
swer to your problem to accept the Sen­
ate version or the Harvey version which 
has no limitation on expenditures? Does 
that not take care of your problem? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I would say to the dis­
tinguished minority leader that my pur­
pose is to include limitations on these 
items. I think if we pass legislation that, 
in effect, sets no limitation for expendi­
tures in many Congressional districts be­
cause it does not cover the type of ex­
penditures that are made in those Con­
gressional districts, then we have left a 
major gap. 

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

<By lUlanimous consent, Mr. BING-
HAM was allowed to proceed for 3 addi­
tional minutes.) 

Mr. PODELL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. PODELL. In the event that the 
Hays bill' is approved, is not your objec­
tion covered by that part of the bill? 

Mr. BINGHAM. Well, in a general way, 

yes, because the Hays bill provides com­
prehensive coverage for all expenditures, 
but as has been pointed out, one of the 
objections to that bill is that it raises a 
number of questions about what is in­
cluded and what is not included, which 
is met by limiting the coverage to major 
categories which are readily identifiable. 

Mr. PODELL. Does not the Hays bill 
itself provide for expenditures and ac­
counting for the expenditures on postage, 
on printing, on telemeters and all phases 
of campaign spending? Is it not pres­
ently included in the Hays bill? 

Mr. BINGHAM. Yes, it is. But what I 
am saying is what I am offering will be 
in the nature of a compromise between 
the Senate limited coverage and the total 
coverage of the Hays bill. 

Mr. HAYS. Well, since the Macdonald 
of Massachusetts bill was debated for a 
whole day yesterday and this is the pend­
ing thing, I was wondering if we can get 
an agreement on limitation of time on 
the Macdonald of Massachusetts amend­
ment. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I wonder if it 

would be possible for the two of us who 
put in the Frenzel-Brown bill, now in­
troduced by Mr. HARVEY, to speak on that 
amendment prior to limitation of time on 
the Macdonald of Massachusetts amend­
ment. 

Mr. HAYS. Are you against the Mac­
donald of Massachusetts amendment? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am not against 
the Macdonald of Massachusetts amend­
ment, but I would like to have the op­
portunity ·to speak. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan­
imous consent that all debate on the 
Macdonald of Massachusetts amend­
ment-and there will be no amendments 
to it under the rule-cease in 10 minutes. 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, yesterday under sim­
ilar circums·tances there were only one or 
two people who apparently wanted to 
talk, and by the time the question was 
asked there were 25 who stood on their 
feet, so that each one got a minute or at 
the most a minute and a quarter and I 
hope, really, prior to adopting the 10-
minute limitation a better estimate could 
be made as to the number of people who 
want to talk. I would hope that those of 
us who want to comment on, or contrib­
ute to, the debate would get at least 2 or 
3 minutes in which to express their views. 

Mr. HAYS. When I made the unani­
mous-consent request, if the gentleman 
will yield, I will say to the gentleman that 
there were three people standing and I 
meant the request to be for 15 minutes, 
5 minutes to Mr. FRENZEL, 5 minutes to 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio and 5 minutes to Mr. 
MoNAGAN, and then the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. GRoss) got up, and I do not 
know whether he wants to speak on the 
Macdonald of Massachusetts amendment 
or what. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I have not made up 
my mind as yet. It will take a little time 
to find out. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan­
imous consent that all debate on the 
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Macdonald of Massachusetts amendment 
cease in 15 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I have 

now made up my mind. I ask that my 
name be stricken from the list of those 
standing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The name of the 
gentleman from Iowa will be stricken. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Connecticut <Mr. MoNAGAN). 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup­
port the Macdonald amendment. 

I rise simply because I find myself in 
the position of gradually being prevented, 
as several of the other Members who 
have spoken have been, from presenting 
an amendment which I had hoped to 
present and which I had told the mem­
bership I would present. That is an 
amendment which would have limited 
the time for presidential campaigns to 
60 days. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my belief and has 
been for a long time that the time for 
these campaigns in this country of ours is 
ridiculously long. There are only two 
other nations in the world about which I 
know-the Philippines and Chile-which 
have campaigns that compare with ours 
in length. The average democratic coun­
try in the world, whether it be Israel or 
India, Canada or the United Kingdom, 
conducts a national campaign of about 
30 days and they present the issues ade­
quately. So, because of the phenomenal 
cost, because of area of diminishing re­
turns from expenditures and physical 
exercise which comes in every campaign 
and the resulting lack of communication 
between the candidates and the elector­
ate, the circus ft.apdoodle quality detracts 
from the importance and seriousness of 
the campaign. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a matter of 
restriction, it is not a matter of control; 
it is not a matter of censorship, but a 
matter of bringing some proportion into 
the campaign for the Presidency. I be­
lieve it could ultimately be extended, of 
course, it would seem to them that as an 
opening to Senatorial and House cam­
paigns this would be an appropriate place 
at which to start. 

I have filed a bill to accomplish this 
result and it is my hope that it will be 
reported favorably and that we may be 
able to do directly what we would be 
doing immediately by amendment here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
FRENZEL). 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the Committee, the Mac­
donald amendment in my opinion does 
drastic things to the bill which the gen­
tlemen from Ohio <Mr. BROWN) and I 
introduced in the nature of a substitute. 
Nevertheless, because of the bipartisan 
spirit in which the House worked yester­
day in attempting to develop a true com­
promise, an amendment that the Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle and all in­
terested parties, including the people of 
this country, could all live with and sup­
port, was adopted. 

I intend to vote for the Macdonald 
amendment. It is my hope that we can 
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continue in this same spirit to develop a 
piece of legislation of which we can all be 
proud and that can, in fact, become law. 

The gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
BROWN) and I introduced our bill to 
which he refers as the Brown-Frenzel 
bill, but which is correctly identified as 
the Frenzel-Brown bill, and now, lamen­
tably-perhaps fortuitously for the coun­
try, has become the Harvey substitute. 
We did not do this because we were 
against election reform, but, rather be­
cause we judged that this was the best 
we could do in order to get election 
reform. 

We already have congratulated the 
two chairmen and the two subcommittee 
chairmen of the two committees which 
produced these bills. We have sought to 
clarify the situation and to produce the 
best vehicle, the best coordinated, the 
best integrated vehicle that would give 
us honest reform for our Nation's elec­
tions. Our substitute amendment, the 
Harvey substitute, is one which we think 
closes all the loopholes and produces the 
best law. We did not think that the 
amalgamation of the Macdonald-Hays 
bills produced a usable, coordinated re­
form instrument. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I am willing 
to surrender my first choices, as has 
the gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
MACDONALD), in our joint effort to achieve 
reform. I urge that the Macdonald 
amendment be promptly adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
BENNETT). 

Mr. BENNET!'. Mr. Chairman, I sup­
port the efforts in the House of Repre­
sentatives today to bring about reform 
and modernization of our campaign 
finance laws. I congratulate the commit­
tees for bringing this legislation to the 
floor and I am hopeful a strong bill will 
be passed by the House of Representa­
tives. 

This debate is highly important be­
cause what is involved in the costs of get­
ting elected strikes at the base of demo­
cratic government. People who run for 
public offi.ce, especially for the highest 
offices in our land, should be required to 
disclose what and where they get funds 
and resources and how they expend them 
in running for office. The public has a 
right to know this if we are to maintain 
the integrity of our system. 

I have long been an advocate of strict 
reporting of campaign finances, and in­
troduced a bill, H.R. 1213, to establish the 
Federal Campaign Disclosure Act to limit 
and control spending by Federal candi­
dates, on January 22, 1971. I testified be­
fore the House Administration Commit­
tee on this bill. 

This legislation follows the model 
Florida elections law, known to Flo­
ridians as the "who gave it-who got it" 
law. The Federal Government should 
have such a law on the books for full 
disclosure, repealing the antique Federal 
Corrupt Practices Act of 1925. 

Will Rogers said years ago: 
Politics has got so expensive it takes a lot 

of money even to get beat with. 

In the 1968 presidential election the 
three contending parties spent a reported 

total of $100 million, up 67 percent over 
1964. This does not include contests for 
435 seats in the House of Representa­
tives, 34 senatorial seats, 21 governor­
ships, or local races. The total on all 
political spending in 1968, according to 
the Citizens Research Foundation, was 
$300 million, up 50 percent over 1964. 

The problem of campaign financing is 
not a new one. At the beginning of this 
century, Theodore Roosevelt, seeking to 
find a solution to high campaign costs, 
recommended that Congress provide "an 
appropriation for the proper and legiti­
mate expenses of each of the great na­
tional parties." During the 1920 presi­
dential campaign, the Democratic can­
didate, William Gibbs McAdoo, said: 

If the national government paid the ex­
penses of the national campaigns and spe­
cified the legitimate objects which expen­
ditures might be made, politics would be 
purified enormously. 

Today, the public is demanding that 
political spending and contributions be 
disclosed. A recent Gallup poll reported 
that 73 percent of the public favored a 
limit on campaign spending. 

The legislation before the House to­
day is an avenue to bring our Federal 
elections laws up to date so the public 
will have a better understanding of cam­
paign financing, thus a better under­
standing of representative democracy. I 
am hopeful that strengthening amend­
ments will make the bill even more re­
sponsive to the great needs for reform. 

It is my feeling that there should be 
full disclosure in the bill we pass, and 
that there be limits on contributions and 
expenditures by candidates and by in­
dividuals who contribute. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my belief that 
political broadcast advertising should 
ultimately be free to the qualified can­
didate; and that local broadcasting sta­
tions should be required to provide free 
time either as part of the license proce­
dure or recompensed by Government 
funds. My bill, H.R. 4086, the Political 
Broadcasting Spending Reform Act, 
which I testified for in the House Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce Committee 
would make fairer the use of the all im­
portant radio and television media for 
all candidates. It is this media advertis­
ing cost that has put political spending 
out of the realm of commonsense. The 
airwaves are owned by the public. It is in 
the public interest that political adver­
tising be free to candidates. Also, there 
should be minimum times placed on all 
political broadcasting advertising. Can­
didates should be allocated time in seg­
ments not less than 5 minutes in length. 

Money is the moral issue we are talk­
ing about. Knowledge of the expenditure 
and use of dollars to influence legisla­
tion and decisions and to elect individ­
uals to Federal office must be made open 
and available to the public and the news 
media. As President Eisenhower wrote in 
1967: 

If better laws, Vigorously enforced wlth 
pitiless publicity are needed-and they sure­
ly are--we must still remember the wise old 
axiom that government can be no better than 
the men who govern. As citizens with the 
priceless right of franchise, we must in­
sist upon the highest code of honor in pub­
lic 11!e. 



43374 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE November 30, 1971 

Mr. Chairman, the House can make 
a significant contribution to American 
democracy by passing a strong bill, with 
teeth, to modernize our Federal campaign 
finance law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in somewhat reluctant support of the 
Macdonald amendment to the Harvey 
substitute, once known as the Frenzel­
Brown and Brown-Frenzel bill. I say "re­
luctant" because I am not particularly 
happy with the action taken in regard to 
section 315 <a> of the Communications 
Act nor with the Hathaway amendment 
to section 103 (b) (2) of the Macdonald 
bill. But as has been indicated here, we 
are in the process of working out a com­
promise, and compromise is the only 
method by which we are going to get leg­
islation in this relatively touchy but very 
significant area. 

The gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
FRENZEL) and I introduced our bill-the 
Senate bill-in the hope that we could 
h ave a better and more substantial ve­
hicle than the two bills which sprang 

. f rom the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce and the Committee 
on House Administration. 

The Senate bill-our bill-passed the 
Senate by a bipartisan vote of 88 to 2. 
It has the tacit support of the White 
House, and the vocal support of the mi­
nority leader of the House, Mr. GERALD R. 
FoRD. We felt that it also encompassed 
most of the aspects of the bipartisan bill 
introduced earlier in the session by the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. ANDERSON) 
and the gentleman from Arizona <Mr. 
UDALL). The Senate bill had come to 
the House but had not been referred 
because the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce and the Commit­
tee on House Administration were in the 
process of developing bills of their own. 
So we introduced the Senate bill as our 
own, got it referred, and that made it 
possible for the Committee on Rules to 
make it in order as a substitute for the 
two bills that sprang from the two House 
committees. We think it is a better vehi­
cle as we introduced it, however, in ~he 
interest of trying to get a bill we are 
happy to support the Macdonald amend­
ment. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KEITH). 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Macdonald bill, and of 
the Brown-Frenzel bill. But I would like 
to point out, as the gentleman from Ohio 
has recently mentioned, that really this 
bill has been debated at length on the 
Senate side. It is not the Brown-Frenzel 
bill, it is the Senate bill and it has great 
merit. It broadens the base of our re-
form. It has enlarged the scope of our 
approach and we are better able to reach 
the abuses that need reform. 

The procedure the House has followed 
has been most responsive to the public 
and the political needs of the situation 
that confronts us. I particularly hope 
that the amendment which Senator 
ScoTT won on the Senate side will re­
main in the House version. It provides, 
as I mentioned in debate yesterday, that 

the regulatory agencies shall issue regu­
lations that will catch up with those 
candidates who run up large bills and 
then fail to pay them. The regulatory 
agencies, the ICC, the FCC and the CAB, 
will stop the practice which has left some 
Members of Congress, in effect, in debt 
to the airline and telephone companies 
who oftentime have legislation before 
committees on which they serve. 

The point of order that lay against 
my amendment yesterday will, I believe, 
no longer stand in the way of our effort 
to establish true reform in this respect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
HAYS). 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Massachusetts <Mr. MAcDoN­
ALD) to the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY). 

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

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 
So the amendment to the amendment 

in the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAYS TO THE 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
HARVEY 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. HARVEY). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAYs to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. HARVEY. On page 23, strike 
out Unes 19 and 20 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"(g) 'supervisory officer' means the Sec­
retary of the Senate with respect to candi­
dates for Senator; and the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives with respect to 
candidates for Representative in, or Dele­
gate or Resident Commissioner to. the Con­
gress of the United States; and the Comp­
troller General of the United States in any 
other case;" 

Page 25, line 21, strike out "Commdssian" 
and insert in Ueu thereof "supervisory 
officer". 

Page 26, beglnmng in Une 9, strtke out 
"Federal Elections Oom.m.ission" and insert 
in lieu thereof "appropriate supervisory 
officer". 

Page 26, line 13, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory officer". 

Page 27, line 6, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi-
cer". -

Page 27, line 11, strike out "Commission" 
and insert 1n lieu thereof "supervisory 
officer". 

Page 27, line 17, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory 
officer". 

Page 27, line 18, strike out "it" and insert 
in lieu thereof "he". 

Page 28, line 23, strike out "Commission" 
and insert 1n lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 29, beginning in line 1, strike out 
"Commission" and insert in lieu thereof 
"supervisory officer". 

Page 29, line 7, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in Ueu thereof "supervisory 
officer". 

Page 29, line 12, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "appropriate 
supervisory officer". 

Page 29, line 13, strike out "it" and insert 
in lieu thereof "him". 

Page 29, line 18, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 32, line 7, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in Ueu thereof "supervisory 
officer". 

Page 32, line 9, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory 
officer". 

Page 32, line 12, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 33, line 1, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory 
officer". 

Page 33, line 15, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory 
officer". 

Page 33, line 16, strike out "Commisslon" 
and insert in lleu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 33, line 23, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 34, line 23, stl'like out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Comptroller 
General of the United States" . 

Page 34, line 24, strike out "it" and insert 
in lieu thereof "he". 

Page 35, line 4, strike out "Commisslon" 
and insert 1n lieu thereof "superv1sory offi­
cer". 

Page 35, line 8, strike out "lt" and insert 
1n lieu thereof "him". 

Page 35, line 16, strike out "W' and insert 
in lieu thereof "him". 

Page 36, line 15, strike out "tt" and insert 
in lieu thereof "he". 

Page 36, line 21, strike out "it" and insert 
in lieu thereof "he". 

Page 37, line 5, strike out "lt" and insert 
in lieu thereof "he". 

Page 37, line 19, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 37, line 20, strike out "Commission" 
and insert 1n lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 37, line 21, strike out "it" and insert 
in lieu thereof "he". 

Page 37, line 25, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 39, line 11, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Page 39, line 16, strike out "Commission" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi-
cer". 

Page 39, line 18, strike out "it" and insert 
in lieu thereof "he". 

Page 40, strike out line 15 and all that 
follows down through page 43, line 20. 

Page 44, line 10, strike out "Comm.Lsslon" 
and insert in lieu thereof "supervisory offi­
cer". 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan­
imous consent that the further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with and 
that it be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. I will explain the balance of the 
amendment--the main thrust of the 
amendment has already been react 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 

Ohio <Mr. HAYs) is recognized. 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am de­

lighted to hear Mr. FRENZEL say now he 
wants a bill and that he is willing to work 
to get a bill, and compromise--because 
my understanding is that In committee 
he did not want any bill. 
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However, I am willing to work to get a 
good bill. I think probably whBit we are 
going to come out with is less than I had 
hoped for in the way of overall coverage. 

But I am a realist and this particular 
amendment goes to the commission set 
up in the Senate bill which it has been 
estimated to cost $10 million-and which 
you can bet will cost at least $20 million. 

Now this thing is going to be en­
forced-if there is any reporting at all­
it is going to be enforced by the press­
and by dissemination by other media. It 
is going to be enforced by them. You 
make a report and have it accessible­
and you can do that, the Clerk of the 
House tells me that he can handle all of 
these reports with two people additional 
and make it available to the press as they 
come in. They can broadcast any way 
they like exactly what was in your re­
portr-who contributed and who did not 
contribute; how much you spent, and for 
what-within the limits of the so-called 
Senate bill. 

I have a :fixation, you might call it. 
against unnecessary commissions, and I 
think this is another unnecessary com­
mission at which you are doing two 
things. I think you ought to listen to 
this because it affects every one of you 
perhaps more than any other piece of 
legislation you will have. Under the Sen­
ate bill you are transferring to the execu­
tive branch a part of the control over 
your election and to the courts the rest 
of it. If there is any validity in the sepa­
ration of powers, it is just as valid today 
as it was when the Constitution was writ­
ten, and for the life of me I can see no 
reason why we have to have a commis­
sion appointed to be run by the executive 
branch, which certainly is going to be 
subservient to the executive branch, to 
handle the presidential campaign and 
the Congress, and then in addition you 
have to report to the Federal court in 
your district. 

If that is not breaking down the sepa­
ration of powers, then I do not know. 

I would like to make another point. 
I do not know since when around this 
Chamber just what the other body does 
has become so sacred. I hear a lot of 
criticism of it. But I have heard over 
and over on this bill, "Well, the Senate 
passed it 88 to 2." Well, so what does 
that prove? They passed the Tonkin Gulf 
resolution 92 to 2 and now they are re­
pudiating it all over the place. So that 
does not prove anything to me except 
that they can be wrong, and sometimes 
are. And I think we ought to write our 
own bill on the fioor of this House and 
then we will go to conference with the 
Senate, and if there are good things in 
their bill, we will take them. and if they 
are not so good, we will reject them and 
come back here and let you approve or 
disapprove what we do. But I strongly 
suggest that this commission and Fed­
eral court approach is certainly the 
wrong way to go about it. 

I hope this amendment will be adopted 
1n case the substitute is approved. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strlke the requisite 
number of words. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, my feelings with respect to 
this amendment are, I must confess, 
somewhat ambivalent. I agree entirely 
and thoroughly, however, with the fun­
damental purpose of the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio, my chairman, in 
his assertion that the House should not 
accept the version set forth in the other 
body, which you will find beginning on 
page 23 of the Senate-passed legislation. 

In the bill of the other body the com­
mission is appointed by the President 
with the advice and consent of the Sen­
ate. I have proposed and have served no­
tice in the RECORD that I would offer an 
amendment subsequently to put the re­
porting in the GAO in circumstances un­
der which the President of the Senate 
would name two members, the Speaker 
of the House would name two members. 
and the President would name two mem­
bers; the seventh member would be the 
Comptroller General. It occurs to me 
that the amendment offered by the gen­
tleman from Ohio is at least-and I have 
no pride of authorship in mind-is at 
least a step in the right direction, and it 
is imperative that it either be accepted 
or, in the alternative, my amendment be 
adopted. 

In other words, the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. HAYS) 
is in the nature of a compromise, and 
although in all candor I do not think it 
is as good as the GAO amendment, it is 
indeed, and I am certain in fact, better 
than that which is embodied in the bill 
passed by the other body. 

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

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

Mr. HAYS. I will say to the gentleman 
that I would favor the GAO approach, 
and the gentleman knows that we dis­
cussed it in the committee. But the head 
of the General Accounting Office has 
sent a letter to the Speaker and others 
saying that he does not want to be 
charged with supervising the election of 
Members of the Congress. So my amend­
ment places the reporting of the House 
on the Clerk of the House. that of the 
Senate on the Secretary of the Senate. 
and for the President, on the Comptrol­
ler General, which is a compromise of 
sorts, I suppose. 

But it seems to me the way to do it. 
And, of course, all of these reports would 
be public property. Certainly I just do 
not think we ought to have the Federal 
court and a Presidentially appointed 
commission handling the reports by 
Members of the House. If this amend­
ment fails, I would certainly be in favor 
of something like the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I un­
derstand this. The chairman and I have 
discussed this matter. It is a fact that the 
Comptroller General who is, in fact, an 
employee of the House, has expressed an 
unwillingness to undertake this addi­
tional responsibility. That does not nec-
essarily persuade me, however, since he 
is an employee of ours and would, in fact, 
if given his duty, carry it out. 

My attitude at the moment is that al­
though the amendment by the gentle­
man from Ohio is not adequate, certainly 
it should be accepted, and I intend to 

support it, and if it is not adopted, I in­
tend to offer an alternative. 

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

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to read a portion of the Con­
stitution, and the gentleman referred to 
it just a moment ago, which says: 

Each House shall be the Sole Judge of the 
Elections, Returns and Qualifications o! its 
own Members, 

It says, "elections, returns and quali­
fications" and that to me covers the elec­
tion of and all the things pertaining to 
the election, so I do not see how we can 
give away authority to any other body or 
any other group to judge what our quali­
fications for office shall be and how me 
run our campaigns. We are the judges of 
that under the Constitution. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. The 
Senate-passed language is, in fact, of 
questionable constitutionality, because of 
the charge made in the Constitution 
which the gentleman just read. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend­
ment. Mr. Chairman, what the distin­
guished chairman of the House Commit­
tee on Administration is doing here is 
to reinstate his supervisory agent into 
the Harvey substitute, the late lamented 
Frenzel-Brown bill. What he does then 
is to put this law in charge of the super­
vision employees of the House and the 
Senate instead of an independent super­
visory agency as provided in the Harvey 
substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, this is tantamount to 
putting the fox in charge of the chicken 
coop. These people under the powers that 
remain as supervisory agents--and I re­
fer the Members to page 38-can go in 
and seek injunctions and restraining 
orders and so on. The employees of the 
House and the Senate are good and hon­
est and upright people. 

Nevertheless, they are inappropriate 
people to be judging how this bill-I hope 
this law-is going to operate. I think they 
will not be credible in the eyes of the 
public as simply judging how the Mem­
bers, you and I, each of us, is going to be 
campaigning under this law. 

I think it is absolutely essential that 
we have an independent agency, and I 
would agree with those who said that the 
substitute, the GAO compromise, which 
I hope will be offered, would be offered 
in the spirit of compromise. 

Mr. Chairman, as to the cost of this 
and as to the constitutionality, I think 
these questions can always be raised. In 
the area of elections and campaigns, 
everything we do has an element in it 
that may be violating some constitu­
tional right. I think there are many 
things in both these bills that may be of 
doubtful constitutionality. All we can do 
is go ahead in the best way we know how. 
However, there is nothing 1n the Harvey 
substitute, in the Frenzel-Brown bill. 
that gives away the right or authority of 
the House to be the judge of its own 
Members. There is a provision in the 
Hays bill, through which a State elected 
official can withhold certification of an 
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election if in his judgment the law has 
been violated. But, we do not give away 
this right in our substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge this 
amendment be defeated. If necessary, a 
substitute could be supported in the form 
suggested by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). 

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle­
man from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, in the first 
place, the gentleman said this commis­
sion could go into court and seek in­
junctions, and so on. I would suspect if 
this became law, we would have prac­
tically every election in the country tied 
up in the courts before and during and 
after the elections. I believe that is very 
dangerous. 

The point I wanted to make is that 
the gentleman and the gentleman from 
Ohio keep talking about the Frenzel­
Brown bill. I have not attached any title 
to any bill. Some people call one of them 
the Hays bill. 

I would say to the gentleman, if he 
has pride of authorship in this and wants 
to go down in history as author of the 
bill, if he will accept a few amendments 
to this bill and not try to get the Senate 
bill in toto, I might get around to the 
point where I would say, "All right, let 
us accept the substitute and get this 
thing over with." 

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. HAYS. I cannot agree to the Sen­

ate bill in toto, and I do not believe the 
House would agree to it. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I agree with the gen­
tlem•an, and have no interest in telling 
the House the Senate is the sole fount 
of wisdom. The chairman's interest in 
achieving a compromise is supported by 
me. I just do not support this one. 

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle­
man from Arizona. 

Mr. UDALL. I want to say the gentle­
man from Ohio has been very accom­
modating and very reasonable, and I am 
impressed by his desire to reach a com­
promise. I have the same misgivings the 
gentleman from New Jersey expressed 
about this amendment. I should like to 
clarify one part of it. 

One thing I liked about the proposal 
of the gentleman from Minnesota was, 
instead of having 900 reports in the base­
ment of the Longworth Building 10 days 
before the election, with the press and 
everybody else falling over each other, 
in addition one would be required to file 
a copy in the district court of the dis­
trict involved. 

I am not sure whether the gentleman's 
amendment deletes that provision. 

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman's amend­
ment does not delete that provision, but 
the gentleman is aware of another 
amendment which will be offered to de­
lete it, and the gentleman from Ohio in­
tends to support it. 

Mr. UDALL. I appreciate the informa­
tion. I personally am tom by this. It is 
a step in the right direction. 

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

Mr. Chairman, gentlemen and ladies, 
I rise to support the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio. I believe 
that in our effort to cultivate the favor 
perhaps of the media or probably com­
mon cause-! do not know just who it 
is--in that effort to cultivate that favor 
we are on the verge here of doing some­
thing which would wreak irremedial 
damage to the status of the Congress of 
the United States. 

Section 5 of article I of the Constitu­
tion provides that each House shall be 
the sole judge of the elections, returns 
and qualifications of its Members. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, in the light 
of that language, this House has neither 
the moral nor the legal right to delegate 
that responsibility to someone else. Most 
certainly it does not have the right, and 
I submit it does not have the constitu­
tional power, to delegate even a portion 
of that responsibility to the executive or 
to the judiciary. 

My colleagues, this is our problem. It 
is a problem of the House of Representa­
tives. It is our duty and our privilege to 
rise to meet this problem, to provide an 
answer which is suitable under the cir­
cumstances; and we can do it. 

The existing law may be faulty. It is 
faulty perhaps in the manner in which 
it requires reporting of contributions. 
Perhaps it does not require enough 
detail. But that can be remedied by the 
legislation we are drafting here today. 
We need a workable law. 

We need a workable law; we need one 
that meets the requirements of the 
1970's; but I have never heard any valid, 
serious criticism of the manner in which 
the Clerk of the House of Representa­
tives has exercised his legal duties under 
the existing law. True, he has not been 
reporting alleged violations. Why should 
he? The law does not say that he must 
do so. But he is the custodian of all of 
these records under existing law and, 
so far as I know, no one has ever criti­
cized the manner in which he has taken 
custody. He has made them available to 
anyone who might wish to see them, 
whether it be the press or the Attorney 
General, and I submit that we should not 
remove this responsibility from our own 
shoulders. 

Mr. HAYS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DANIELSON. Yes. I yield to the 

gentleman. 
Mr. HAYS. I point out that prosecu­

tion for violation would not be initiated, 
presumably, by a commission or the 
Clerk or anybody else except the Justice 
Department. 

Mr. DANIELSON. That is correct. 
Mr. HAYS. You can bet your bottom 

dollar whoever is the recipient of the re­
ports, if it is the press or the person's op­
ponent, who thinks he has violated the 
law, will go to the Justice Department. 
I have said time and time again any elec­
tion reporting law that is worth its salt 
is self-enforcing .We have a much tough­
er law than anything like this in Ohio, 
and I can testify that the people in Ohio 
scrupulously abide by the law. I do not 
know of a single one who does not file a 
complete and total report listing every 
expenditure with an amount of over $10 
that he has received. I have lived with 

that, and I can tell you if I ever violated 
it, I would have heard about it a long­
time ago. 

Mr. DANIELSON. I thank the gentle­
man. 

I submit to my colleagues that the 
President neither has any business in the 
affairs of this Congress, either directly or 
by appointment, nor should he even 
want to involve himself in our internal 
affairs. And that goes for both parties, 
because there is a way of changing the 
incumbent at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. 
I submit that this is our job, ladies and 
gentlemen. We should not avoid it. We 
ought to meet it ourselves. 

I support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. HAYS). 

Mr. STAGGERS. Will the gentleman 
yield tome? 

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gen­
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to agree 
and associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from California and say 
to this House that if we ever come to the 
position of saying that we are so dis­
honest that we cannot decide whether an 
election is fair or not then we have seen 
the end of democratic government. If we 
do not have a majority of the 435 Mem­
bers who can and will stand up and say 
that this is right or wrong, then God help 
America, and we have gone too far down 
the road. 

I agree with the gentleman in his 
statement. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Amen. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen­

tleman has expired. 
<By unanimous consent, at the request 

of Mr. BROWN of Michigan, Mr. DANIEL­
SON was allowed to proceed for 2 addi­
tional minutes.) 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gen­
tleman. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I have lis­
tened to the gentleman's constitutional 
arguments with great interest, and I 
think he states the law very clearly and 
correctly. However, I do not see the rele­
vance of his arguments to the bill in 
question. I do not believe he has tied the 
provisions in the substitute to his con­
stitutional arguments, because under the 
provisions of the substitute there is no 
authority to preclude one from running 
for office nor does it provide for enjoin­
ing the candidacy or election of anyone 
under any circumstances; it only pro­
vides for the enjoining of violations or 
further violations of campaign expendi­
ture limitations or other related acts cov­
ered by the bill. Would the gentleman 
try to make his constitutional arguments 
more relevant to the bill? 

Mr. DANIELSON. Surely. I will an­
swer the gentleman. 

First of all, I do not accept the as­
sumption that my argument is not rele­
vant. However, I will answer the ques­
tion of the gentleman. 

I would submit that neither the Con­
gress nor the executive nor the judiciary, 
none of the three separate branches of 
Government, has the right to do indi­
rectly that which it may not do directly. 
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To the extent that you allow the Presi­
dent to appoint this commission you are 
having his representative exercising 
some form of supervision over the inter­
nal affairs of the Congress of the United 
States and that, sir, is most relevant in 
my opinion. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gentle­
man yield? 

Mr. DANIELSON. Yes. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The Comptroller 
General is an officer of this body. Is that 
not the reverse of the case of the Presi­
dent having the power to exercise some 
control over this body-when you give 
the Comptroller authority to monitor 
presidential elections? 

Mr. DANIELSON. It is my understand­
ing that the Comptroller General is an 
employee of this Congress, but he is ap­
pointed by the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Why would he 
not make a good person or location to as­
sess propriety of elections of all Federal 
offices, then? 

Mr. DANIELSON. The function of the 
Comptroller General is to run the Gen­
eral Accounting Office. If we are going 
to keep him apolitical, nonpolitical, and 
keep him on the job of running the 
audits himself, we are going to have to 
proceed scrupulously in our affairs in or­
der to try to keep him out of the thickets 
of politics. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Are you refer­
ring to the Clerk of the House and the 
Secretary of the Senate as political 
offices? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, I move to strike the requisite num­
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, I certainly accept the injunc­
tion of the distinguished chairman of the 
House Administration Committee that 
there is no need to accept in every single 
detail in haec verba the language of the 
Senate bill. But out of due respect to the 
chairman I would hope that his amend­
ment to that bill would be defeated so we 
would have an opportunity under the 
procedures that prevail here this after­
noon to pass upon an amendment which 
in my opinion will answer his fears that 
the House is being shut out completely of 
the monitoring process through the 
establishment of a completely independ­
ent and presidentially appointed Com­
mission. I refer to an amendment which 
has been drafted which would provide 
for the appointment of a seven-man 
Commission, two to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representa­
tives--one from each party-giving the 
House the representation that it right­
fully should have in this process; two 
members appointed by the President of 
the Senate to represent that body; two 
members appointed by the President be­
cause after all it is his election that is 
going to be watched over as well; and, 
finally, the Comptroller General as the 
seventh member of that Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, some mention has been 
made of the fact that the Comptroller 
General has written some letters in which 
he has stated that he does not want this 
responsibility. 

I want to make this absolutely clear. 
Those letters were written in response to 
an earlier proposal that would have 
lodged all the supervisory authority and 
responsibility in the Comptroller General. 

Mr. Chairman, I spoke to Elmer Staats 
on the telephone at 11 o'clock this morn­
ing and described the kind of compro­
mise proposal that I have just outlined 
which would retain unto this House and 
the other body their rightful decisions 
which they would have to make with re­
spect to the naming of members. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the 
Members of the House that Mr. Staats 
told me and gave me authority to quote 
him on the fioor this afternoon that he 
would have no objection to that kind of 
procedure and that he thinks to the 
extent it would become a wholly sepa­
rate division of GAO, but an independent 
Commission which would give him the 
right and authority to delegate the nec­
essary operational forces that would be 
required to take over the monitoring of 
the various reports of the 435 different 
congressional districts, that this would 
be an acceptable compromise. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would urge 
the House to turn down the amendment 
which has been offered by the gentle­
man from Ohio so that we will have an 
opportunity to work our will on this 
proposal. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Yes; I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. When I talked about it to 
the Comptroller General, he certainly 
said he did not want the reports of Con­
gress which would overburden him. 

The second point is that the gentleman 
has all of these wonderful amendments 
in the name of reform but he has not 
done the courtesy to show them to the 
chairman of the committee. Had he done 
so, it is possible that we might have 
worked out something of a compromise, 
but since he did not, I am standing by 
my amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. In answer 
to the gentleman from Ohio, I would like 
to yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. The 
amendment to which my distinguished 
colleague has referred is the amendment 
proposed by me and put in the Record 
of November 17, 1971; is that correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. That is 
precisely the amendment I have in mind 
and the one on which I hope we will have 
an opportunity to vote this afternoon. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. UDALL. I would like to say to the 
gentleman from Illinois that I was 
pleased to help him develop the com­
promise amendment to which the gen­
tleman has referred and which was fur­
ther refined by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. THoMPSON) . In our opinion 
we thought it was a pretty good com-
promise. I still believe it is just that. 

Mr. Chairman, I am impressed with 
the gentleman from Ohio in his efforts 
to get a bill this year and the spirit of 
compromise which he has demonstrated. 
I am personally in complete agreement 

with my friend from Illinois and shall 
vote against the amendment in the hope 
that we will be able to get to the counter­
proposal which will be offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. THOMP­
soN) . However, the willingness of the 
gentleman from Ohio to yield a little on 
this point leads me to have some hope 
that in the conference, and undoubtedly 
the gentleman from Ohio will be one of 
the most important conferees, that, per­
haps, with the Senate having a far 
tougher version, we can have something 
worked out on which the gentleman from 
illinois and I can agree. 

I do agree that our proposal is far su­
perior. I am going to stand with my 
friend, the gentleman from Dlinois, but 
all is not lost even if the amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Let me say 
in conclusion, Mr. Chairman--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from illinois has expired. 

<On request of Mr. EvANs of Colorado, 
and by unanimous consent, Mr. ANDER­
soN of illinois was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. I will be 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Colorado. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair­
man, I have asked the gentleman from 
illinois to yield to me for the purpose of 
posing a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. In the event 
the amendment offered by the distin­
guished gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
HAYs) is defeated, will we then be in a 
position to entertain an amendment as 
described by the gentleman from illi­
nois (Mr. ANDERSON)? 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BoLLING). The 
Chair will reply to the gentleman from 
Colorado that the Chair cannot antici­
pate events precisely. If the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
HAYS) to this particular section is voted 
down, then another germane amendment 
to the particular area could be offered. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I thank the 
Chairman. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, if I have any time remaining let 
me say to the gentleman from Ohio that 
I regret any feeling that the gentleman 
has that there was any discourtesy to-. 
ward him. I had certrunly no intention 
to keep this matter a secret from the 
gentleman. I had assumed that since 
the matter had been in the CoNGREs­
SIONAL RECORD that the matter had been 
called to the gentleman's attention. I 
am truly sorry if it was not, because I 
think the gentleman from Ohio through­
out this debate has exhibited a reason­
able willingness to compromise on these 
issues, and I certainly salute the gentle­
man for it. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this matter was dis­
cussed extensively in the Committee on 
House Administration, and several alter­
natives were discussed. 

It is unfortunate that we are operating 
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here under a procedure which does not 
allow the consideration of an amend­
ment to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. HAYs) or sub­
stitutes to the Hays amendment, and 
that our only recourse, if we want to 
change what is in this amendment, is 
to vote it down and then consider some­
thing else. 

The compromise proposal that the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
THOMPSON) is prepared to offer I thought 
had been widely discussed. I thought it 
had been discussed with the Chairman. 
It has been in the REcoRD, and it does 
seem to me that it offers-

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I will yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio if I may proceed 
for just another minute. 

It does offer a compromise which goes 
to a problem that the amendment offered 
by the chairman, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. HAYs) does not meet, and that 
is the problem of public confidence. 

I believe that, if we adopt the idea of 
leaving the responsibility for oversight 
with the Clerk of the House and the Sec­
retary of the Senate, the American pub­
lic are going to say, "There they go 
again, no matter what is in the bill it is 
not going to do any good, they will take 
care of themselves, and this whole thing 
is a farce." 

So I would hope, and I say this 
reluctantly, because I have the greatest 
admiration for the way the chairman, 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HAYS) 
has managed this bill in committee and 
here on the floor, I would hope that this 
amendment would be voted down, so that 
we can then proceed to consider the 
adoption of the compromise amendment 
to be offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Now I will yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, there is one 
point that I would like to make, and that 
is the assumption that I read the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD in its entirety each 
day, please, nobody assume that any 
more, because I am sure that no one else 
in this body does. I would have to be 
thought the only one who spends his time 
this way. 

The second thing is that I have dis­
cussed this with the gentleman, and be­
tween us there is nothing personal in 
what I am about to say. When the gentle­
man talks about the American public 
saying, "There they go again," I think 
that he may be confusing the Washing­
ton Post and the New York Times for the 
American public, because what they say 
we have to do and what the American 
public says we have to do, as far as my 
interpretation of it goes, are two entirely 
different things. 

Mr. BINGHAM. My chairman is en­
titled to his view of the matter. I just do 
not agree with it. 

May I just say in conclusion that I 
would like to address myself to the ques­
tion whether the Congress is in some way 
passing on a responsibility which is its 
responsibility under the Constitution and 
that it has no right to do this, as was 
suggested by the gentleman from Cali­
fornia (Mr. DANIELSON). 

Surely the Congress can delegate its 
responsibilities in this regard to any of­
ficer. It can delegate them to a commis­
sion or to the Comptroller General. 

One proposal that was made in the 
committee, and I believe I made it, was 
that these supervisory responsibilities 
should all be given to the Comptroller 
General. 

A major difficulty with the tripartite 
approach contained in the Hays amend­
ment is that we may have different in­
terpretations of the same provisions com­
ing from the Secretary of the Senate, the 
Clerk of the House, and the Comptroller 
General. Surely it would be better to have 
a uniform procedure that would give the 
whole job of supervision to one office, 
whether it be the Comptroller General 
himself--or as I understood was going to 
be proposed by the gentleman from New 
Jersey-a commission, including repre­
sentatives of the Senate and of the House. 

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle­
man from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Does the gentleman 
agree with me that in none of these 
proposals, neither in the Senate bill nor 
in the proposal of Mr. THOMPSON, nor in 
the proposal of Mr. HAYS, is there any 
provision by which we give authority to 
any agency to determine who shall be 
seated? It seems to me all we do in all 
of those provisions is simply to give a 
certain authority to persons to keep 
records and to keep books and to receive 
information and report information. 

Ultimately, that information may re­
sult in a law suit. But the agency itself 
has no right to seat or not to seat any­
one, as I understand it. 

Mr. BINGHAM. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand 
the Hays bill provides that a certificate 
of election can be withheld by State 
Secretaries of State in certain cases. 
Would not that be a denial of a seat by 
someone outside the House of Repre­
sentatives? 

Mr. BINGHAM. We are talking now 
about an amendment to the Harvey sub­
stitute and the Harvey substitute con­
tains no such provision. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is correct. 
Mr. BINGHAM. So what the gentle­

man from Texas (Mr. EcKHARDT) said is 
quite correct, that there is no power in 
any officer to bar the seating of a Mem­
ber of the House or a Member of the 
Senate. 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, perhaps I, for one. am 
confused because I find that we are dis­
cussing a proposal by the gentleman 
from illinois that is not before us at this 
moment, relating to the supervisory ca-
pacity of the GAO and to the selection 
of members of a board between the Sen­
ate and the House of Representatives. 
That is not the issue before us at the 
moment. 

The issue before us is either first. that 
which is outlined in the Senate bill; or, 
second, that which is outlined by the 

gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HAYs) in his 
amendment. 

If we defeat the amendment by the 
gentleman from Ohio, we are presented 
with a commission. Now I think there is 
one thing to be said about Commissions 
and that is this. 

What this country does not need is 
one more Commission. A study by the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. MoNA­
GAN) indicates there are some 3,200 
Commissions in the country today which 
cost the taxpayers some $75 million a 
year. 

There is a Commission which was 
created in 1947 to create a Marine Me­
morial in Chicago. That Commission is 
still in existence and nothing was ever 
done. 

One of the worst things we can pos­
sibly do is to relegate the activities of 
the Members of this House to an inde­
pendent Commission appointed by a po­
litical individual-the President of the 
United States. 

Had the amendment--or had the sug­
gestion as recommended by the gentle­
man from lllinois (Mr. ANDERSON) been 
before us, I would take a different posi­
tion-but it is not and we face the possi­
bility, by defeating the amendment sug­
gested by the gentleman from Ohio of 
relegating our activity into the hands of 
a Presidentially appointed Commission. 

Let me tell you-it would be one big 
mistake. 

I would only submit one additional 
thought to the Members of the House-­
for 2 days I have been hearing a lot 
about the Senate bill and it makes sense 
to me, that the Senate passed a bill that 
was good for the Senate. We have to 
pass a bill which is equally as good for 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. PODELL. I yield to the distin­
guished Speaker. 

Mr. ALBERT. Which of the amend­
ments, the amendment already offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio or the amend­
ment that is proposed to be offered if his 
amendment is defeated, would give the 
conferees the greatest latitude in work­
ing this thing out? 

Mr. PODELL. I think the amendment 
introduced by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. HAYS) would. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PODELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Dlinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. I merely 
wanted to point out that in the lan­
guage of the bill H.R. 11280, which is the 
Frenzel-Brown bill, at page 35, there is in 
four or five paragraphs a specific list of 
the duties that would be required of this 
Commission. They are as follows: 

( 1) to develop and furnish to the person 
required by the provisions or this Act pre-
scribed forms for the making of the reports 
and statements required to be filed with it 
under this title; 

(2) to prepare. publish, and furnish to the 
person required to file such reports and 
statements a manual setting forth recom­
mended uniform methods of bookkeeping 
and reporting; 

(3) to develop a filing, coding. and cross­
indexing system consonant with the purposes 
of this title; 

And so on. 
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It is unfair to suggest to this House 
that we would have another Marine 
Commission that would sometimes sirt 
and vegetate somewhere without duties. 
The language of the bill makes it clear 
that this will be an active, hard-working 
commission during the period that the 
reports are coming in and are being mon­
itored. An investigation may be called 
for. I disapprove of the type of commis­
sions to which the gentleman has re­
ferred as much as does the gentleman 
from New York, commissions that sit 
around and do not do anything. But the 
proposed Commission simply is not that 
kind of commission we are talking about 
under the language of the bill. 

Mr. PODELL. Will the gentleman from 
Dlinois advise the House who, under the 
existing Senate bill, would appoint the 
members of the Commission? 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. I quite 
agree I do not like--

Mr. PODELL. Will the gentleman an­
swer the question? 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. The Presi­
dent would appoint the Commission. I am 
proposing that we vote down the amend­
ment so that we get a chance to work 
on another amendment which will give 
the House an opportunity to provide two 
members of the Commission. 

Mr. PODELL. Suppose that amendment 
is not adopted? Then you are back to the 
Commission. That is the problem. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from New York has expired. 

<On request of Mr. LATTA, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. PoDELL was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

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

Mr. PODELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. LATTA. I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio. I do not think Congress 
should shirk its constitutional responsi­
bility to be the judge of its own elections. 
Under the Constitution, Congress is to be 
the judge of its own elections not some 
commission as proposed in this bill. The 
Hays amendment is necessary if we are to 
carry out this proper constitutional func­
tion. Had the drafters of the Constitution 
meant that we should not police and 
judge our own elections, they would have 
given this responsibility to some other 
branch of the Government. Since they 
specifically gave it to the Congress, we 
should not pass it on to a commission or 
to some other agency. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. HAYs) to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
HARVEY). 

The question was taken; and on a divi­
sion (demanded by Mr. ANDERSON of Dli­
nois) there were--ayes 79, noes 52. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HANSEN OF IDAHO 

TO THE SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. HARVEY 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
I otfer an amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HANSEN of 

Ida.ho to the amendment in the nature of 
a. Substitute offered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 18, 
line 20, renumber section 205 as section 206 
and insert in lieu thereof a. new section 205, 
to read as follows: 

Section 610 of Title 18, United States Code, 
relating to contributions or expenditures by 
national banks, corporations, or labor orga.­
ni2'18.tions, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following paragraph: 

"As used ln this section, the phrase •con­
tribution or expenditure' shall include any 
direct or indirect payment, distribution, loan, 
advance, deposit, or gift of money, or any 
services, or anything of value to any candi­
date, campaign committee, or political party 
or organization, in connection with any 
election to any of the offices referred to in 
this section; but sha.ll not include communi­
cations by a. corporation to its stockholders 
and their fa.mllles or by a labor orga.niza.tion 
to its members and their families on any sub_ 
ject; non-partisan registration and get-out­
the-vote campaigns by a. corporation aimed 
at its stockholders and their families, or by 
a. labor orgniza.tion aimed at its members and 
their families; the establishment, adminis­
tration, and solicitation of contributions to 
a. separate segregated fund to be utilized for 
political purposes by a. corporation or labor 
organization; provided, that it shall be un­
lawful for such a. fund to make a. 'contribu­
tion or expenditure' by utllizing money or 
anything of value secured by physical force, 
job discrimination, financial reprlsa.ls, or the 
threat of force, job discrimination or finan­
cla.l reprisal; or by dues. fees or other monies 
required as a. condition of membership 'in a. 
labor organization or as a. condition of em­
ployment, or by monies obtained in any 
commercial transaction.' " 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
the purpose of my amendment is to 
codify the court decisions interpreting 
section 610 of title 18 of the United States 
Code, and to spell out in more detail what 
a labor union or corporation can or can­
not do in connection with a Federal 
election. 

The text of the amendment may be 
found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
Wednesday, November 17, 1971, at page 
41869. 

Section 610 of title 18, United States 
Code, prohibits the making of a contri­
bution or expenditure in connection with 
certain elections by a corporation or a 
labor union. The first part of my amend­
ment reinforces that prohibition and de­
fines the phrase "contribution or ex­
penditure" to include "any direct or in­
direct payment, distribution, loan, ad­
vance, deposit, or gift of money, or any 
services, or anything of value to any can­
didate, campaign committee, or political 
party or organization, in connection with 
any election to any of the o:tnces referred 
to in this section." 

The effect of this language is to carry 
out the basic intent of section 610, which 
is to prohibit the use of union or cor­
porate funds for active electioneering di­
rected at the general public on behalf of 
a candidate in a Federal election. This 
part of my amendment is identical to the 
first part of section 8 of H.R. 11060. 

Next, the amendment, in further de­
fining the phrase "contribution or ex­
penditure," draws a distinction between 
activities directed at the general public, 
which are prohibited, and communica­
tions by a corporation to its stockholders 
and their families, and by a labor or­
ganization to its members and their 

families, on any subject, which the courts 
have held is permitted. 

The amendment sets forth the limited 
circumstances where such communica­
tions are permitted in connection with 
an election. These include: 

( 1) non-partisan registration and get-out­
the-vote campaigns by a. corporation aimed 
at its stockholders and their families, or by a 
labor organization aimed at its members and 
their families. 

(2) the establishment, administration and 
solicitation of contributions to a separate 
segregated fund to be utmzed for political 
purposes by a corporation or labor organi­
zation. 

This fund must be separate from any 
union or corporate funds, and contribu­
tions must be voluntary. To insure that 
contributions are voluntary, the amend­
ment prohibits the use by the separate 
political fund of any money or anything 
of value obtained by the use or threat of 
force, job discrimination, or financial re­
prisal, or by dues or fees, or other moneys 
required as a condition of employment 
or membership in a labor organization, 
or by moneys obtained in any commercial 
transaction. 

The net effect of the amendment, 
therefore, is to tighten and clarify the 
provisions of section 610 of title 18, 
United States Code, and to codify the 
case law. It spells out more clearly the 
rules governing election activities that 
apply equally to labor unions and cor­
porations. While prohibiting abuses that 
involve activities directed at the general 
public, the amendment recognizes that 
the constitutional guarantee of free 
speech protects the right of labor organi­
zations and corporations to communicate 
with their own members or stockholders. 

Section 610 of title 18 of the United 
States Code makes it a criminal offense 
for a corporation or labor union to make 
a contribution or expenditure in con­
nection with any Federal election. The 
legislative history of section 610 dem­
onstrates that it was not Congress' in­
tent in passing this provision to com­
pletely exclude these organizations from 
the political arena. That history, as the 
Justice Department, which has the re­
sponsibility for enforcing the statute, has 
stated, shows instead that the purpose 
of section 610 is simply to insure that-

When a. union [or corporation] undertakes 
active electioneering on behalf of particular 
federal candidates and designed to reach the 
public at large, [the organization's] general 
funds ... may not be used (Brief for the 
United States in U.S. v. UAW, 352 U.S. 567). 

Corporate and labor political commu­
nications directed at members and stock­
holders, nonpartisan registration and 
get out the vote activities, and partisan 
electioneering directed at the general 
public financed by voluntary contribu­
tions, are all lawful. 

While these rules are well known to 
students of this area of the law the exact 
scope of section 610 is a matter of some 
mystery to the uninitated. This stems 
from the fact that the cryptic statutory 
language is of little help and a full under­
standing of the provision's meaning re­
quires a diligent study of the court cases 
and the legislative history. The result 
has been an undesirable confusion as to 
what section 610 actually provides. And 
this has led to numerous charges that the 
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law is defective, or that it is not being 
observed. Many of these charges stem 
from a lack of appreciation of what sec­
tion 610 actually provides. Others indi­
cate that there may well be instances in 
which corporations and unions seek to 
utilize the complex interrelationship be­
tween the statutory language and the 
gloss which had been put on that lan­
guage as a cover to obscure the fact that 
they are acting unlawfully. In either 
event the public confidence in the regula­
tion of Federal election financing suffers. 

Despite this lingertng confusion it has 
been 24 years since Congress last legis­
lated in this field. Section 8 of H.R. 11060, 
the so-called Crane amendment to the 
Hays' bill, attempts to break this legis­
lative logjam by adding a new final par­
agraph to section 610 defining the criti­
cal phrase "contribution and expendi­
ture" as used therein. 

Unfortunately, as often happens in 
dealing with a complex subject, the 
Crane amendment's definition tends to 
make the problem worse rather than 
solving it. For section 8 of H.R. 11060 can 
either be read as prohibiting all union 
or corporate activity financed by treas­
ury money that touches Federal elections 
in any way, or as continuing the limited 
permissions the 1947 Congress extended 
to corporations and unions with one ex­
ception-"get out the vote activities" 
which are presently permissible but 
which would be prohibited. In the name 
of providing legislative clarification it 
creates new confusion. The result is cer­
tain to be fresh uncertainty and a new 
round of litigation. 

While its execution is faulty the idea 
behind section 8 of H.R. 11060 is sound. 
Congress should set out in a clear statu­
tory form precisely what corporations 
and unions can and cannot do in the 
election area. And it is plainly proper to 
do so during the consideration of this 
overall attempt to modernize campaign 
regulation. But since section 8 does not 
in fact accomplish that goal I hereby 
offer my amendment, the aim of which 
is to perfect section 8, and by so doing 
to clarify the exact scope of section 610. 

Section 610 strikes a balance between 
organizational rights and the rights of 
those who wish to retain their sh&.rehold­
ing interest or membership status but 
who disagree with the majority's politi­
cal views. The balance presently obtain­
ing provides, in my judgment, an opti­
mum solution to the complex problem 
of accommodating these conflicting in­
terests. This solution is sound in theory 
as I shall show, has proved workable in 
practice, and has generated a broad bi­
partisan consensus in favor of continua­
tion of the present rules. For this reason 
my-amendment, with one exception, fol­
lows the present law. 

Analytically the proposal I offer has 
three component parts. Before turning to 
them, two preliminary points should be 
noted for the sake of completeness. At 
present section 610 does not, and under 
either this amendment or section 8 of 
H.R. 11060 it would not, cover corporate 
or union legislative activities. Lobbying 
is a separate field which has traditionally 
been, and should continue to be, regu­
lated separately. Indeed, while section 

610 discourages corporate political ac­
tion, the Internal Revenue Code, through 
the deductions allowed, encourages lob­
bying. In addition, at present section 610 
does not, and under either this amend­
ment or section 8 of H.R. 11060 would 
not, regulate corporate or union political 
activity in connection with State elec­
tions even though such activity, by rea­
son of such factors as the party system 
and the simultaneous running of Fed­
eral and State elections, may have some 
residual overlapping effect. For the 
power of the States to regulate their own 
elections is essential to a healthy Fed­
eral system. 

With these preliminaries to the side 
the first section of my amendment spells 
out in detail the point that corporations 
and unions may not use their treasury 
money-that is, the money a corporation 
secures from commercial transactions or 
a union secures from dues, initiation fees 
and similar exactions-either directly or 
indirectly to make any type of "contribu­
tion or expenditure in connection with 
any federal election." This prohibitory 
language follows that of section 8 of H.R. 
11060 word for word and it is plainly all­
encompassing. That is as it should be. 
For as I noted at the outset the basic 
purpose of section 610 is to prohibit ac­
tive electioneering by corporations and 
unions for Federal candidates directed at 
the public at large. There can be no doubt 
that this language accomplishes that end. 

Before going further, and to insure that 
the accepted not be confused with the 
necessary, it should be noted that this 
prohibition is the most far-reaching in 
the entire election law. While the regula­
tion of corporate and union political con­
tributions is based on a fear of the effects 
of aggregated wealth on politics these or­
ganizations are not the sole repositories 
of funds adequate to finance big money 
contributions. Yet Congress has never 
regulated the activities of legal, medical, 
or farm organizations, for example, nor 
has it placed comparable stringent limi­
tations on wealthy individuals. Indeed, if 
any of the proposals presently under con­
sideration by this body become law, only 
corporations, unions and political candi­
dates will be limited in the making of po­
litical contributions and expenditures. 

Thus, section 610 as it stands, and un­
der my proposal, represents a complete 
victory for those who believe that corpo­
rations and unions have no moral right to 
utilize their organizations' general funds 
for active public partisan politicking. It 
totally subordinates organizational in­
terests to individual interests. 

Recognizing that group interests must 
be given some play and that the interest 
of the minority is weakest when corpora­
tions and unions confine their activities 
to their own stockholders and members, 
the beneficial owners of these organi­
zations, the second subdivision of the 
amendment sets out three precisely de­
fined and limited permissions for corpo­
rate and union activity related to the po­
litical process. 

The courts, as well as other independ­
ent students of section 610 and its legis­
lative history, have concluded that the 
1947 Congress did not intend to prohibit 
corporations or unions from communi-

eating freely with their members and 
stockholders-see U.S. v. CIO, 335 U.S. 
106-from conducting nonpartisan regis­
tration and get out the vote campaigns, 
or from securing voluntary contributions 
made directly to the support of a labor­
or management - political organiza­
tion-93 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 6440, 
remarks of Senator Taft. 

Today, as 24 years ago, there is a broad 
consensus that these limited permissions 
are proper. For example, Senator DoMI­
NICK speaking on the floor of the other 
body on behalf of an amendment to sec­
tion 610 he had proposed, stated: 

If a member wishes to pay money volun­
tarily to a candidate or to a labor organiza­
tion fund for a candidate or even to a fund 
which the union will determine how it is to 
be spent, I have no objections ... A labor 
organization should be able to expend its 
funds on behalf of ... nonpartisan political 
activity such as voter registration or voter 
education on campaign issues ... {and) en­
dorsing a particular candidate in its normal 
union publications. This, I believe, is a legiti­
mate exercise of free speech, 117 Cong. Rec. 
page 29329 {Aug. 4, 1971). 

The compelling policy considerations 
supporting this consensus can be very 
succinctly stated. 

First, every organization should be al­
lowed to take the steps necessary for its 
growth and survival. There is, of course, 
no need to belabor the point that Gov­
ernment policies profoundly affect both 
business and labor. One need turn no 
further than the present economic stabi­
lization program for a compelling illus­
tration of the extent to which Federal 
policy is the critical detriment of cor­
porate and union health. If an organiza­
tion, whether it be the NAM, the AMA 
or the AFL-CIO, believes that certain 
candidates pose a threat to its well-being 
or the well-being of its members or 
stockholders, it should be able to get its 
views to those members or stockholders. 
As fiduciaries for their members and 
stockholders the officers of these institu­
tions have a duty to share their informed 
insights on all issues affecting their in­
stitution with their constituents. Both 
union members and stockholders have 
the right to expect this expert guidance. 
In determining where their self -interest 
lies they have no other comparable 
source of information. Indeed, as the Su­
preme Court stated in the CIO case, if 
Congress were to prohibit communica­
tions between an organization and its 
members concerning "danger or advan­
tage to their interests from the adoption 
of measures or the election to office of 
men, espousing such measures, the grav­
est doubt would arise in our minds as to 
its constitutionality." 

Second, it has also been recognized 
that it is proper to allow corporations 
and unions to conduct nonpartisan regis­
tration and get out the vote campaigns. 
Indeed, any other conclusion would have 
been contrary to the basic precept that 
the exercise of the franchise is not merely 
a political right but a civic duty. The 
health of our representative form of gov­
ernment requires that every possible step 
be taken to maximize the number of 
eligible voters who go to the polls. At­
tempts to restrict the number who vote 
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are inimical to the democratic precepts 
upon which the political process rests. 

Of course, such campaigns must be 
nonpartisan. Within the constraints set 
by an organization's resources which may 
require it to concentrate on particular 
areas where its members are most nu­
merous or where a race of particular im­
portance is to be held, it must make an 
effort to reach all those in the area and 
not merely those who will vote in a cer­
tain way. A failure to respect this lim­
itation would, of course, be a violation 
of section 610. 

It is not entirely clear to me, even after 
substantial study, as to whether the pres­
ent law requires such campaigns to be 
limited to members and stockholders. It 
is my judgment that they should be, and 
the amendment I propose insures that 
such a limitation would have to be ob­
served. The dividing line established by 
section 610 is between political activity 
directed at the general public in con­
nection with Federal elections which 
must be financed out of political dona­
tions and activities directed at members 
or stockholders which may be financed 
by general funds. As a matter of prin­
ciple this line of demarcation supports 
the proposed limitation and there is no 
consideration of which I am aware that 
requires an exception to the basic guid­
ing theory of this provision. 

Finally, there can be no doubt that 
union members or stockholders should 
have the right to set up specjal political 
action funds supported by voluntary do­
nations from which political "contribu­
tions and expenditures" can lawfully be 
made. As Senator Taft stated in his floor 
explanation of section 610: 

It [union members or stockholders] are 
asked to contribute directly ... to the sup­
port of a labor [or management] political or­
ganization, they know what their money is 
to be used for and presumably approve it. 
From such contribution the organization 
can spend all the money it wants to with 
r~spect to such matters. But the prohibition 
is against labor unions using their mem­
bers' dues for political purposes, which is 
exactly the same as the prohibition against 
a corporation using its stockholders' money 
for political purposes, and perhaps in viola­
tion of the wishes of many of its stock­
holders. 93 Cong. Rec. 6440 

For the underlying theory of section 
610 is that substantial general purpose 
treasuries should not be diverted to po­
litical purposes, both because of the effect 
on the political process of such aggre­
gated wealth and out of concern for the 
dissenting member or stockholder. Ob­
viously, neither of these considerations 
cuts against allowing voluntary political 
funds. For no one who objects to the or­
ganization's politics has to lend his sup­
port, and the money collected is that in­
tended by those who contribute to be 
used for political purposes and not 
money diverted from another source. 

The essential prerequisite for the 
validity of such political funds is that 
the contributions to them be voluntary. 
For that reason the final section of this 
amendment makes it a violation of sec­
tion 610 to use physical force, job dis­
crimination, financial reprisals or the 
threat thereof, in seeking contributions. 
This is intended to insure that a solicitor 
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for COPE or BIP AC cannot abuse his 
organizational authority in seeking polit­
ical contributions. Of course, nothing can 
completely erase some residual effects 
on this score, any more than the law can 
control the mental reaction of a busi­
nessman asked for a contribution by an 
individual who happens to be his banker, 
or of a farmer approached by the head 
of his local farm organization. The 
proper approach, and the one adopted 
here, is to provide the strong assurance 
that a refusal to contribute will not lead 
to reprisals and to leave the rest to the 
independence and good sense of each 
individual. 

As a further safeguard the proviso also 
makes it a violation for such a fund to 
make a contribution or expenditure 
from money collected as dues or other 
fees required as a condition of member­
ship or employment or obtained through 
commercial transactions. This insures 
that any money, service, or tangible 
item-such as a typewriter, Xerox 
machine, and so forth-provided to a 
candidate by such a fund must be 
financed by the voluntary politic~! don~­
tions it has collected. 

At the present time there is broad 
agreement as to the essence of the proper 
balance in regulating corporate and 
union political activity required by 
sound policy and the Constitution. It 
consists af a strong prohibition on the 
use of corporate and union treasury 
funds to reach the general public in sup­
port of, or opposition to, Federal candi­
dates and a limited permission to corpo­
rations and unions, allowing them to 
communicate freely with members and 
stockholders on any subject, to attempt 
to convince members and stockholders 
to register and vote, and to make politi­
cal contributions and expenditures 
financed by voluntary donations which 
have been kept in a separate segregated 
fund. This amendment writes that bal­
ance into clear and unequivocal statutory 
language. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HoLIFIELD) . The time of the gentleman 
from Idaho has expired. 

<On request of Mr. HAYs, and by unan­
imous consent, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho was 
allowed to proceed for 5 additional min­
utes.) 

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

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I am happy to 
yield to my chairman. 

Mr. HAYS. I want to say to the gen­
tleman I commend him for offering this 
amendment. I intend to support it. 

The gentleman has made a very clear 
and concise statement on the amend­
ment, but for the purpose of legislative 
history I should like to ask a couple of 
questions, if I may, to see if I under­
stand it as he does. 

The amendment would allow unions to 
conduct get-out-the-vote drives and reg­
istration drives from union funds? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Directed at the 
union members and their families only. 

Mr. HAYS. And the same for corpora­
tions and stockholders? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. That is cor­
rect. 

Mr. HAYS. Corporations only directed 
at stockholders? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Directed to­
ward stockholders and their families. 

Mr. HAYS. From voluntary funds un­
ions could spend the money any way 
they saw fit, within the law? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. That is cor­
rect, so long as the funds came in a 
truly voluntary manner and without the 
employment of the kinds of threats or 
reprisals or other methods that are pro­
hibited by this amendment. 

Mr. HAYS. I have one other question. 
As to corporations, would the gentle­
man's amendment prohibit voluntary 
contributions by members of corpora­
tions if they were reimbursed sub rosa? 
Does the gentleman understand? In 
other words, we will say that John Doe 
is vice president of X corporation, and 
that he gave $500 to a fund, and the cor­
poration then reimbursed him, say, with 
some kind of cover saying it was expenses 
or something. That would be prohibited 
if it were found out? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. That in my 
judgment would constitute a violation of 
law; in fact, a violation of law p,s it 
exists now, as an indirect payment. 

Mr. HAYS. I appreciate the ~ntle­
man's answer. I thought that was the 
way it was. It is done sometimes, I am 
sure, as I have heard. 

In other words, the money that is truly 
voluntarily contributed either by stock­
holders or officers of a corporation or by 
members of a union they can spend by 
contributing or any other way that is 
legal; is that correct? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. That is correct. 
Mr. HAYS. ~ thank the gentleman. 

Again I say I appreciate the gentleman's 
offering this amendment. It is substan­
tially what is in the law now. Everybody 
has lived with it for a long time. I in­
tend to support the amendment. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I am happy 
to yield to the distinguished minority 
leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. A moment 
ago the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. HAYS) 
asked this question, and I think this is 
the way he phrased it: If a corporate ex­
ecutive gave $500 to an individual candi­
date and then he was subsequently reim­
bursed by the corporation, was that il­
legal, and the gentleman from Idaho said 
it was. 

Now, if a union official gives a dona­
tion to an individual candidate and then 
he was subsequently reimbursed by the 
union, is that illegal? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I would inter­
pret that as also being clearly illegal. 

Mr. HAYS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Yes. I yield to 

the gentleman. 
Mr. HAYS. I agree, except I would say 

to the distinguished minority leader I 
do not think I said if the union reim­
bursed him, and that is what we are talk-
ing about-either the union reimbursing 
him sub rosa or the corporation reim­
bursing him sub rosa. Both would be 
illegal in my opinion and I believe in the 
opinion of the gentleman. I understood 
the gentleman to mean that. 
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I did mean to 

imply that. I will correct it in the RECORD, 
because I meant to place them on an 
equal basis. 

Mr. HAYS. I thought that was what 
the gentleman meant, and I asked the 
gentleman to yield to make it clear that 
that was what we all meant. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I will be glad 
to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. I want to 
join in commending the gentleman from 
Idaho <Mr. HANSEN) for submitting his 
amendment. I think he is trying to reach 
a problem area where there have been 
some serious abuses, and I think his 
amendment helps to meet the problem. 

Recently I read a statement from Mr. 
Lane Kirkland, the AFL-CIO treasurer, 
where he said: 

We have to carry our message to every 
American eligible to vote . . . and we have 
to make sure that every voter we can reach 
is registered and that they go to the polls. 

Under the gentleman's amendment 
that would not be possible, would it? 
They could not use union funds to go out 
and indiscriminately try to register the 
general public or engage in vote-getting 
activities with the general public but 
they are restricted to pursuing their ac­
tivities among their own union members 
and their families, which was stated in 
the case of the United States against 
UAW and Unittd States against CIO, 
where the court gets into the first amend­
ment considerations that have to be 
taken into account in considering the 
kind of limitations that can be placed on 
both unions and corporations. 

Does the gentleman feel that that is 
substantially the matter at issue? 

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

<By unanimous consent, at the request 
Of Mr. DELLENBACK, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Will the gentle­
manyield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I will be happy 
to yield to the gentleman, but may I first 
respond to the gentleman from illinois 
<Mr. ANDERSON) and his question. 

The gentleman interpreted my amend­
ment exactly as it is intended. As a mat­
ter of fact, the indication of plans to 
direct get-out-the-vote drives and regis­
tration drives in the general public fur­
ther prompted my bringing this amend­
ment to the floor. To make it absolutely 
clear that the activities directed at the 
public are prohibited and activities di­
rected at the membership are now pro­
tected. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. In the case 
of Uni ted States v. CIO, 335 U.S. 106, the 
court did say that if Congress were to 
prohibit communications between an 
organization and its members concerning 
"dangers or advantages to their interests 
from the adoption of measures or the 
election to office of men espousing such 
measures, the gravest doubts would arise 
in our minds as to its constitutionality." 

The gentleman's proposal does not 
seek to cross that constitutional line and 
prohibit communications from the union 
to their own membership. Is that correct? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, That is correct. 
I now yield to the gentleman from 

Oregon. 
Mr. DELLENBACK. I join in the com­

mendation of the gentleman in the well 
and also of the chairman of the com­
mittee, the gentleman from Ohio, for 
joining in the support of this amendment. 

May I ask as a general question, Mr. 
HANsEN, is it your intention by the way 
you have drafted the amendment to pro­
pose that corporations and unions be 
treated absolutely equally? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. That is correct. 
Mr. DELLENBACK. And, further, if a 

situation is proper for a corporation, it is 
also proper for a union and if it is proper 
for a union, then it is also proper for a 
corporation. 

I think it is extremely important that 
what you have here proposed is an 
amendment that seeks to bring about 
equity. I think it is important that a 
union be able to communicate with its 
members and do what the law already 
permits it to do, and likewise I feel it is 
important that a corporation be able to do 
that same thing with its stockholders. 

Mr. Chairman, I join in support of 
this particular amendment. It seems to 
me that it does work equity in what has 
been a very troublesome situation in the 
past. 

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

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I yield to the 
gentleman from Dlinois. 

Mr. CRANE. The concern I have with 
the gentleman's amendment deals with 
what I think is the nub of the issue under 
consideration, and that is the question 
of voluntarism versus compulsion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Idaho has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent <at the re­
quest of Mr. CRANE) Mr. HANSEN of Idaho 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen­
tleman will yield further. as I understand 
the gentleman's amendment, when he 
talks about permitting the unions or cor­
porations for that matter or national 
banks to be allowed to engage in not just 
"communications.. but "nonpartisan .. 
registration and get-out-the-vote cam­
paigns, in effect, this is negating the ef­
forts that I am sure the gentleman is try­
ing to make; namely, to prohibit invol­
untarily raised moneys from being used to 
support a candidate opposed by the indi­
viduals whose moneys may be involun­
tarily raised. 

I think tighter language is required to 
achieve that objective. Moreover, this 
position has been upheld by the courts in 
the past. 

In the case of Seay against McDonnell 
Douglas which happened in California, 
the courts took the position that: 

. . . The diversion of the employees' 
money from use for the purposes for which it 
was exacted damages them doubly. Its u t i­
lization to support candidates and causes the 
plaintiffs oppose renders them captive to the 
ideas, associations and causes espoused by 
others. At the same time it depletes their own 
funds and resources to the extent of the ex­
proporiation and renders them unable by 
these amount s to express their own convic­
tions, their own ideas, and support their own 
causes. 

This amendment does nothing to pro­
hibit that kind of abuse but, in fact, by 
its present language puts a specific stamp 
of approval on this continued abuse 
which has gone on for many years as we 
all well know. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I would not 
agree that that is the effect and purpose 
of the language of the amendment. 

Mr. CRANE. It might not be the pur­
pose of the amendment, but in my judg­
ment it is the effect of it. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. The gentleman 
is entitled to his own opinion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Idaho has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent <at the request 
of Mr. HAYS), Mr. HANSEN of Idaho was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional min­
utes.> 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I believe the ef­
fect and the purpose of the amendment 
is to circumscribe the kinds of activities 
that must of necessity be protected under 
the first amendment and which recog­
nize the right of the union or the corpo­
ration to communicate with the mem­
bers or its stockholders for get-out-the­
vote drives or voter registration and also 
to establish, administer, and solicit funds 
for a separate voluntary, political fund. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, would the 
gentleman yield for a question for a point 
of information? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Very briefly. 
Mr. CRANE. If I am a member of a 

union and I am forced to pay dues as a 
condition for employment, and these 
moneys go into treasury funds under the 
check-off system, would your amend­
ment permit them to be spent for voter 
registration and get-out-the-vote activ­
ities? If, as in the case of 1968, I was one 
of the 44 percent of union members who 
the polls indicated were opposed to the 
Democrat candidate for the Presidency, 
would not my union dues nevertheless 
be spent contrary to my interest and in 
a system where I am denied any redress 
of that grievance in the courts under the 
phasing of this particular amendment? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. The amend­
ment is designed to recognize the fact 
that a stockholder or a union member 
exists in two capacities: In his individ­
ual capacity with his own individual 
views and his capacity as a member of 
an organization that has interests as an 
organiZ'ation. 

The intent and the purpose of the 
amendment is to strike a balance between 
those interests. 

The political activities that are de­
signed to elect specific candidates must 
be financed out of a separate political 
fund. 

The funds administered by COPE are 
an example of such a separate political 
fund that is recognized both in my 
amendment and the so-called Crane 
amendment which is part of H.R. 11060, 
the Hays bill. 

The question of whether the expenses 
of an organization like COPE be paid for 
through voluntary money is often asked. 
Manv of COPE's activities, such as the 
preparation of voting records and state­
ments of the AFL-CIO's political posi­
tion, are directed at union members. 
These activities may be paid for by treas­
ury money. However, to the extent that 
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COPE incurs expenses by providing per­
sonnel to a candidate, or performing a 
service for a candidate, such as a mailing 
for him, or by giving a candidate tangible 
items for use in his campaign, such as 
typewriter, leaflets, and paper. Those 
items must be paid for by voluntary 
money. 

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

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, as I under­
stand it, this only covers whatever tran­
spires between the corporation and its 
stockholders and families and the union 
leaders and the union members. How­
ever, the union member himself is not 
restricted in his solicitation of registra­
tions or for voting, getting out the vote, is 
that right? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. No. The prohi­
bition is against the use of union funds. 

Mr. DENT. Right. 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. For anything 

other than communications directly 
dealing with the members and their 
families for these specific purposes. 

Mr. DENT. There will be a question 
asked later on by the chairman of the 
committee, so I will not ask the ques­
tion, except I will ask this: What about 
other organizations such as Chambers of 
Commerce, who are very active in this 
situation, they solicit beyond their 
leadership-! mean, beyond their mem­
bership. They raise funds through dues 
and they are in many instances very 
active in their efforts, especially in my 
district. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Of course, sec­
-tion 610 never did cover these kinds of 
organizations, farm organizations, medi­
cal organizations, and various other or­
ganizations that do become very active 
in political affairs. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Idaho has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. CRANE, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

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

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I yield to the 
gentleman from Dlinois. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, may I 
also have the attention of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania so that he might also 
be drawn into the colloquy? 

He made the suggestion that there is 
a parallel between what is under dis­
cussion here and the activities of cham­
bers of commerce. I submit that there 
is no parallel that can be drawn because 
we are talking about individuals who 
are in a situation where, as a condition 
of employment, they are compelled to 
join an organization. In addition to that 
they are compelled to pay dues to that 
organization. Their dues, in turn, have 
been used to support specific political 
candidates. As indicated earlier in the 
case of the 1968 election, at the national 
level; at least, these moneys were spent 
for a candidate who was not supported 
by 44 percent of the people who were 
locked into this kind of a situation. 

Mr. DENT. You fail to recognize you 
do not have to become a stockholder by 

any pressure, and yet you have corpora­
tions and medical societies who have 
spent money on particular issues along 
a particular line. 

Mr. CRANE. That is not an involun­
tary association. I am saying that in 
those cases where a man must join and 
pay these assessments as a condition of 
employment, and that is 85 percent of 
the members of organized labor today, 
who have to join a union as a condition 
of employment, and pay union dues, this 
seems to me to be an outrageous situa­
tion, a violation of the constitutional 
rights of these individuals, and a denial 
of their freedom of choice. 

Mr. DENT. That is against the law 
now. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. May I say in 
response to the gentleman this does not 
reac'h organizations such as the cham­
bers of commerce, and it does prohibit 
the use of funds of a union or a corpora­
tion to support a specific political candi­
date. That is now prohibited, and that 
prohibition is reinforced under the lan­
guage of this amendment. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman has used the 
term, the general term "corporation" in 
this section, and is the gentleman re­
ferring to a business or stock corporation, 
and in no sense a foundation which may 
be incorporated under the laws of the 
state, and engaged in voter registration 
activities? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. The term "cor­
poration," as used in the amendment, is 
the same corporation as used in the origi­
nal law enaoted back in 1947, so that 
there is no change with respect to the 
category of corporations that come with­
in the scope of the provision. 

Mr. FISH. This is a business corpora­
tion--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Idaho has again expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all I would like 
to commend the distinguished gentleman 
from Idaho for the development and for 
the offering of this amendment. 

Some of the colloquies we have heard 
exhibit rather dramatically, I think, the 
lack of specific knowledge of the effect 
of section 610, title xvm, United States 
Code which this would clarify, which 
makes it a criminal offense for a corpo­
ration or a labor union to make contribu­
tions and expenditures in connection 
with a Federal election. 

Section 610 of title XVlli of the United 
States Code makes it a criminal offense 
for a corporation or labor union "to make 
a contribution or expenditure in connec­
tion with any-Federal-election." The 
legislative history of section 610 demon­
strates that it was not Congress intent 
in passing this provision to completely 
exclude these organizations from the po­
litical arena. That history as the Justice 
Department, which has the responsibility 
for enforcing the statute, has stated, 
shows instead that the purpose of sec­
tion 610 is simply to insure that "when 
a union-or corporation-undertakes ac-

tive electioneering on behalf of particu­
lar Federal candidates and designed to 
reach the public as large-the organiza­
tion's--general funds-may not be 
used"-brief for the United States v. 
UAW, 352 U.S. 567. Corporate and labor 
political communications directed at 
members and stockholders, nonpartisan 
registration and get out the vote acti vi­
ties, and partisan electioneering directed 
at the general public financed by volun­
tary contributions, are all lawful. 

While these rules are well known to 
students of this area of the law the exact 
scope of section 610 is a matter of some 
mystery to the uninitiated. This stems 
from the fact that the cryptic statutory 
language is of little help and a full un­
derstanding of the provision's meaning 
requires a diligent study of the court 
cases and the legislative history. There­
sult has been an undesirable confusion 
as to what section 610 actually provides. 
And this has led to numerous charges 
that the law is defective, or that it is 
not being observed. Many of these 
charges stem from a lack of appreciation 
of what section 610 actually provides. 
Others indicate that there may well be 
instances in which corporations and un­
ions seek to utilize the complex inter­
relationship between the statutory lan­
guage and the gloss which has been put 
on that language as a cover to obscure 
the fact that they are acting unlaw­
fully. In either event the public confi­
dence in the regulation of Federal elec­
tion financing suffers. 

Despite this lingering confusion it has 
been 24 years since Congress last legis­
lated in this field. Section 8 of H.R. 11060, 
the so-called Crane amendment to the 
Hays bill, attempts te break this legis­
lative logjam by adding a new final para­
graph to section 610, defining the critical 
phrase "contribution and expenditure" 
as used therein. 

Unfortunately, as often happens in 
dealing with a complex subject, the 
Crane amendment's definition tends to 
make the problem worse rather than 
solving it. For section 8 of H.R. 11060 can 
either be read as prohibiting all union 
or corporate activity financed by Treas­
ury money that touches Federal elec­
tions in any way, or as continuing the 
limited permissions the 1947 Congress 
extended to corporations and unions with 
one exception-"get out the vote activ­
ities" which are presently permissible 
but which would be prohibited. In the 
name of providing legislative clarifica­
tion it creates new confusion. The re­
sult is certain to be fresh uncertainty 
and a new round of litigation. 

While its execution is faulty the idea 
behind section 8 of H.R. 11060 is sound. 
Congress should set out in a clear statu­
tory form precisely what corporations 
and unions can and cannot do in the elec­
tion area. And it is plainly proper to do 
so during the consideration of this over­
all attempt to modernize campaign reg­
ulation. But since section 8 does not in 
fact accomplish that goal Mr. HANSEN 
offers his amendment, the aim of which 
is to perfect section 8, and by so doing to 
clarify the exact scope of section 610. 

Section 610 strikes a balance between 
organizational rights and the rights of 
those who wish to retain their share-
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holding interest or membership status 
but who disagree with the majority's 
politioal views. The balance presently ob­
taining provides, in my judgment, an 
optimum solution to the complex problem 
of accommodating these conflicting in­
terests. This solution is sound in theory 
as I shall show, has proved workable in 
practice, and has generated a broad bi­
partisan consensus in favor of continua­
tion of the present rules. For this rea­
son Mr. HANSEN's amendment, with one 
exception, follows the present law. 

Analytically the proposal has three 
component parts. First, it spells out in 
detail the point that corporations and 
unions may not use their treasury 
money-that is, the money a corporation 
secures from commercial tra.JlSiactions or 
a union secures from dues, initiation fees, 
and similar exactions-either directly or 
indirectly, to make any type of "con­
tribution or expenditure in connection 
with any Federal election.'' This prohibi­
tory language follows that of section 8 
of H.R. 11060 word for word and it is 
plainly all-encompassing. That is as it 
should be. For as I noted at the outset 
the basic purpose of section 610 to pro­
hibit active electioneering by corpora­
tions and unions for Federal candidates 
directed at the public at large. There can 
be no doubt that this language accom­
plishes that end. 

Before going further, and to insure 
that the accepted not be confused with 
the necessary, it should be noted that 
this prohibition is the most far reaching 
in the entire election law. While the reg­
ulation of corporate and union political 
contributions is based on a fear of the 
effects of aggregated wealth on politics 
these organizatioiJ.s are not the sole re­
positories of funds adequate to finance 
"big money" contributions. Yet Congress 
has never regulated the activities of 
legal, medical, or farm organizations, for 
example, nor has it placed comparable 
stringent limitations on wealthy individ­
uals. Indeed, if any of the proposals 
presently under consideration by this 
body become law, only corporations, 
unions, and political candidates will be 
limited in the making of political con­
tributions and expenditures. Thus sec­
tion 610 as it stands, and under the 
Hausen proposal, represents a complete 
victory for those who believe that cor­
porations and unions have no moral 
right to utilize their organizations' gen­
eral funds for active public partisan pol­
iticking. It totally subordinates organiza­
tional interests to individual interests. 

The second subdivision of the amend­
ment sets out three precisely defined and 
limited permissions for corporate and 
union activity related to the political 
process. 

The courts, as well as other independ­
ent students of section 610 and its legis­
lative history, have concluded that the 
1947 Congress did not intend to pro­
hibit corporations or unions from com­
municating freely with their members 
and stockholders--see United States v. 
CIO, 335 U.S. 106-from conducting non­
partisan registration and get out the vote 
campaigns, or from securing voluntary 
contributions "made directly to the sup­
port of a labor-or management--po-

litical organization"-93 CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD 6440, Remarks of Senator TAFT. 

Today, as 24 years ago, there is a broad 
consensus that these limited permis­
sions are proper. For example, Senator 
DoMINICK speaking on the :floor of the 
other body on behalf of an amendment 
to section 610 he had proposed, stated: 

If a member wishes to pay money volun­
tarily to a candidate or tc a labor organiza­
tion fund for a candidate or even to a fund 
which the union will determine how lot is to 
be spent, I have no objections ... A labor 
organization should be able to expend its 
funds on behalf of ... nonpartisan political 
activity such as voter registration or voter 
education on campaign issues ... (and) en­
dorsing a particular candidate in its normal 
union publications. This, I believe, is a le­
gitimate exercise of free speech. 

The compelling policy considerations 
supporting this consensus can be very 
succinctly stated. 

First, every organization should be al­
lowed to take the steps necessary for its 
growth and survival. There is, of course, 
no need to belabor the point that Gov­
ernment policies profoundly affect both 
business and labor. One need tum no 
further than the present economic stabil­
ization program for a compelling illus­
tration of the extent to which Federal 
policy is the critical detriment of corpo­
rate and union health. If an organiza­
tion, whether it be the NAM, the AMA or 
the AFL-CIO, believes that certain can­
didates pose a threat to its well-being or 
the well-being of its members or stock 
holders it should be able to get its views 
to those members or stockholders. As fi­
duciaries for their members and stock­
holders the officers of these institutions 
have a duty to share their informed in­
sights on all issues affecting their insti­
tution with their constituents. Bothun­
ion members and stockholders have the 
right to expect this expert guidance. In 
determining where their self-interest 
lies they have no other comparable 
source of information. Indeed, as the Su­
preme Court stated in the CIO case, if 
Congress were to prohibit communica­
tions between an organization and its 
members concerning "danger or advan­
tage to their interests from the adoption 
of measures or the election to office of 
men, espousing such measures, the grav­
est doubt would arise in our minds as to 
its constitutionality.'' 

Second, it has also been recognized 
that it is proper to allow corporations 
and unions to conduct nonpartisan reg­
istration and get out the vote campaigns. 
Indeed, any other conclusion would have 
been contrary to the basic precept that 
the exercise of the franchise is not merely 
a political right but a civic duty. The 
health of our representative form of gov­
ernment requires that every possible 
step be taken to maximize the number 
of eligible voters who go to the polls. 
Attempts to restrict the number who 
vote are inimical to the democratic pre­
cepts upon which the political process 
rests. 

Of course, such campaigns must be 
nonpartisan. Within the constraints set 
by an organization's resources which 
may require it to concentrate on par­
ticular areas where its members are most 
numerous or where a race of particular 

importance is to be held, it must make 
an effort to reach all those in the area 
and not merely those who will vote in a 
certain way. A failure to respect this lim­
itation would, of course, be a violation 
of section 610. 

It is not entirely clear to me, even after 
substantial study, as to whether the 
present law requires such campaigns to 
be limited to members and stockholders. 
It is my judgment that they should be, 
and the amendment Mr. HANSEN pro­
poses insures that such a limitation 
would have to be observed. The dividing 
line established by section 610 is between 
political activity directed at the gen­
eral public in connection with Federal 
elections which must be financed out of 
political donations and activities di­
rected at members or stockholders which 
may be financed by general funds. As a 
matter of principle this line of demarca­
tion supports the proposed limitation and 
there is no consideration of which I am 
aware that requires an exception to the 
basic guiding theory of this provision. 

Finally, there can be no doubt that 
union members or stockholders should 
have the right to set up special political 
action funds supported by voluntary do­
nations from which political "contribu­
tions and expenditures" can lawfully be 
made. As Senator TAFT stated in his :floor 
explanation of section 610: 

If [union members or stockholders] are 
asked to contribute directly • • • to the sup­
port of a labor [or management] political 
organization, they know what their money 
is to be used for and presumably approve 
it. From such contribution the organization 
can spend all the money it wants to with 
respect to such matters. But the prohibition 
is against labor unions using their mem­
bers' dues for political purposes, which is 
exactly the same as the prohibition against 
a corporation using its stockholders' money 
for political purposes, and perhaps in vio­
lation of the wishes of many of its stock­
holders. 93 Cong. Rec. 6440. 

For the underlying theory of section 
610 is that substantial general purpose 
treasuries should not be diverted to polit­
ical purposes, both because of the effect 
on the political process of such aggre­
gated wealth and out of concern for the 
dissenting member or stockholder. Obvi­
ously, neither of these considerations cuts 
against allowing voluntary political 
funds. For no one who objects to the 
organization's politics has to lend his sup­
port, and the money collected is that 
intended by those who contribute to be 
used for political purposes and not money 
diverted from another source. 

The essential prerequisite for the va­
lidity of such political funds is that the 
contributions to them be voluntary. For 
that reason the final section of this 
amendment makes it a violation of sec­
tion 610 to use physical force, job discrim-
ination, or the threat thereof, in seeking 
contributions. This is intended to in­
sure that a solicitor for COPE or BIPAC 
cannot abuse his organizational author­
ity in seeking political contributions. Of 
course, nothing can completely erase 
some residual effects on this score, any 
more than the law can control the mental 
reaction of a businessman asked for a 
contribution by an individual who hap­
pens to be his banker, or of a farmer 
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approached by the head of his local farm 
organization. The proper approach, and 
the one adopted here, is to provide the 
strong assurance that a refusal to con­
tribute will not lead to reprisals and to 
leave the rest to the independence and 
good sense of each individual. 

As a further safeguard the proviso also 
makes it a violation to transfer to such 
a fund money collected as dues or other 
fees required as a condition of member­
ship or employment or obtained through 
commercial transactions. This insures 
that only moneys specifically intended by 
the donor to be utilized for political pur­
poses will be available for union or cor­
porate political "contributions and ex­
penditures." 

At the present time there is broad 
agreement as to the essence of the proper 
balance in regulating corporate and 
union political activity required by sound 
policy and the Constitution. It consists of 
a strong prohibition on the use of cor­
porate and union treasury funds to reach 
the general public in support of, or op­
position to, Federal candidates and a 
limited permission to corporations and 
unions, allowing them to communicate 
freely with members and stockholders on 
any subject, to attempt to convince mem­
bers and stockholders to register and 
vote, and to make political "contribu­
tions and expenditures" financed by 
voluntary donations which have been 
kept in a separate segregated fund. This 
amednment writes that balance into 
clear and unequivocal statutory language. 

What the gentleman's amendment will 
do is simple. It, in effect, incorporates 
the case law into existing statutory 
law and would allow within a very limited 
area already existing in the law the ex­
penditure of certain treasury moneys or 
corporate moneys for the sole purpose of 
reaching either union members or stock­
holders in the corporations--and no one 
else outside of that very specific purpose 
of reaching the voters or drives for get­
ting out the votes. 

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

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

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the gentleman from New Jersey 
for his statement and the gentleman 
from Idaho for his amendment. 

I like the spirit that I see here this 
afternoon and I am beginning to believe 
that we can get a strong, workable, and 
sensible bill. 

We have had a bipartisan spirit evi­
denced on this amendment and the gen­
tleman from Ohio says that he will ac­
cept it. A number of distinguished Re­
publicans in this House have said they 
can live with this and that they agree 
with the spirit and the purpose of this 
amendment. 

I hope that we shall not here today 
try to load this bill down with all kinds 
of peripheral, emotional, and divisive ele­
ments that are not really essential to 
campaign finance reform. This is a bi­
partisan amendment. The amendment 
would merely clear up confusion in exist­
ing law. The trouble with existing law is 
not the way it is written but the way it 
has been observed. We would make clear 

in the history here that we will have a 
new day, that labor unions and corpora­
tions-

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from New Jersey has expired. 

(On request of Mr. UDALL, and by unan­
imous consent, Mr. THOMPSON of New 
Jersey was allowed to proceed for 1 addi­
tional minute.) 

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

Mr. UDALL. We have made it very 
clear that labor unions and corporations 
are no longer going to be able to play 
unfair games, but that there is a limited 
role for labor unions and corporations in 
the political process, and that such roles, 
however, are limited to their stock­
holders, limited to their members. We 
need the kinds of registration and get­
out-the-vote activities that are author­
ized under the amendment. I hope that 
the gentleman's amendment will be sup­
ported in a bipartisan fashion. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I 
might say to the gentleman from Arizona 
that the purport of the amendment is 
limited to corporations and to labor 
unions anc£ not to other organi7.ations, 
which obviously operate under their first 
amendment rights, which exist anyway. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I risf' in 
support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized. 

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

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas for the purpose of a&king a 
question. 

Mr. CABELL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I would like to direct this 
question to the gentleman from Idaho, 
the author of the amendment. In the 
case of corporations and with relation 
to registration drives, nonpartisan, get­
out-the-vote drives, if a bank president 
should authorize, for the purpose of such 
registration, one of its clerks or deputies 
to set up a desk in the lobby of a bank to 
encourage such a drive on strictly a non­
partisan basis, would that be in violation 
of the law under the terms of your 
amendment? They have done that quite 
often, as I am sure the gentleman knows. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. If the gentle­
man will yield, I would not interpret that 
activity, which I understand the gentle­
man's question to be directed toward--

Mr. CABELL. This is for the benefit 
of the general public. It does not neces­
sarily go to the stockholders or the em­
ployees of the bank. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Then it would 
not be permitted under the language of 
the amendment. 

Mr. CABELL. That was the observa­
tion that I made. I raise this question be­
cause those are very valuable adjuncts 
in all walks of business life in encourag­
ing registration and where no other ef­
fort is made, merely to impress upon 
those contacted their obligation to regis­
ter and exercise their vote. 

Mr. HAYS. I am afraid I disagree with 
my friend from Idaho about this because 
it seems to me under the scope of his 
amendment if the bank, which is a cor­
poration, is using its place of business 

and its employees to register voters, then 
I think under the gentleman's amend­
ment it would be prohibited as much as 
a labor union would be prohibited from 
using its place of business and its em­
ployees to register the general public. Do 
you agree? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. The gentleman 
has not disagreed with me. That is the 
view I expressed. 

Mr. HAYS. Then it would be pro­
hibited. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. It would be 
prohibited. 

Mr. CABELL. If the gentleman will 
yield further, does the gentleman in the 
well believe that is consistent with good 
citizenship, to make it impossible for 
labor unions or corporate entities, as far 
as that goes, to exercise their duties and 
responsibilities of citizenship in register­
ing voters and encouraging them to vote? 

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman from Ohio 
can only say in reply that if I were writ­
ing the amendment, I would make it 
broader than it is. But the gentleman 
from Ohio is also a realist and he believes 
that this is probably as broad an amend­
ment as we can get through. Therefore 
he is supporting the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Idaho. 

Mr. CABELL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I hope the amendment is 
defeated. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I had a 
question I wanted to ask the authors of 
the bill. I do not see either one of them 
present in the Chamber at the moment. 
Perhaps I can defer the question to a 
later point in the debate. But since we are 
talking about corporations, I would call 
your attention to the language on page 
14 of the so-called Senate substitute, line 
15, which says--
" (e) 'con.trlbwtlon' mean.s--

"!1) a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or 
deposit of mon~y or anything of value (ex­
cept a loan of money by a national or St;a.te 
bank made in accordance with the applicable 
banking laws and regulations and in the 
ordinary course of business) , 

I wish to speak to this section, because 
this was in the bill that was reported out 
of the House Administration Committee, 
and it was an amendment I offered in 
the committee ~ecause of a fracas we had 
in Ohio last year, in which an attempt 
was made to prosecute the Republican 
candidate for Governor because he ob­
tained a loan for $10,000 from a national 
bank. It just so happens that if thee-en­
tleman in question, the Republican nom­
inee, had come to the bank of which I am 
chairman and asked for a $10,000 loan on 
his financial statement, we would have 
granted it to him, because he certainly 
was a good risk. 

I do not think that it was very smart 
of my party or anybody else to raise this 
as an issue. But at the time the law was 
completely unclear and seemed to and 
probably did prohibit such a loan. I do 
not think a candidate for omce who has 
a net worth of $100,000 or $200,000, who 
might not want to sell some equity he has 
to pay, perhaps, for his hotel bills and 
gasoline for the campaign, should be pro­
hibited from borrowing the money, and I 
am delighted to see this particular section 
is in the bill. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HAYS was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I thought 
I would call this to the attention of the 
membership and try to make a little 
legislative history here. The gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. DEVINE), the ranking 
minority member, is aware of the con­
troversy we had in Ohio. I would like to 
ask the gentleman if he thinks, in his 
opinion, this language would clarify that 
to the point where this would not happen 
under similar cireumsta.nces. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I agree with the 
gentleman from Ohio it does clarify and 
it would avoid such a situation as did 
develop in our state during the last 
campaign. 

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment that has been offered, 
because I think it has some egregious 
deficiencies. The proposed amendment 
would, in my judgment, allow labor 
unions and corporations to make expend­
itures for political activities which un­
der a strict reading of the language of 
title 18 United States Code, section 610 
are now prohibited. 

Expenditures by corporations in con­
nection with Federal elections have been 
:flatly prohibited since the original Cor­
rupt Practices Act was adopted in 1925. 
This prohibition was extended to labor 
unions in 1947 for the purpose: first, of 
reducing the undue and disproportionate 
influence of unions on Federal elections; 
second, preserving the integrity of such 
elections for the use of aggregated wealth 
by union as well as corporate entities; 
and third, to protect union members 
holding political views contrary to those 
supported by the union from use of their 
membership dues to promote acceptance 
of those opposing views. 

The amendment proposed by the 
gentleman from Idaho (Mr. HANSEN) 
would create a large and very significant 
loophole which would legalize broad­
scale union political action-which is 
now prohibited-and undermine what­
ever protection the law now seeks to give 
rank and :file union members against 
political use of their dues money. 

The Hansen amendment would rede­
fine the phrase "contribution or expendi­
ture" as used in section 610 as not in­
cluding expenditures for voter registra­
tion and get-out-the-vote campaigns 
aimed at either a corporation's stock­
holders and their families or a union's 
members and their families. Its net effect 
would be to put the stamp of approval on 
partisan political action by unions with 
money obtained through compelled union 
membership dues and fees which rank 
and file union members are required to 
pay under compulsory union shop con­
tracts. 

Although the amendment purports to 
allow corporate expenditures on the 
same basis as union expenditures it 
would not work this way. Corporate ex-

penditures for voter registration or get­
out-the-vote activities would run head 
on into the existing laws of practically 
all States which prohibit corporate ex­
penditures for any political purpose. In 
addition corporate expenditures for po­
litical purposes are considered ultra vires 
under prevailing case law, and could also 
be disallowed as not meeting the test of 
ordinary and necessary business ex­
penses under section 162 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. 

The Hansen amendment on the other 
hand would validate union voter regis­
tration functions which are conducted on 
a highly partisan basis. The director of 
AFL-CIO COPE, Alexander Barkan, has 
candidly described how organized labor 
has taken over the precinct voter regis­
tration activities for political candidates, 
and how these activities reach out to 
large segments of the population beyond 
the ranks of union members. In describ­
ing labor's activities in the 1968 elections 
Mr. Barkan says: 

In many States labor did the registration 
job :for Humphrey singlehandedly, the Dem­
ocratic party had abandoned the field ... We 
were the major national organization work­
ing at registering black voters and getting 
out their vote ... The labor movement mo­
b111zed Mexican-American farm workers; and 
the AFL-CIO :funded an operation which in­
cluded a million leaflets, radio spots, and 
hundreds of election day workers in Califor­
nia alone .... In many States, a house-to­
house canvass was conducted as part of our 
get-out-the-vote effort. particularly in se­
lected labor areas and in minority-group 
areas where there are relatively :few tele­
phones. The number o:f persons involved in 
this operation was 72,225. 

The source for this is Barkan, Issues in 
Industrial Society, volume 1, No.2, Cor­
nell University School of Industrial Rela­
tions. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council meet­
ing at Miami Beach, Fla., on November 
16, 1971, announced a major union­
financed effort to register newly enfran­
chised voters between 18 to 21 years old, 
and that political action will be "a pri­
mary activity of the entire labor move­
ment from now to election day 1972." 

The use of union money for these par­
tisan political activities clearly violates 
the existing prohibition in title 18, sec­
tion 610 against union expenditures in 
connection with Federal elections. The 
gentleman's amendment would legalize 
these illegal expenditures, in my judg­
ment. 

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

Mr. CRANE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. DENNIS. As the gentleman from 
Illinois has pointed out, the Hansen of 
Idaho amendment specifically and in so 
many words makes legal and authorizes 
the use of union funds. paid in as dues 
by voluntary and involuntary union 
members, for financing get-out-the-vote 
drives. 

Is it not true that the gentleman in the 
well has an amendment which he will 
offer. if this Hansen of Idaho amend­
ment is defeated. which specifically 
smtes that union funds of this kind 
cannot be used for financing a get-out­
the-vote drive-nor can corporate 

funds-be so spent, but that either a 
corporation or a union can set up a sep­
arate voluntary fund to which voluntary 
contributions only are made and which 
can be used for financing get-out-the­
vote drives? 

Mr. CRANE. I thank the gentleman 
from Indiana for raising this question. I 
do indeed. in the event the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Idaho 
fails, intend to offer an amendment to 
the amendment under consideration. As a 
matter of fact. this is already a part of 
the campaign spending bill that came out 
of the Committee on House Administra­
tion. and it received bipartisan support 
to come out of that committee. 

I believe the essential difference be­
tween this amendment I intend to offer 
and that offered by the gentleman from 
Idaho is this language: 

Nothing in this section shall preclude an 
organization-

! am referring here to corporations, 
national banks or unions-
from establishing and administering a sep­
arate contrt.butory fund for any political 
purpose, including voter registration or get­
out-the-vote drives, 1:f all contributions, gifts, 
or payments to such :fund are made freely 
and voluntarily, and are unrelated to dues, 
fees, or other moneys required as a condi­
tion o:f membership in such organization or 
as a condition of employment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Indiana is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me for an observa­
tion? 

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I should like to say to the 
gentleman I have had long experience 
in getting-out-the-vote drives and there 
is just one thing I can tell him. You can 
get them out. but once they get behind 
that curtain there is no way for you to 
know how they vote. I could give an ex­
perience we had in Ohio, where a sitting 
Governor was defeated in a primary. 

Mr. DENNIS. I could give the gentle­
man some experiences, too, but I would 
rather get along with my remarks, if 
I may. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe this is one 
place we ought to be very clear about 
what we are doing. We can do what we 
please, but let us not kid ourselves. 

We have before us an amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. 
HANSEN) which specifically legalizes the 
use of union dues money, which is ex­
tracted from everybody who has to join 
the union to work in a union shop, for 
the purpose of voter registration and 
get-out-the-vote drives. Now, that is of 
very doubtful validity under the present 
law. but it is not going t·o be doubtful at 
all if you adopt the Hansen amendment, 
because the Hansen amendment just 
strutes that that is legal. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. DENNIS. I yield briefly to the 
gentleman. Yes. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Is it not true 
that the language in the present Hays 
bill adopted by the Committee on House 
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Administration would also permit union 
funds or corporate funds to be used to 
register voters? I believe the gentleman 
referred to registration of voters. 

Mr. DENNIS. No. I talked about 
getting-out-the-vote drives. That is what 
I am talking about. I am perfectly well 
aware that the registration of voters 
clause was stricken out of the Crane 
amendment in your committee although 
the exact effect of that action may be 
debatable, but getting out the vote was 
not so stricken. Spending union treasury 
money for get-out-the-vote drives is not 
permitted under the Hays bill and it is 
permitted under your amendment, and 
that is exactly what you are trying to do. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Except that 
the gentleman specifically referred to 
voter registration. 

Mr. DENNIS. I am talking about get­
ting-out-the-vote drives. That is wh~t 
I am referring to now. If I referred to 1t 
erroneously before, I want to make that 
clear now. 

However what my friend from Idaho 
is doing i; legalizing the use of union 
dues to finance get-out-the-vote drives. 
He cannot deny that. That is what he 
is doing. 

Now what Mr. CRANE's amendment 
will dd, if he gets a chance to introduce 
it which he will not unless we defeat the 
H'ansen amendment, is to specifically 
outlaw the use of union dues money for 
the purpose of financing get-out-the­
vote drives or corpora.te money or stock­
holders' money, but Mr. CRANE's proposed 
amendment specifically says that either a 
corporation or a union can establish and 
administer a separate contributory fund 
for any political purpose, including voter 
registrrution or get-out-the-vote drives, 
if all of the contributions are made freely 
and voluntarily. 

So the issue is perfectly plain. If you 
are in favor of restricting the financing 
of get-out-the-vote drives t;<> voluntary 
money contributed by a uruon member 
voluntarily, or by a stockholder volun­
tarily-if you want to limit it to that, 
then you ought to defeat Mr. HANSEN's 
amendment and give Mr. CRANE a c~ce 
to introduce his. If you think it lS all 
right and fine to take involuntary money 
that is paid in as dues or for some other 
purpose and use it to finance get-out­
the-vote drives, then you ought to sup­
port the Hansen amendment. 

What we are doing if we put this 
Hansen amendment in the law is that yve 
are making positively legal a pract1ce 
which is now illegal, although it is evaded 
every day. I have had experience with 
these things, too. Let us not kid ourselves 
about what we are doing. I am not 
against unions or corporations but I am 
for holding down political activity to 
voluntary money on the part of anybody. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. DENNIS. Yes. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I think it is 
important to point out that the per­
mitted activity, that is, the get-out-the­
vote drive, which is now permitted under 
existing law, is limited to the members 
of the union. I think every time refer­
ence is made to it it should be made clear. 

Mr. DENNIS. Well, all right. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. It would be 
members of the union to whom this is 
directed. 

Mr. DENNIS. I do not quarrel with 
that. I am talking about the member of 
the union who maybe does not want to 
use his money in that way. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. One of 

the advantages of the Hansen amend­
ment is that the present law is some­
what unclear about whether it is limited 
to unions. 

Mr. DENNIS. But I want to make it 
clear that you cannot use any of this 
Involuntary money in that way. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. May I 
say to my friend I think such a con­
struction would pose serious constitu­
tional problems. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the unique and privi­
leged role of labor organizations in our 
election processes was recently under­
scored by delegates to the 1971 conven­
tion of the Nation's largest and wealthi­
est union. 

Delegates to the Teamsters Union con­
vention adopted what is generally re­
garded as an ominous amendment to 
their constitution. It authorizes the 
union's general president to "make ex­
penditures from the general fund in 
amounts to be determined by him in his 
sole discretion for lobbying and other 
political purposes, including contribu­
tions to candidates for State, provincial 
or local office." 

Without question, this amendment to 
the Teamsters' constitution will encour­
age the continued wholesale :flouting of 
restraints imposed by the Congress on 
union political activities in 1947 when it 
amended section 610, title 18, of the 
United States Code. 

It is common knowledge that dues 
payments collected from involuntary 
members, as well as from voluntary 
members, are deposited in a union's gen­
eral fund. Obviously, President Fitzsim­
mons will not be under any internal re­
straints when he contemplates contribu­
tions to certain political candidates from 
the union's general fund. 

Admittedly, the union's amended con­
stitution does not authorize the use of 
money from the general fund in connec­
tion with Federal elections. Let us not be 
deceived, however. 

The widely respected and authorita­
tive Congressional Quarterly has stated 
:flatly that union officials conceal con­
tributions to Federal candidates by "sim­
ply reporting transfers of gross sums to 
State committees ... The State commit­
tees, in turn, transfer the money to in­
dividual candidates, but the names of the 
recipients never appear on the national­
ly flied reports." 

This in only one example of methods 
now being used to circumvent the exist­
ing law. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the con­
vention delegates who handed Mr. Fitz­
simmons this blank check are not typical 
of the Nation's union members. All avail­
able evidence indicates that dues-paying 
unionists take a dim view of the use of 

union resources in political campaigns. 
Partisan politicking is strongly resented 
by those wage earners who are com­
pelled by collective bargaining agree­
ments to pay for unwanted union repre­
sentation. 

Inclusion of the Crane amendment in 
the pending legislation would close a gap­
ing loophole in our present law. It will 
put unions on the same footing in the 
political arena with corporations, banks, 
and all other associations. 

The amendment of the gentleman 
from Idaho (Mr. HANSEN) would not. 
In fact, it would open the door to a use of 
union general fund moneys not now 
available for political purposes. The 
Crane amendment would prohibit such 
use while the Hansen amendment would 
allow this use. Both amendments would 
properly distinguish between voluntary 
contributions and these which are ex­
tracted by union dues which are involun­
tary since in almost all instances there is 
a closed shop arrangement and union 
membership is a condition of employ­
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I particularly want to 
ask a question in relation to the preced­
ing colloquy, and I direct this question 
to the sponsor of the amendment <Mr. 
HANSEN). 

I think it is patently clear what we 
would get into. In the Hansen amend­
ment, we are talking about getting out 
the union vote. Are we to assume that if 
your amendment were to pass and the 
Teamsters Union, for example, were to 
spend money to get out the vote that · 
they could come to the door of the union 
member and his family and say "We will 
take you to the polls," but they could 
not take anyone else in the household to 
the polls? How can you possibly limit it, 
I would say to the gentleman from Idaho, 
just to members of the union and their 
families? ·Are you talking about families 
and friends? Or just family? How do you 
intend to limit it just to members of the 
union and their families? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I would say in 
response to my friend that the language 
of the amendment includes the mem­
bers of their families and the stockhold­
ers of a corporation and their families. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. The gentleman said 
a few minutes ago that he wanted to 
make his amendment perfectly clear. It 
is not being directed just to unions and 
members of unions but also their fam­
ilies? How far does this go? Do you go to 
cousins-first, second, and third? What 
would be the interpretation of "families?" 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I would inter­
pret it as immediate family. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. In other words, the 
mother, father, sons, and daughters? 
That would be as far as you would go and 
not cousins and nephews? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. No, I would not 
include anything other than immediate 
family. 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to my col­
league from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I think in applying this 
you would have to use the rule of com­
monsense. I suppose if they went up to 
the door that anyone who lived in that 
house would be included. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. That is the point I 
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was going to make. Consider this exam­
ple. I am a union get-out-the-vote orga­
nizer. I come to the door of your home. 
There are people in the home such as 
the union member and his family but 
also people who are not members of the 
family. 

Are you saying it would be legal to get 
out the vote for families of the union 
member but under the rule of reason­
ableness I would be allowed as a part of 
get-out-the-vote campaign to get out 
other people in the same household who 
would not be members of the family? 
Would it be legal, illegal or would the 
rule of reason cover it all? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I can only give 
you my own opinion which is perhaps of 
no greater value than yours, or the opin­
ion of the gentleman from Ohio. How­
ever, I would still limit it to immediate 
families, those who are in the home and 
are a part of what may be determined 
to be a family unit. As has been pre­
viously stated there may be some cases 
on the borderline that may be difficult to 
determine. But I would say to the gentle­
man that also under the existing law 
there is no limitation on how far you can 
extend the get-out-the-vote activities. 
There are indications of plans in the 
making for rather broad get-out-the­
vote drives directed toward the public at 
large, but if some kind of language such 
as this strikes a reasonable compromise 
is not adopted, I think we will begin to 
see this activity undertaken. 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to the gentle­
man from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I would like to call the gen­
tleman's attention to the language in the 
House Administration bill which, of 
course, we are not considering now. We 
are considering the substitute bill. How­
ever, we spelled it out as follows: 

For the purposes of this section, the term 
"immediate family" means a. spouse, and any 
child, parent, grandparent, brother, or sister 
and the spouse of any of them. 

I think, if the gentleman will yield 
further, that probably there will be some 
borderline cases. I think if you pulled 
up to a union member's house and asked 
the wife to go to the polls and her next 
door neighbor was sitting there and 
asked may she go too, I do not think 
they would turn her down. I do not 
think they should be prosecuted under 
those circumstances. 

The gentleman will recall what I said 
earlier-it goes back to the old story that 
you can take a horse to water, but you 
cannot make him drink. You can haul 
people to the polls, but you cannot con­
trol how they vote once they get in there. 

I do not know whether the gentleman 
remembers the case of Governor Davey 
when he was defeated in the primary. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

What we did, the late Governor Davey 
had all the money that you could imagine 
available to get people to the polls, and 
in my home coWltY they advertised that 
they would have 300 cars, which was 
three cars to a precinct, available for 
this purpose. 

I was managing the other campaign, 

we had no money for cars, we did have 
a little money for handbills, so we had 
100,000 handbills printed that said at the 
top, "You paid funds to get people to get 
a ride." We said, "These are funds from 
State money that is hiring these cars, so 
just get in a car and take a ride with 
them and go to the polls and vote." And 
Sawyer carried the county by 10,000 
votes. . 

So I am saying, I do not get too exc1ted 
about who hauls the people to the polls, 
but I am excited about who they vote for 
when they get to the polls. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I would generally 
agree with the gentleman from Ohi<;> in 
whaJt he has said, but I do get exCite.d 
about one particular aspect, and that lS 
this. If you look at the Teamsters Union 
convention this very year, and the au­
thority that they gave to their interna­
tional president you can get excited. I 
will quote you that authority that t~ey 
gave him. It was the absolute authonty 
••to make expenditures from the general 
fund in amounts to be determined by 
him in his sole discretion, for lobbying 
and' other political purposes including 
contributions to candidates for State, 
provincial, or local offices." . 

So if we go on down the lme on the 
Hansen amendment I do get excited. I 
will say to the gentleman from Ohio, my 
good friend and colleague, I do get ex­
cited about the absolute potential ·for 
abuse that you could have if we legalize 
this type of activity. When ~he T~~rs 
Union gives blanket authonty to therr m­
ternation.al president to use his sole dis­
cretion to distribute any amount of 
money, for any legitimate purp~se, I hap­
pen to think when we are talking ab?ut 
reform that we ought to be n.arrowmg 
the area where unions can expend money 
rather than opening it up, which seems 
to be the thrust of this amendment. -

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen­
tleman will yield on the question of who 
is influenced by the unions. In their 
own literature they acknowledge oper­
ating on the assumption that for ev~ry 
member of the union you are reaching 
with labor publications, that you are si­
multaneously reaching their spouse at 
home and two friends, neighbors, or rel­
ative~. So if we start with 15 million un­
ion members, you will be reaching, in ad­
dition to the 15 million members, the 
spouse of the member, and two relatives 
or friends, and we are then talking about 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 60 
million voters. 

I would also like to comment in re­
sponse to the gentleman from Ohio on 
knowing where your voters are with a 
quotation by Mr. Meany himself: 

When you spend your money to get people 
registered, and then spend a. lesser proportion 
to get them out to vote, you know you got a. 
vote in the ballot box. Of course, we are e. 
little bit choosy when we choose the districts 
in which we want to better these votes in 
the ballot box, so that when they go in we 
have a. pretty good idea. how they are going 
to vote. 

I can assure the gentleman from Ohio 
that in my home State of Illinois I could 
on this "choosy" basis make some esti­
mate as to how people would vote, and I 
think I would be good enough to know 
how the outcome would be by being selec-

tive in the areas, where if I wanted to 
conduct a massive voter registration drive 
I could either turn out a large number of 
Democrats or a large number of Repub­
licans. To be sure, there will always be 
gray areas in these things, and as Mr. 
Meany himself said, the unions exercise 
selectivity in spending union moneys to 
get out the vote. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. My concern comes 
more from a national scope than from a 
local scope, and in my district, if they 
want to get out the vote for the purpose 
of voting against me, it probably will end 
up helping me more than hurting me, but 
at the national level it is a different sit­
uation. I would respectfully oppose the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Idaho. 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to the gentle­
man from Indiana. 

Mr. ZION. Mr. Chairman, under the 
terms of the Hansen amendment, regard­
ing the involuntary dues, would the union 
be permitted to pay people to use the 
dues to haul friends and associates to 
the polls? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I would assume that 
would be a legitimate purpose. The gen­
tleman from Iqaho said a while ago, that 
niy opinion was as good as his, but I ~ 
think you will find that, as the author of 
the amendment, his opinion would be 
followed more closely than mine. So if 
the gentleman wishes to respond, I will 
be g~ad to yield to the gentleman. . 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
I believe any communications ordered by 
a labor union to its members which is 
designed to get out the vote, to get people 
to the polls to exercise their obligations 
as citizens, would be permitted. It would 
also be true of support for the same pur­
pose directed at its stockholders by a 
corporation. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word and rise in support of the Hansen 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Idaho. I have listened to the comments of 
my colleagues on both the Republican 
and Democratic side and I must say, in 
all honesty, it is apparent that there are 
some who believe th~t if you are for the 
Hansen amendment that somehow you 
are granting power to organized labor 
which now they do not have. 

I am one of those who has been rather 
vigorously opposed on a number of oc­
casions by the ~CIO, the United 
Automobile Workers, and others in this 
field. Thus, I do not believe it ought to 
be construed as being pro or antilabor 
on corporations when one talks about 
what is available or legitimate for cor­
porations and labor unions reporting 
under title 18, section 610. What the 
Hansen amendment does is to codify in 
the statutes what section 610 of title 18 
has been interpreted to mean. 

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Hansen amendment 
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whieh is intended to clarify section 610 
of title 18 of the United States Code 
making it a criminal o1Iense for a cor­
poration or labor union "to make a con­
tribution in connection with any Federal 
elootion." 

I think it is appropriate tha.t we ad­
dress ourselves to this problem while we 
are considering Federal election reform 
and I believe that the Hansen amend­
mentis the best guarantee that the intent 
of section 610 will be understood and 
followed. 

The original language of section 610 
was so ambiguous that its full meaning 
only becomes clear when it is read along 
with the numerous court cases which 
interpreted the legislation. The Hansen 
amendment would codify these inter­
pretations so that the original purpose 
of the section-to insure that the gen­
eral funds of a corporation or union 
eannot be used for election activities 
geared to the general public on behalf of 
specific Federal candidates-will prevail. 

Corporate and labor union political 
communications directed at their stock­
holders and members should be allowed. 
Likewise, nonpartisan registration and 
get-out-the-vote activities were not the 
target of the original section 610. And, 
of course, partisan electioneering direct­
ed at the general public financed by vol­
'Uiltary contributions are acceptable. 

I believe thSJt the Hansen amendment 
will be very helpful in clarifying the pro­
visions of seotion 610 without imposing 
limitations on corporations and labor 
unions which either violate the Constitu­
tion or :fly in the face · of our American 
traditions. 

I strongly favor the passage of a strict 
campaign reform measure, and I think 
that by SJCcepting the Hansen amend­
ment we will significantly improve our 
final product. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it ought to be 
clear at the outset that what the Su­
preme Court said e1Iects the rights of 
both labor and management to engage in 
a narrow range of educational and non­
partisan activities which are allowed and 
protected at the present time under the 
so-called CIO case. 

The Supreme Court in that said, and I 
quote: 

If (18 USC § 610] were construed to pro­
hibit the publication, by corporations and 
unions 1n the regular course of conducting 
their affairs, of periodically advising their 
members, stockholders or customers of dan­
ger or advantage to their interests from the 
adoption of measures or the election to office 
of men, espousing such measures, the gravest 
doubt would arise in our minds as to its con­
stttutionali ty. 

The Court then went on to say that 
"the evil" which Congress may constitu­
tionally regulate is ~'the use of union 
funds to influence the public at large to 
vote for a particular candidate or a par­
ticular party." 

One of the reasons the Hansen amend­
ment makes sense is it does provide a 
limitation which presently is not found in 
the language of 18 U.S.C. 610. That limi­
tation is that the funds that are to be 
used by the union or by a corporation­
and I must admit to being somewhat 

amazed at my friends like the gentleman 
from Illinois and others who keep talking 
about unions and forgetting the dual na­
ture of this problem and the fact that the 
amendment goes to both unions and cor­
porations and that the Hansen amend­
ment would make it possible for the first 
time to insure that the funds that are 
constitutionally protected-union and 
corporate funds under section 610 of title 
18, United States Code can only be used 
in terms of carrying on campaigns for 
voter registration and drives to get out 
the vote and campaigns aimed at mem­
bers on the family or stockholders of 
both labor organizations and corpora­
tions. 

It is for that reason I think this amend­
ment makes a lot of sense. 

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, let me sim­
ply remind the gentleman from Wiscon­
sin that I quoted from my amendment 
which is contained in the House adminis­
tration bill and refers equally to corpora­
tions, national banks, and labor organi­
zations. 

To me the issue still comes back to that 
of voluntarism versus compulsion. I do 
not care whether it is a corporation or a 
national bank or a labor organization­
we are talking about compulsion. It seems 
to me in the interest of fairness and jus­
tice to all-whether you are talking of 
stockholders of a bank or a corporation 
or whether you are talking of members of 
a union-! think it is unjust, unfair, and 
inequitable to take money involuntarily 
from them and to use that money to pro­
mote ideals that are contrary to their 
own. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I refuse 
to yield further. I might say this is on 
my time, though I am delighted to have 
the gentleman's contribution. I simply 
disagree with him. I think you are impos­
ing what I would judge to be a very ques­
tionable concept on organizations, be it a 
labor union or a corporation, that some­
how that organization does not have the 
right and should not be allowed to carry 
on a campaign of education among its 
stockholders or its members, and to try 
to deny that right on the basis of the 
ancillary issue of compulsorism versus 
voluntarism is beside the point. 

It seems to me that what the Hansen 
amendment does is to assure that we 
restrict these funds to being used solely 
for the purpose of carrying on campaigns 
among their members and their fam­
ilies. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. STEIGER 
of Wisconsin was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HARVEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. My question is really one of 
clarification. I am not satisfied in my 
own mind that we are correct in lump­
ing corporations and unions together in 
the manner in which we are doing it. I 

know they are lumped that way in the 
corrupt practices bill and the present 
bill. But as I see this, we are talking 
about corporations which, at least in the 
State of Michigan from which I come, 
do not have registration and get-out­
the-vote drives, for that matter. How­
ever, there has been tremendous union 
activity. 

As I look at what could be contem­
plated, I am bothered by this. My criti­
cism is sincere, so I ask this question. 
Corporations are diverse, their stock­
holders scattered all over the country, 
and their e1Iorhs are perhaps limited to 
a letter campaign of some kind. But that 
is not what the unions are doing. The 
unions are actually registering people, 
sending out cars, deliverying them to the 
polls. They have computers and other 
sophisticated equipment to aid them in 
the process. 

I wonder if it is fair to say that cor­
porations are in the same category with 
unions in this respect? 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I am sorry 
I do not have time to yield further. No, 
corporations are not in the same cate­
gory. But within my remaining time let 
me discuss a further reason I support 
the Hansen amendment. The other body 
is now considering a national voter regis­
tration program through use of the mails. 
We ought not to tum around and some­
how make it impossible or more difficult 
for voluntary drives of the kind we have 
discussed to register voters and get out 
the vote. The United States stands proud 
in its reliance on volunteer e1Iorts by 
private organizations-and the fact that 
we are not like France, Britain, or 
Canada where they htave municipal sys­
tems or federal drives-in encouraging 
voluntary drives. I want the voluntary 
drive to be maintained and I do not want 
to move in the direction of our neighbors. 
Thus, I support the Hansen amendment 
and urge its adoption. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the Hansen amendment primarily 
because, if adopted, it will preclude 
consideration of the Crane amendment. 
Those of you who have a copy of the 
House Administration bill, the Hays 
bill, before you, H.R. 11060, look at page 
18, section 8. That is the Crane amend­
ment. That is the one that was adopted 
in the House Administration Commit­
tee, because we think it addresses itself 
properly to the problem. It was inserted 
1n the bill because the members of the 
committee recognize that section 610, 
title 18, has failed in the purpose for 
which Congress originally intended it­
to inhibit the activities of labor unions in 
the political arena. Thus, the Crane 
amendment does nothing beyond that 
which Congress set out to do in 1947 
when the law was amended to cover po­
litical contributions by labor organiza­
tions. 

Although the Crane amendment, 
which we hope to reach if the Hansen 
amendment is defeated, is aimed at cor­
porations and banks in addition to labor 
organizations, it is now being denounced 
as antilabor by union spakesmen. So I 
think it is reasonable to presume that 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
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man from Idaho would be considered an 
AFL-CIO amendment. 

Whereas these spokesmen formerly in­
sisted that union political activities are 
funded exclusively by voluntary contri­
butions from members, union officials 
now complain that Mr. CRANE'S proposal 
"would prohibit all union activity fi­
nanced by Treasury money, connected in 
any way with Federal electio~·". Their 
complaint represents an adrmsSlon of 
noncompliance with section 610. 

Another complaint by union spokes­
men namely that "union funds could 
not 'be used 'for nonpartisan, 'get-out­
the-vote' activities aimed at union mem­
bers and their families," is altogether 
misleading. 

In the first place, the Crane amend-
ment includes this notable safeguard: 

Nothing in this section shaJl preclude an 
organization from establishing and adminis­
tering a separate contributory fund for any 
political purpose, including voter registra­
tion or get-out-the-vote drives, 1! aJ1 contri­
butions, gifts or payments to such fund are 
made freely and voluntarily, and are unre­
lated to dues, fees or other moneys required 
as a condition of membership in such organi­
zation or as a condition of employment. 

Second, there is an abundance of evi­
dence proving that union sponsored "get­
out-the-vote" campaigns are not non­
partisan. George Mean~ himself has 
acknowledged, when he sa1d: 

When you spend your money to get people 
registered, and then spend a lesser pro­
portion to get them out to vote, you know 
you got a vote in the ballot box. Of course, 
we are a little bit choosy when we choose 
districts in which we want to better these 
votes in the ballot box, so that when they 
go in we have a pretty good idea how they 
are going to vote. 

Furthermore, AFL-CIO Secretary­
Treasurer Lane Kirkland, while address­
ing the Amalgamated Transit Union con­
vention in Las Vegas, Nev., last Septem­
ber, exploded the myth tha~ union pol~ti­
cal activities are merely "armed at uruon 
members and their families." While vig­
orously attacking President Nixon, he 
said: 

OVer the next 13 months labor and its 
polltical arm--<X>PE-has a. great deal of 
work to do. We have to carry our message to 
every American ellgible to vote, and we have 
to make sure that they understand what 
America's choices really are. And we have to 
make sure that every voter we can reach is 
registered, and that they go to the polls. 

Clearly, the leaders of organized labor 
are attempting to influence union mem­
bers and all other voters in the Nation. 
And they are using union dues money 
provided mostly on a compulsory basis 
from members. 

We must protect America's working 
men and women from this abuse. 

I suggest we vote down the Hansen 
amendment, in order to give us an oppor­
tunity to consider the Crane amendment. 

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

Mr. DEVINE. I yield to the gentleman 
from illinois. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and for his 
support for my amendment which I hope 
I will have a chance to introduce. 

I want to comment on some of there-

marks made earlier. Frankly, I find it 
somewhat surprising that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin should describe the is­
sue of freedom of choice and freedom to 
dispose of one's property according to 
the dictates of one's own conscience as an 
"ancilliary red herring.'' Clearly in my 
judgment that is the problem involved. 

I would also like to pass on a quota­
tion of Justice Black on the subject. 

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

(On request of Mr. CRANE, and by unan­
imous consent, Mr. DEVINE was allowed 
to proceed for 2 additional minutes.> 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would like to give 
the quotation by Justice Hugo Black: 

There can be no doubt that the federally 
sanctioned union shop contract here, as it 
actuaJly works, takes a part of the earnings 
of some men and turns it over to others, 
who spend a substantial part of the funds 
so received in efforts to thwart the political 
economic and ideological hopes of those 
whose money has been forced from them 
under authority of law. 

There was a classic battle by Thomas 
Jefferson on behalf of freedom of reli­
gion in the State of Virginia. At that 
time he stated that to force a man to 
contribute his money to support the 
propagation of views that are contrary 
to his own is sinful and tyrannical. The 
principle involved today is exactly the 
same as that involved in Jefferson's day. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask the gentleman from illinois if the 
proposed Hansen amendment does vio­
lence to the proposed Crane amendment? 

Mr. CRANE. It does, because it ignores 
this question of involuntarily raised 
moneys and, in fact, puts the stamp of 
approval on the use of involuntarily 
raised moneys for registration drives and 
get-out-the-vote drives. 

Mr. DEVINE. Is it the opinion of the 
gentleman from illinois that if the Han­
sen amendment is adopted, the union ac­
tivity would be broadened or confined? 

Mr. CRANE. It would be significantly 
broadened and in my judgment it would 
be to the detriment of most Americans. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am rather confused 
about this amendment. I should like to 
ask the author of it, the gentleman from 
Idaho, a couple of questions. 

I would say to the gentleman, to pref­
ace my questions, that, believe it or not, 
I have great admiration for the efficiency 
of the unions in their activity in getting 
out the vote and in registration drives as 
well. These have both been conducted in 
Michigan, although in a highly partisan 
manner, nevertheless in an extremely ef­
ficient manner. I believe that can be truly 
said also around the country. 

But in Michigan, I would point out, 
both the registration drives and the get­
out-the-vote drives have been, at least in 
my best judgment, directed not only at 
union members but also conducted, No. 1, 
on a door-to-door basis and, No. 2, con­
ducted among minority groups. 

I say to my friend from Idaho, am I 
correct that his amendment would pre­
clude any such activity in the future? In 
other words, am I correct that any union 
activity or corporation activity would be 

precluded on either a door-to-door basis 
or among minority groups? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentle­
man from Idaho. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. That activity 
would be precluded to the extent that it 
was aimed at persons other than mem­
bers of the union and their families, or 
for corporations stockholders and their 
families. 

I believe the gentleman raises an ex­
cellent point. There is now no effective 
or practical limitation in the law as to 
the extent to which these get-out-the­
vote activities can go. They may very 
well be directed, to the general public 
or to certain segments of the general 
public, who are obviously more likely to 
vote in the same way as the sponsors of 
the campaign. 

This amendment would have the ef­
fect of restricting the persons who would 
be the object of a get-out-the-vote cam­
paign. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, in the 
September 1970, National Journal there 
was featured a 10-page article on the 
Committee on Political Education. It 
stressed, among other things, COPE's 
involvement in voter registration and 
campaign work. According to the Jour­
nal, and I quote: 

In 1968 its nuts and bolts registration and 
get-out-the-vote effort helped elect 185 
House Members and 15 of the 34 Senators 
chosen by America's voters. 

What bothers me, Mr. Chairman, is, as 
I say, in Michigan, at least, this is not 
a bipartisan effort, but this is strictly a 
partisan e1fort. It points up to me that 
certainly this whole area is undoubtedly 
the biggest loophole in either the sub­
stitute we are considering or in the 
Hays-Macdonald bill that we are consid­
ering. While we are talking about plac­
ing limits on what a candidate can spend 
in his own behalf, and making that can­
didate account for all expenditures on h1s 
own behalf, we are saying either the 
union or the corporation, can go out and 
do it in behalf of a particular candidate 
and yet that is not accounted for at all. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield further. 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. The gentleman 

makes an excellent point, and I should 
like to underscore it. 

The gentleman refers to the activities 
of COPE. I would point out COPE is not 
touched by this amendment or by the 
present law or by the language of the 
Hays bill. As a matter of fact, the Hays 
bill with the so-called Crane amendment 
specifically recognizes the right to estab­
lish a voluntary political fund, and that 
is what COPE is. 

This amendment does not reach COPE. 
COPE is excluded from its coverage and 
from the terms of the Crane amendment 
as it was adopted in the Hays bill. 

Mr. HARVEY. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 
~Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
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There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­

nizes the gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
FRENZEL). 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is important that we understand 
neither the Crane amendment nor the 
Hansen amendment is directed toward 
voluntary or COPE moneys. What we are 
talking a~bout is Treasury money. The 
principal distinction is that the Hansen 
amendment would allow its use to get­
out-the-vote drives for union members 
while the Crane amendment would not. 

I cheerfully supported the Crane 
amendment in committee in its unex­
purgated version, which is stronger than 
the version now in the Hays bill. There 
is a time, I think, when it is appropriate 
to retreat just a little bit. If we vote down 
the Hansen amendment in our efforts to 
get to the Crane amendment, we may 
well lose both of them and go into confer­
ence with nothing on the subject. 

On the other hand, the Hansen 
amendment is a step forward in clarify­
ing what has been judicial precedents in 
the field. Therefore I urge an affirmative 
vote on the Hansen amendment. 

I yield to the gentleman from Tilinois 
(Mr. CRANE) . 

Mr. CRANE. I would like to comment 
on the point the gentleman from Min­
nesota made. 

I disagree. The Hansen amend­
ment in effect guts the amendment I in­
troduced before in the Committee on 
House Administration. I still argue it is 
a vital issue. I am fully cognizant of the 
nature of labor's influence in our legisla­
tive councils, and very frankly I do not 
anticipate, if my amendment were to 
stay in any bill that came out of this 
House, it would survive the conference 
committee. 

I think we are engaged in an exercise 
in semantics, but let us not be hypo­
critical as to what is contained in the 
bill. That is the importance, in my 
judgment, of defeating the Hansen 
amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
HAYS) to close debate. 

Mr. HAYS. I would like to say to the 
Members who are here that there is a lot 
of sound and fury here about how much 
money labor spent. In 1968 the Ohio 
Medical Association contributed more 
money to my opponent than COPE did to 
the whole slate of congressional candi­
dates in the State of Ohio. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Idaho (Mr. HANSEN) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HARVEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
chairman announced that the ayes ap­
peared to have it. 

trELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers 

Messrs. HANSEN of Idaho, CRANE, HAYS, 
and DENNIS. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were--ayes 233, noes 
147, not voting 51, as follows: 

(Roll No. 416] 
[Recorded Teller Vote] 

AYES-233 
Abourezk Ga.rmatz Murphy, N.Y. 
Abzug Gaydos Natcher 
Adams Giaimo Nedzi 
Addabbo Gibbons NiX 
Albert Gonzalez Obey 
Anderson, Grasso O'Hara 

Calif. Gray O'Konski 
Anderson, m. Green, Oreg. O'Neill 
Anderson, Green, Pa. Patman 

Tenn. Griffiths Patten 
Andrews, Gude Pepper 

N.Dak. Hamilton Perkins 
Annunzio Hanley Peyser 
Ashley Hansen, Idaho Pickle 
Aspin Hansen, Wash. Pike 
Badillo Harrington Podell 
Begich Hathaway Preyer, N.C. 
Bennett Hawkins Pryor, Ark. 
Bergland Hays Purcell 
Bevill Hechler, W.Va. Quie 
Biaggi Heckler, Mass. Randall 
Biester Heinz Rangel 
Bingham Helstoski Rees 
Boggs Hicks, Mass. Reid, N.Y. 
Boland Hicks, Wash. Reuss 
Brademas HUlls Robison, N.Y. 
Brasco Holifl.eld Roe 
Brooks Howard Rogers 
Burke, Mass. Hull Roncallo 
Burlison, Mo. Hungate Rooney, N.Y. 
Byron !chord Rooney, Pa. 
Carey, N.Y. Jacobs Rosenthal 
Carney Johnson,Call!. Roush 
Celler Jones, Tenn. Roy 
Chappell Karth Runnels 
Chisholm Kastenmeler Ryan 
Clark Kazen StGermain 
Clay Keating Sarbanes 
Coll1ns, Ill. Kluczynslti Scheuer 
Conable Koch Schwengel 
Conte Kyros Seiberling 
Conyers Leggett Shipley 
Corman Link Shriver 
Cotter Lloyd Slack 
Coughlin Long, Md. Smith, Iowa 
CUlver Lujan Smith, N.Y. 
Daniels, N.J. McCloskey Staggers 
Danielson McCormack Stanton, 
Davis, Ga. McCulloch J. Wllliam 
de la Garza McDade Stanton, 
Delaney McDonald, James v. 
Dellenback Mich. Steele 
Dellums McEwen Steiger, Wis. 
Denholm McFall Stokes 
Dent McKay Stratton 
Dingell McKinney Stubblefield 
Donohue Macdonald, Sullivan 
Dow Mass. Symington 
Drinan Madden Teague, Tex. 
Dulski Mallliard Terry 
Dwyer Martin Thompson, N.J. 
Eckhardt Matsunaga Thomson, Wis. 
Edmondson Mayne Tiernan 
Edwards, Calif. Mazzoli Udall 
Esch Meeds Ullman 
Eshleman Melcher Van Deerlin 
Evans, Colo. Metcalfe Vanik 
Fascell Mlkva Vigorito 
Findley Miller, Calif. Waldie 
Fish Mills, Ark. Whalen 
Flood Minish Widnall 
Flowers Mink Williams 
Foley Mitchell Wolff 
Ford, Mollohan Wydler 

William D. Monagan Yates 
Forsythe Moorhead Yatron 
Fraser Morgan Young, Tex. 
Frenzel Morse Zablocki 
Fulton, Tenn. Mosher Zwach 
Fuqua Moss 
Gallfianakis Murphy. m. 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Betts 
Blackburn 
Bow 

NOES-147 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Broom.tleld 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla.. 

Burleson, Tex. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Ca.m.p 
Carter 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Cha.m.berla.in 

Clancy Hunt 
Clausen, Hutchinson 

Don H. Jarman 
Clawson, Del Johnson, Pa. 
Cleveland Jonas 
Collier Keith 
Collins, Tex. Kemp 
Colmer King 
Crane Kuykendall 
Daniel, Va. Kyl 
Davis, Wis. Landgrebe 
Dennis Latta 
Devine Lennon 
Dickinson Lent 
Dorn Long, La. 
Downing McClory 
Duncan McColUster 
du Pont Mahon 
Edwards, Ala. Mann 
Erlenborn Mathias, Calif. 
Fisher Mathis, Ga. 
Flynt Miller, Ohio 
Ford, Gerald R. Mills, Md. 
Fountain Minshall 
Frelinghuysen Mizell 
Frey Montgomery 
Gettys Myers 
Goldwater Nelsen 
Goodling Nichols 
Griffin Passman 
Gross Pelly 
Grover Pettis 
Hagan Pirnie 
Haley Poage 
Hall Poff 
Hammer- Powell 

schmidt Price, Tex. 
Harvey Quillen 
Hastings Rarick 
Henderson Roberts 
Hosmer Robinson, Va. 

Rousselot 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scherle 
Schmitz 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Shoup 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Springer 
Steiger. Ariz. 
Stephens 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thone 
VanderJagt 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalley 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Winn 
Wyatt 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Fla. 
Zion 

NOT VOTING-51 
Alexander Ellberg 
Andrews, Ala. Evins, Tenn. 
Arends Gallagher 
Baring Gubser 
Barrett Halpern 
Belcher Hanna 
Bell Harsha 
Blanton Hebert 
Blatnik Hogan 
Bolling Horton 
Broyhlll, Va. Jones, Ala. 
Burton Jones, N.C. 
Byrne, Pa. Kee 
Davis, S.C. Landrum 
Derwinski McClure 
Diggs McKevitt 
Dowdy McMlllan 
Edwards, La. Michel 

Price, m. 
Pucinski 
Railsback 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Rodino 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Steed 
Stuckey 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DEVINE TO THE 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
HARVEY 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DEVINE to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute of­
fered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 21, line 21, after 
the word "value" and add " (except a loan 
of money by a national or State bank made 
in accordance with the applicable banking 
llaws and regulations and 1n the ordinary 
course of business)". 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. DEVINE) is recognized for 5 
minutes in support of his amendment. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
corrective and clarifying amendment. 

The committee will recall that when 
the chairman of the committee, Mr. 
HAYs, was discussing the situation that 
occurred during the Ohio elections last 
year having to do with candidates bor­
ro\Wng funds for campaign purposes, 
that we adopted an amendment 1n com­
mittee and we approved an amendment 
here but it confined itself only to the 
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Criminal Code Amendments when it 
related to a definition of "contribution." 
That appeared on page 14, line 16, of th~ 
bill. 

If we move to the subject matter and 
address ourselves to the amendment in 
question, it has to do with page 21 of the 
bill under the disclosure features. It 
merely makes the definition of "contribu­
tion" at that point conform with the 
same definition under the criminal sec­
tion. I believe the gentleman from Ohio 
is aware of the amendment. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. DEVINE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I agree with everything the 
gentleman has said. This is in the nature 
of a corrective amendment to make the 
bill the same in both areas, and I think 
that everybody in the House would 
probably be in favor of it. I certainly 
support it. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. DEVINE), to the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute of­
fered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HARVEY). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KEATING TO THE 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
HARVEY 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KEATING to the 

amendment in the nature of a Substitute 
offered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 37, immediately 
after line 17, insert the folloWing: 

(b) It shall be the further duty of the 
Comptroller General to serve as a national 
clearing house for information in respect to 
the administration of elections. In carrying 
out its duties under this subsection, the 
Comptroller General shall ent.er into con­
tracts for the purpose of conducting inde­
pendent studies of the administration of 
elections. Such studies shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, studies of-

(1) the method of selection of, and the 
type of duties assigned to, officials and per­
sonnel working on boards of elections; 

(2) practices relating to the registration of 
voters; and 

(3) voting and counting methods. 
Studies made under this subsection shall 

be published by the Comptroller General and 
copies thereof shall be made available to the 
general public upon the payment of the cost 
thereof. Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed to authorize the Commission to 
require the inclusion of any comment or rec­
ommendation of the Comptroller General in 
any such study. 

And redesignate the following subsection 
accordingly. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is designed to broaden the 
jurisdiction of the Comptroller General 
which is established in the hopes amend­
ment to the substitute bill. 

My amendment will give the Comp­
troller General the responsibiilty to con­
tract independent studies on the prob­
lems of election administration and shall 

serve as a clearinghouse for this infor­
mation. The Comptroller General is re­
stricted from making any recommenda­
tions and is to provide information only 
when requested. He will not interfere 
with local and State governments. 

Election day is the most important day 
in any democratic nation. When the 
Government fails to function efficiently 
on this day, a tremendous credibility gap 
occurs between the Government and the 
people. All of the sections of the bill are 
meaningless if we are unable to prop­
erly execute the election itself. 

In Cincinnati this past election the cit­
izens woke up the morning after the elec­
tion to read in the paper: 

There are no election returns to report. 
There won't be for three days. 

A day later the papers reported: 
The Hamilton County Board of Elections 

has tentatively agreed to start the count of 
all ballots of last Tuesday's election Sunday 
evening. 

Research into this problem shows there 
have been numerous difficulties in elec­
tion administration across the Nation. 

In Detroit during the primary elec­
tion the newspaper headline was: "Com­
puters Foul Vote Count." Later when 
the general election occurred the paper 
in Detroit reported: 

For the second time in a row the counting 
of Detroit's new punch card ballots turned 
into a colossal foul-up Tuesday night. Some 
computers broke down. 

Similar stories have appeared in San 
Francisco, Atlanta, Los Angeles, and in­
deed in other cities across the Nation. 

The magazine Computerworld reported 
a case in Philadelphia where: 

James Martin, a candidate for judge in the 
recent primary election was almost "elected" 
by errors in keypunching. 

This amendment will allow for State 
and local officials to tum to a national 
center or clearinghouse for information 
on good and bad ideas on voting systems. 
The center also will collect information 
on the responsibilities and duties of board 
of elections officials and personnel, plus 
the maintaining of registration list and 
any other problems that plague the effec­
tive administration of elections. Hope­
fully with information officials will be 
able to carry out their responsibilities on 
election day in the most efficient manner 
possible. 

It is my understanding that the gen­
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL) 
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) and the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. HAYS), the Chairman, are in agree­
ment with this amendment. 

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle­
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment was proposed to us a long 
time ago. It seems to us it is a reasonable 
inclusion for the duties of the supervisory 
authority without giving them authority 
in local elections, but it does provide for 
them a central marketplace for ideas. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. KEATING) to the amend-

ment in the nature of a substitute of­
fered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HARVEY) . 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BINGHAM TO THE: 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. HARVEY 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BINGHAM to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute 
Offered by Mr. HARVEY : 

Page 13, after line 2, insert a new title as 
follows: 

''TITLE II 

"SEc. 201. No candidate for federal elective 
office may expend, in a primary, primary run­
off, or general election, an amount in excess 
of the limitations imposed by Section 104 of 
Title I (for the use of communications me­
dia) for the following purposes : (a) tele­
phone campaigns, including the cost of tele­
phones, paid telephonists and automated 
equipment, when telephones are used in 
banks of five or more instruments to com­
municate with potential voters, (b) postage 
for computerized or identical mailings in 
quantities of 200 or more. Amounts expended 
for the use of communications media as pro­
vided in Section 104 of Title I will be charged 
against the limitations imposed by this sec­
tion." 

And renumber the following Titles and 
sections accordingly. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, earlier 
I spoke of the amendment that I had in­
tended to offer to the substance of the 
Macdonald bill, which we have already 
adopted. This amendment, which I have 
worked out with the assistance of some of 
the experts in this House-and I am in­
debted to them-provides for the same 
kind of compromise I was talking about 
before. 

What the amendment does is to add 
two categories to those categories which 
are the subject of the limitations of title 
I, and the two categories are organized 
telephone campaigns and organized 
mailings using computerized or identical 
mailings in the quantities of 200 or more. 
As far as the mailings are concerned, only 
the postage is covered, and as far as the 
telephones are concerned, the cost of the 
telephones or paid telephonists or of au­
tomated equipment would be covered. 
These items are readily identifiable, they 
constitute a major share of the cost of 
congressional campaigns in many dis­
tricts, and if we do not include some­
thing of this kind, and if we then adopt 
the Senate substitute, we will have left a 
major gap in the coverage intended by 
this bill. 

This does not go as far as the Hays 
bill, which I personally supported. It does 
not call for a ceiling across the board 
covering all expenditures. I myself felt 
that that effort should be made, but an 
argument has been raised against that, 
that au kinds of expenditures would be 
subject to argument. Do we include this 
and do we not include that under the 
ceiling? 

If this amendment is adopted we will 
have five clearly defined, identifiable 
categories of expenses which cover the 
major expenditures in the various cam­
paigns we are trying to provide for. I 
would submit to the committee that this 
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offers a compromise position between the 
limited coverage in the Senate bill, the 
Harvey substitute, and the complete cov­
erage in the Hays bill as it emerged from 
the Committee on House Administration. 

I would hope very much that this 
amendment would be acceptable to the 
chairman of the committee and to others 
who heretofore have supported the com­
plete provisions in the Hays bill, and that 
it would also be acceptable or at least not 
objectionable to those who have favored 
the Senate bill as it emerged from the 
Senate. 

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle­
man from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I had hoped, of course, we 
could get a bill that would set a top ceil­
ing on expenditures for Congress, for 
the Senate and for the President. The 
original bill which came out of the Com­
mittee on House Administration set a 
limit of $50,000 for congressional races, 
6 cents times the population of a State 
or $50,000 whichever was larger for sen­
atorial races, and 6 cents times the popu­
lation of the United States for the presi­
dential races. That would be the ideal I 
should like to shoot for, but, as I said 
earlier, I am a practical man. I sense 
that the House does not want to go along 
with that type of complete limitation, so 
as a compromise I certainly support the 
position of the gentleman from New 
York, because with this amendment and 
the categories already covered in the 
Macdonald of Massachusetts amendment 
we would have the five principal cate­
gories of expenditures placed under 
limitation; namely, telephone, direct 
mail, radio and television, and news­
papers and outdoor advertising. 

I could say to the Members, while this 
does not meet my ideal, some of the press 
which has been howling for reform and 
wanting much less than this, apparently, 
saying that the Senate bill was a great 
bill-! did not think the Senate bill went 
far enough-should be informed that I 
think, with a couple of other minor 
amendments, I might be in a position to 
say, "Yes, I will buy the substitute and 
we can finish up this evening and have a 
bill perhaps not as complete as some of 
us might like but one certainly better 
than what we have now." 

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the chairman 
very much. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle­
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I sympathize very much with the gentle­
man's position. As I said earlier today, 
candidates from large cities and con­
gressional districts cannot use TV and 
radio very effectively. But I would ask 
the gentleman, is this not sort of a back­
door way of amending title I, which has 
already been adopted? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I would say to the 
gentleman, no. This adds a new title. It 
is not in any way a violation of the rules 
under which we are proceeding. I have 
discussed it with the parliamentarian. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from New York has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BINGHAM 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BINGHAM. I should like to say I 
am sure that this is perhaps not the most 
artful way to accomplish the purpose, 
but I would also assume in conference 
the conferees would be able to work it 
out so that the gist of these provisions 
could be added in an orderly way. 

I yield to the gentleman from Michi­
gan (Mr. HARVEY). 

Mr. HARVEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I very reluctantly have to oppose the 
gentleman's amendment. I know that he 
is sincere in seeking a compromise here, 
but I would say to the gentleman that 
what the Senate is trying to do and what 
the Macdonald bill is trying to do is to 
establish certain categories that could 
be very easily enforced. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from New York has again expired. 

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

Mr. Chairman, what the Senate in 
their deliberations in the other body 
finally agreed upon is very similiar to 
what the deliberations of the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee were 
and what they finally agreed upon. What 
both were trying to do was, somehow to 
find some criteria that could be enforced. 
This is awfully important. It is one thing 
to set an absolute limit on what any per­
son can spend in his campaign. It is an­
other thing for anyone to have to prove 
that person has spent more than that 
particular limit. It is very difficult to 
prove that more than that limit has 
been spent. But if you do limit it to cer­
tain readily identifiable and readily 
provable categories, this can be done. 
That was the whole intent, I might say, 
of limiting it to broadcasting, to news­
papers, to magazines and then yesterday, 
by the Frey amendment, enlarging it, as 
we did, to include outdoor advertising as 
well. 

Certainly the cost of telephones and 
the cost of the people to man the telE-­
phones are a bona fide election expense 
for any particular candidate. I would 
guess that the cost of the telephones 
themselves could probably be proved very 
easily, but when we get into the tele­
phonists themselves and how much the 
candidate is paying that particular per­
son, we are getting into a category which 
is very, very difficult to prove. 

Mr. Chairman, as I say, I know the 
amendment is offered in good faith and 
the gentleman wants us to enlarge these 
categories, but for these reasons I must 
oppose it. 

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

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, this 
amendment plugs up the most serious 
loophole in the Senate bill. 

I do not know whether some Members 
are a ware of it or not, but it is possible 
to go to certain computer firms and for a 
tremendous amount of money buy an 
address, an inside address, a ''Dear Mr. 
Jones" letter to everybody in your district 
in different categories if you want to com­
pose different letters. Now, that would 
run in the normal district about $100,000 

or more. This is not covered in any way, 
shape, or form in the so-called substi­
tute, and all Mr. BINGHAM is trying to 
do is to bring this kind of expenditure 
under the limitation. 

For those of you who depend on radio 
and television, that is fine, but there are 
a number of districts where the Members 
do not use it much, and this subjects 
them to the same kind of a blitz that 
everybody here has been deploring with 
regard to television and radio. This is 
easily proved, because if you buy com­
puterized mail, you have to report it, 
and if you do not report the correct 
amount, they can go to the firm and, if 
necessary, subpena the records and find 
out how much you did spend. 

The same thing with computerized 
telephones. That is what this is directed 
to. Nobody is going to say very much or 
do very much if you have volunteers. -

As a matter of fact, they are specifi­
cally exempted. This is banks of com­
puterized telephones which again run 
into tremendous sums of money, and if 
this amendment is adopted, then the 
substitute becomes a real campaign lim­
itation bill and I think it is one that all 
of us should support and one with which 
we can live. 

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

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to asso­
ciates myself with the gentleman's re­
marks. 

In our committee in talking over these 
things we were trying to figure every pos­
sible loophole we could within the juris­
diction of our committee. However, some 
of these are outside the jurisdiction of 
our committee. I think in order to have 
an effective bill this would very much 
improve it. 

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, I would say that there 

has been a lot of talk about com­
promise. I have attempted and endeav­
ored to compromise. As I said earlier, 
if we can get a real limitation here in 
the form of this amendment-perhaps, 
the language will have to be changed a 
little in conference and be made more 
specific with reference to telephones; I 
do not know-but this will be a bill with 
which we can live. 

Further, if two other minor amend­
ments are accepted to the substitute and 
if the House adopts the substitute, then 
we can call it a day. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Would the gen­
tleman give me some kind of descrip­
tion of "postage for computerized or 
identical mailings in quantities of 200 
or more"? 

The gentleman is chairman of the 
House Administration Committee and as 
such that committee makes available to 
Members of Congress reproduction ma­
chinery which can reproduce letters from 
a tape system as well as other kinds of 
equipment which can produce what I 
would call "computerized mailings" and 
"computerized letters." 

-
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Is it my understanding that postage 
for computerized identical mailings in 
quantities of 200 or more would cover 
any mailing made by a Member of Con­
gress that would exceed 200? 

Mr. HAYS. No, it would not. The gen­
tleman lives under an identical provision 
as this in the Ohio law. The gentleman 
mails out campaign literature asking 
"Vote for Mr. Brown .. and if he does so 
he must put a stamp on it and he must 
include the cost of the printing, the cost 
of the stuffing, and the cost of the post­
age. 

This requires that if you send out 
something that you cannot send out un­
der a frank in quantities of 200, you have 
to report how much it costs. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will yield further, sup­
pose I send out a letter telling what a 
wonderful job I did in voting on a parti­
cular bill of interest to farmers or busi­
nessmen in my district and it is a com­
puterized letter? 

Mr. HAYS. Are you going to send it out 
under your frank or not? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Suppose it is sent 
either way? 

Mr. HAYS. If you send it under your 
frank it does not count; otherwise, it 
does. Your conscience has to be the guide 
as to whether or not it is campaign 
literature. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

(By unanimous consent <at the request 
of Mr. BROWN Of Ohio) Mr. HAYS was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min­
ute.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Suppose I send 
it out with a stamp. 

Mr. HAYS. Then, you have to report it. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Because it has 

a stamp it becomes a campaign expense? 
Mr. HAYS. If in your judgment it has 

become a campaign document. If you 
send it out this year under a stamp this 
year or under a frank and say, "I voted 
for the election reform bill,. as a matter 
of information, I would assume you 
would send it out under your frank and 
it would not be covered. However, to send 
it out 2 weeks before the election in my 
opinion it would be a campaign docu­
ment and would be covered. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. What would be 
the limit in terms of time under this pro­
vision with reference to mailings? Would 
the gentleman tell me when it becomes 
all right? If it is not all right 2 weeks 
before the election, is it all right 2 
months before the election? 

Mr. HAYS. I cannot set a gpecific limit 
of time. As the gentleman knows, some 
Members send out what purports to be a 
newsletter 2 weeks before the election, 
and it has been ruled to be a newsletter, 
if it is not blatantly political. So it would 
have to be a bona fide newsletter or a 
campaign document. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. So, this becomes 
a kind of a guessing game? 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify in 
my own mind, and I suppose other Mem­
bers have the same question in their 
mind-! would like to ask the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. BINGHAM) if there 

is some definition of the word "banks .. 
as far as telephones are concerned? 

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

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Bank is described as 
five or more telephones in the same 
place. I think the word is commonly 
understood. I do not believe it is a tech­
nical term. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I would just like to point out to the 
gentleman what troubles me, and the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. HAYS) indi­
cated that perhaps this will be cleared up 
in conference, but I would like to have 
the gentleman clear up what he has in 
mind because in my area, in my particu­
lar district, we have people who volun­
teer to come in and use a telephone, and 
they call their friends, or they call 
throughout a ward, or call an area, 
would that be included in this bill within 
this amendment? 

Mr. BINGHAM. Where you have­
Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 

If I had, for example seven telephones 
that were used for calling at once, would 
they be precluded from the jurisdiction 
of your amendment? 

Mr. BINGHAM. If you had seven tele­
phones being used for calls for the pur­
pose of contacting the potential voters, 
I would say they would be included, yes. 
People you know who may work on their 
own time, on their own phones, they 
would not be included. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Would you think that there would be 
some sort of difficulty with the first 
amendment about this, people who want 
to call their friends, who are we to say 
they cannot call their friends? 

Mr. BINGHAM. No. I do not say that. 
That is precisely why it is worded this 
way. It would not prevent or interfere 
with someone who wants to call his own 
friend from his own telephone. What we 
are talking about are telephones in­
stalled in banks, and I have done this in 
campaigns myself, 20 or 30 telephones, 
and you attempt to get volunteers to do 
it. And we have gotten volunteers to do 
it, but the expense is certainly quite sub­
stantial, particularly in the city of New 
York where you pay for each individual 
telephone call. But this was particularly 
drawn to exclude the individual who on 
his own time and on his own phone calls 
up his friend. 

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

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. Even if you have banks of 
telephones manned by volunteers, the 
only expense you have to report is the 
telephone expense, you do not report any 
costs for the volunteers. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
That is right, obviously not. But, say you 
have very generous friends, and they are 
willing to put in different phones that 
you do not pay for, and they are doing 
it on their own, they are paying for the 
phone, and they are giving you volun­
teered service, would they be covered by 
this? 

Mr. BINGHAM. If the gentleman will 
yield, I think the answer there would 

be the same as the case under the gen­
tleman's bill for a friend who takes a 
newspaper advertisement on his own 
and whether this would be covered. I do 
not believe there is any substantial dif­
ference in that, and the organized phone 
campaign. If it is conducted for the 
benefit of the candidate, then I think it 
would come within the limitation pro­
vided there are five or more in one place. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, would the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield further to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. If you have 100 friends who 
said, "I am going to put on a telephone 
campaign," and they divide the phone 
book up into 100 different sections, and 
they do it on their own time and on their 
own phone, that would be all right. It is 
only if you pay for it. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I thank the gentleman. 

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

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
we are going far afield for the pur­
pose of this bill that we have before 
us. We have already established lim­
itations on the five main categories 
that we have a reason primarily to put 
limitations on, the radio, television, news­
papers, billboards, and printed material. 
If we carry this into all other categories 
you are going to put yourselves-or your 
opponent--out of business. How far do 
you go in this? 

You add the telephone business, you 
add the other category-the computer­
ized mail-that he has listed in this par­
ticular amendment, I say to you you 
could put 50 more items in. Are you go­
ing to charge for just any kind of tele­
phone in the headquarters? Or are you 
going to charge for putting furniture 
in the headquarters? 

Are you going to charge for transporta­
tion of all kinds? Are you going to have 
to account for bringing any speaker into 
your district? Are you going to have to 
account for all kinds of recreation, food, 
drinks, including, perhaps, some beer or 
Coke parties or other entertainment? 

Where do we stop? I say that we have 
already adopted the five catego_ries. We 
have jurisdictional rights to make limi­
tations in these categories. Our State 
laws will govern other costs. You keep 
on and you could put yourself out of 
business. Some of you pure in heart 
want to write a bill that the Post and 
the Star would like. I want to write a bill 
that I think would be fair to the people 
in office and the people who would be 
running against them. 

I think you have stretched this so 
far that you take it clear out of the realm 
of practicality. I hope you use some judg­
ment here and do not get carried away 
with the emotion of the moment by say­
ing we are going to account for every 
conceivable cost in addition to the five 
categories. I just do not think that is 
feasible and I think it is going too far. 

We have already have these five cate­
gories in the bill. I say that that is 
enough unless there is a bigger and over­
powering reason, but I do not think that 
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there is any such overpowering reason 
that we should try to detail 50 other 
categories. I just think we ought to close 
this thing off and vote down this amend­
ment and I say this without any sense of 
derogation at all at the gentleman from 
New York. 

I just think we ought to stay with this 
and stop there and quit trying to find 
trouble areas for individuals who want 
to try to run for office. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

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

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

thank the gentleman for yielding and to 
say to the gentleman from Texas that we 
are not trying to kill anybody. 

If $50,000 is not enough to get elected 
in Texas-we are only limiting radio 
and television and billboards and news­
papers and if this amendment is adopted, 
banks of telephones and computerized 
mail. 

We are not putting in anything about 
your beer parties--! do not know how 
many votes you can get with them, but 
as many as you can-go ahead. We are 
not putting in anything about spending 
money for banquets or about buying bal­
loons to pass out at fairs or nail files or 
matches and all of those categories. 
There is nothing like that. 

There are plenty of States where you 
have to report everything. Of course, 
there are not very many States where you 
can raise as much money as you can in 
Texas, but there are plenty of States 
where you have to report every dime that 
you spend. We are not trying to do any­
thing to you Texans. We are just saying 
that in these five categories, you cannot 
spend over $50,000 and on all the rest 
the sky is the limit--let the money come 
from where it may, presumably. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Virginia yield? 

Mr. ABBITI'. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. PICKLE. We have five categories 

now under title I, and you have added 
two more categories. Why don't you put 
in fingernail filers and pencils and all 
of those things? 

Mr. ABBITI'. And beer parties. 
Mr. PICKLE. All of those things go for 

many who have been elected. 
I am just saying as a practical mat­

ter-try to be reasonable about it. I just 
say we have gone far enough. 

Mr. ABBITr. In Virginia we have to 
report all expenditures and we do not 
have any trouble. I think this is a very 
mild and a very reasonable amendment. 
I hope very much it will be accepted. 

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

Mr. ABBITr. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HAYS. This amendment only 

plugs up the biggest loophole of all­
computerized mail can be the most ex­
pensive thing and can put a candidate of 
modest means out of business. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to rise and support your 
remarks on this amendment. 

For those of us who live in large urban 
areas and cannot afford the TV market 
and cannot afford newspaper ads, the 

boilerroom and computerized mail op­
erations have become one of the most 
vicious unreported campaign tactics go­
ing. I will support this amendment to 
bring that under control. 

Mr. ABBITT. As a matter of fact it is 
a very modest amendment and only ap­
plies to mailings and telephone banks 
and would not apply to any volunteer 
workers. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
will be adopted. 

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

Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
Committee, this was one of the very im­
portant features which was not in the 
Senate bill and is in the House bill. Of 
course, the House bill is much stronger. 
Nevertheless, in working this out on the 
floor of the Senate, a very delicate com­
promise was reached between the major­
ity and the minority and, we are told, 
concurred in :Jy the White House. 

To go beyond that delicate balance may 
imperil this bill and will certainly make 
it less of a reform measure. 

In the second place, Mr. Chairman, 
these expenditures are really not audit­
able. You can disperse your mailing of 
letters in such a way that nobody in the 
world can possibly audit you. 

You can break down your campaign 
telephones into fours or fives any way 
you want to to subvert the definition of 
the gentleman from New York as to 
what a bank of telephones is. 

Mr. Chairman, these expenses are not 
verifiable. 

In the third place, this particular 
provision extends the advantage of the 
incumbent over the challenger, which is 
delightful for all of us who are incum­
bents, but there are very few people who 
speak in the name of the challenger. If 
a challenger is to do a boilerroom or 
computer mailing under the limitations 
imposed here, he could do but three such 
mailings. In the meantime, there is noth­
ing to prevent any of us from rolling out 
the same kind of mailing on a weekly 
basis under our frank, using any kind of 
mailing or newsletter we would choose 
to employ. 

Mr. Chairman, we have staff. We have 
telephone privileges. We have access to 
the media. We have a vast arsenal of 
weapons with which we can campaign in 
a legitimate way, and we are not subject 
to the limitations that a challenger would 
have. This provision unfairly loads this 
bill toward the incumbent and against 
the challenger. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, it broaches the 
limits of the Macdonald amendment and 
threatens the expenditure limits that the 
House has voted upon in the last 2 days. 
By putting these two items in our ex­
pense limitations, we would limit that 
which we thought would be desirable 
under the Macdonald amendment. 

The gentleman from Texas has cor­
rectly stated the problem. This amend­
ment is not meritorious. We have ma.de 
two decisions in the last 2 days in this 
House in favor of a 10-cent limitation 
for media expense. To go beyond that 
would imperil the passage of this bill. 
It would be very unwise to give ourselves 
such additional advantages as to make 

our vote hardly credible to the public 
today. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan­

imous consent that all debate on the 
pending amendment cease in 5 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­

nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
PODELL). 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, !support 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York. But I would like to 
point out to the House that it does not 
do the trick, nor does it answer the prob­
lem that many of us have. 

I was involved in a campaign in 
which my opponent opened up 11 offices, 
11 store fronts, each with large billboards, 
distributing millions of pieces of liter­
ature. And there is nothing that pre­
vents an opponent of yours from doing 
the very same thing, even with the Bing­
ham amendment. I think what we have 
got to do is to provide an overall limi­
tation on campaign expenditures. If you 
do not do that, then the bill you are 
passing today is not worth the paper 
it is printed on. If any man can go into 
a district and spend a million dollars to 
beat you in your seat, let me tell you 
that for a million dollars he is going to 
beat you. If that is the kind of thing you 
want, that is what you are going to get, 
unless you limit the total amount that 
a candidate can spend. 

One gets to wonder at times whether 
or not the office held by a public official 
has that much value, where people spend 
millions of dollars to try to win it. I ran 
against a multimillionaire the last time 
I ran in 1968. Believe me, I know what 
it means to fight that kind of money. 
The man organized his own party. He 
had no major endorsement at all. He 
had no party afiiliation. He organized 
a brand new party. And I barely beat 
him by a few thousand votes. That is 
what could happen in a campaign where 
money is the major commodity. 

I think the people of this country need 
public officials who are dedicated, who 
are interested and committed to pub­
lic life, not people who are millionaires 
and have nothing else to do but run for 
public office. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
HAYS). 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from New York <Mr. BINGHAM) to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HARVEY). 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision (demanded by Mr. HARVEY) there 
wer~ayes 80, noes 48. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 

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

Mr. Chairman, last night the Evening 
Star contained a story about the financ-
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ing of the GOP National Convention in 
San Diego. The story raises a matter 
which I feel we must clarify as we ad­
dress ourselves to the issues of reforming 
the Federal election campaign laws. 

Every 4 years major cities throughout 
our Nation bid for political conventions. 
These conventions bring business to the 
cities that far exceed the moneys prof­
fered by them to attract the convention. 
Not only do they bring business, but they 
focus national attention on that city as 
a convention city and this in turn brings 
more conventions and more business. The 
convention business is, indeed, a vital 
part of the financial life blood of our 
cities. 

It has been noted, however, that the 
Federal law is "gray" or "fuzzy" regard­
ing the necessary activities of the cities 
in raising bidding money, goods, and 
services to attract political conventions. 
I agree that the law is gray and fuzzy 
in that it is silent, but I think that the 
legislative history of the Corrupt Prac­
tices Act of 1925 and the years of prac­
tice under that law are very clear. For 
example, I note that the Internal Rev­
enue Service has ruled that a corpora­
tion may take a deductible business ex­
pense for contributions to a committee 
organized to bring a national political 
convention to the locality in which the 
taxpayer is engaged in a trade or busi­
ness, provided such contributions are 
made with a reasonable expectation of 
a commensurate financial return, Re­
vised Ruling 55-265, 1955-1, CB22. Also 
it is a deductible business expense for 
any amount paid or incurred for adver­
tising in a convention program of a po­
litical party distributed in connection 
with a convention held for the purpose 
of nominating candidates for the offices 
of President and Vice President, pro­
vided, first, the proceeds from the pro­
gram are actually used solely to defray 
the costs of conducting the convention, 
or a subsequent convention held for the 
same purpose; and, second, the amount 
paid is reasonable in light of the business 
the taxpayer may expect to receive di­
rectly as a result of such advertising, or 
as a result of the convention being held 
in an area in which the taxpayer has a 
place of business. See me 276Cc). 

Since most of these goods, services, 
and funds must come from local mer­
chants, hotels, and the like, and most of 
these businesses are corporations, I do 
not believe that it was ever the intent of 
the Congress nor has it been the intent 
of this reform legislation, to place re­
strictions on corporations contributing 
to cities to enable them to bid for politi­
cal conventions. Of course, I am refer­
ring to corporations that do business in 
that city and corporations that would 
properly anticipate a return on their ex­
penditure in the form of more business. 

Mr. Chairman, I had considered of­
fering an amendment addressing itself 
to this problem, but after reviewing the 
legislative history of the 1925 act, the 
many years of practice under that act, 
the extensive hearings that have been 
held regarding the needed reforms under 
the old law and discovering that this 
problem has never been deemed to be an 
improper practice, and discussing this 

matter with a number of my colleagues, 
I do not feel that it is necessary. The old 
law is very clear that it does not prohibit 
such corporate contributions and the 
amended language of the new law re­
ferring to "contributions" and "expend­
itures" makes it even clearer that such 
corporate contributions are not within 
the proscriptions of the Federal law. 

I am raising this matter to make it 
very clear in the legislative history of 
this reform legislation that such con­
tributions by corporations are not im­
proper expenditures or contributions. To 
the contrary they are very healthy ex­
penditures in that they benefit not only 
the city, but also the corporation, and 
help defray the increasing cost of the 
convention phase of our campaign proc­
ess. I hope that by raising this matter 
at this time there will no longer be a 
"gray" or "fuzzy" problem in interpret­
ing the Federal law. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL TO THE 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

HARVEY 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment Offered by Mr. Udall to the 

Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute 
Offered by Mr. Harvey: Page 44, line 16, 
strike out "title" and insert in lieu thereof 
"Act". 

Page 44, line 18, strike out "title" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Act". 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, before we 
finish marking up the Senate bill I have 
two clarifying amendments, and I do not 
believe there is much opposition to them, 
and I hope they will be accepted. 

The first one deals with the severabil­
ity clause in the Harvey amendment, 
which is the Senate bill. On at least half 
of the amendments which have been be­
fore us in this debate someone has raised 
a question whether a particular provision 
or a particular amendment is constitu­
tional or unconstitutional. 

The Senate language has a very limited 
severability clause, limited just to title 
III of that bill. All this amendment will 
do is to strike out "title" and insert in 
lieu thereof "Act" so that we will have a 
workable severability clause applying to 
the entire bill, and if any one of these 
clauses should be held to be unconstitu­
tional we will make sure it does not affect 
the balance of the act. 

I hope the amendment will be accepted, 
and then I can offer the next amendment, 
which I hope will not be any more con­
troversial. 

The CHAmMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. UDALL) to the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
HARVEY). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL TO THE SUB­

STITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HARVEY 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. UDALL to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute of-

fered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 44, strike out lines 
5 through 9 and insert in lleu thereof the 
following: 

"EFFECT ON STATE LAW 

"SEc. 313. (a) (1) Nothing in this Act 
shall be deemed to invalidate or make inap­
plicable any provision of any State law, ex­
cept where compliance with such provision 
of law would result in a violation of a provi­
sion of this Act. · 

"(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), no 
provision of State law shall be construed to 
prohibit any person from taking any action 
authorized by this Act or from making any 
expenditure which he could lawfully make 
under this Act." 

Mr. UDALL (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari­
zona? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I have of­

fered this amendment at the request of 
several of my colleagues. It deaJs with 
the conflict between the new Federal law 
we are going to have and the 50 State 
laws. Some of the State laws are very 
ancient and have unrealistic and un­
workable spending limitations and all the 
rest. 

This amendment comes in two parts. 
The first deals with the dilemma one 

might have, where, by complying with 
the reporting provision in the Federal 
law one would violate the State law, or, 
by complying with the State law, would 
violate the Federal law. So the first half 
of the amendment says: 

Nothing in this Act shall be deemd to in­
validate or make ina.pplicable any provision 
of any State law, except where compliance 
was such provision of law would result in a 
Violation of a provision of this Act. 

That simply says that one does not 
violate a State law when one complies 
with this Federal law. 

The second half of the amendment 
deals in a more affirmative fashion with 
this conflict of State and Federal law 
problem, and it says that: 

No provision of State law shall be con­
strued to prohibit any person from taking 
any action authorized by this Act or from 
making any expenditure which he could law­
fully make under this Act. 

Let me give you an example. One Mem­
ber here tells me in his State there is a 
very rigid provision which limits him to 
about $5,000. The new Act will have a 
$50,000 limitation in it. All this amend­
ment says is you can spend up to the 
amount authorized by the Federal Act 
without regard to a lot of old, obsolete 
State Acts. I do not know of any con­
troversy. I hope it will be adopted. 

Mr. STRA'ITON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. STRATTON. I wonder if you can 
explain that last point again. Which 
provision of your amendment deals 
specifically with it? It is my understand­
ing you are using the same language as 
appears in the Frenzel substitute, which 
refers to cases where "compliance with 
such provision of State law would result 
in a violation of the provisions of this 
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title." If you have a State law that limits 
you to an unrealistic total of $5,000 and 
the only way you can conduct a campaign 
is to set up separate committees, then 
if you are going to report properly under 
this new Federal bill, you would have to 
report amounts greater than the state 
limit of $5,000. 

Mr. UDALL. This says you can do that 
without violating State law. 

Mr. STRATTON. I want to make sure 
that the gentleman's wording actually 
does take care of that situation. 

Mr. UDALL. Let me assure the gentle­
man from New York that it does. I 
checked this with staff counsel and with 
the Legislative Reference Service and 
double-checked it and submitted it to two 
or three Members who are very con­
cerned about being prosecuted under 
State law, and everyone agrees that it 
does the job. 

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle­
man. I think it is a very necessary 
amendment. 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. In both instances the 
gentleman changes "title" to "Act," does 
he not? In both amendments. 

Mr. UDALL. Well, I did change the 
word to "Act" so it applies clear across 
the board. That is right. 

Mr. GROSS. In both instances and in 
both amendments-

Mr. UDALL. Yes. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman referred 

to title. 
Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman for 

his clarification. 
Mr. McKAY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. McKAY. With your amendment, 

for example, in my State there is a total 
limitation on all campaigns, primary and 
general, of $50,000. Would this then have 
the effect of doubling the opportunity for 
spending, in my State considering the 
two, both primary and general? 

Mr. UDALL. No, it would not. The Fed­
eral law would apply in that case, and 
you have to comply with the Federal 
law. Under the Symington amendment 
of yesterday you cannot use money from 
your primary $50,000, in effect, for the 
general election. 

Mr. McKAY. But is not the present 
law we are working on granting $50,000 
as a maximum for each election, pri­
mary and general, totaling $100,000? 

Mr. UDALL. $50,000 for the primary 
and $50,000 for the general. 

Mr. McKAY. Which is $100,000. 
Mr. UDALL. Yes. 
Mr. McKAY. But in my State there is 

a total for those two elections of $50,000 
for both. 

Mr. UDALL. And a candidate would 
be able to spend up to $100,000, $50,000 
in each election, by my amendment. 

Mr. McKAY. My State is one of those 
that have been a little more progressive 
in working on this issue. Therefore, I 
feel bound to oppose the amendment, 
because it doubles the potential expendi­
ture in my State. 

Mr. PODELL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. PODELL. I thought you mentioned 
a moment ago that there was a limita­
tion of $50,000 on expenditures. That is 
not the case here. There is no limitation 
here. 

Mr. UDALL. On some expenditures. 
Under the Bingham amendment, which 
we just adopted, it is $50,000 on these 
five categories. 

Mr. PODELL. Yes. But it is possible 
to spend at least $100,000 in other cate­
gories and still be under the provisions 
of this bill. 

Mr. UDALL. In that event, if you had 
a State law which prescribed a limitation 
on the other expenditures, the State law 
would apply. 

Mr. PODELL. But if there is no State 
law, there is no limitation in the bill. 

Mr. UDALL. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Arizona <Mr. UDALL) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HARVEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PODELL TO THE 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
HARVEY 
Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the reading thereof be waived 
and the amendment be printed in the 
RECORD, and I will explain the amend­
ment. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, reserving the right to object, is the 
gentleman from New York asking that 
we waive the reading of the amendment? 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, only for the pur­
poses of clarification. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. How long is 
the amendment? 

Mr. PODELL. It is a very brief amend­
ment, but a number of pages had to be 
reordered in order to get to the meat of 
the amendment. If I could have the op­
portunity to explain it-if the gentle­
man will reserve his objection--

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Has the gen­
tleman from New York provided us with 
copies of the amendment? 

Mr. PODELL. No, I have not. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Then, Mr. 

Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report 

the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PoDELL to the 

amendment 1n the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 45, insert atter 
line 14 the following: 

OVERALL EXPENDITURE LIMrrATIONS 
SEc. 402. (a) For purposes of this section: 
(1) The term "election" means (A) any 

general, special, primary, or runoff election or 
(B) a convention or caucus of a political 
party held to nominaJte a. candidate. 

(2) The term "candida.te" means an indi­
vidual who seeks nomination for election, or 
election, to the omce of Represen<tatlve, 
whether or not suoh individual is elected, 

and, for purposes of this paragraph, an indi­
vidual shall be deemed to seek nomination 
for election, or election, if he has (A) taken 
the action necessary under the law of a State 
to qualify himself for nomination for elec­
tion, or election, to such office, or (B) re­
ceived contributions or made expenditures, or 
has given his consent for any other person to 
receive contributions or make expenditures, 
with a. view to bringing about his nomina­
tion for election, or election, to such office. 

(3) The term "Representative" means the 
office of Representative, or Delegate or Resi­
dent Commissioner to the Congress. 

(4) The term "political committee" in­
cludes any committee, association, or orga­
nization which accepts contributions or 
makes expenditures for the purpose of in­
fluencing or attempting to influence the elec­
tion of one or more ca.ndid8ites for Federal 
elective office. 

(5) The term "expenditure" includes a 
payment, distribution, loan, advance, de­
posit, or gift, of money, or property or serv­
ices of significant value, and includes a 
contra;ct, promise, or agreement, whether or 
not legally enforceable, to make a.n expendi­
ture. 

( 6 ) (A) For purposes of paragraph ( 5) , the 
term "money, or property or services of 
significant value" includes money in any 
amount and services or property (other than 
money) the value of which exceeds $25. 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (5) and 
subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, the 
term "expenditure" when used in this sec­
tion shall not include (i) the rendition of 
personal services for which no compensa­
tion is paid to the individual rendering the 
services, or (11) an individual permitting a 
candidate or political committee to use the 
individual's nonbusiness property or his non­
business telephone (but not including toll 
calls) or similar service. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, the aggregate amount of expendi­
tures made by any candidate for Representa­
tive or on behalf of his c.a.ndida.cy-

( 1) may not exceed the limitation deter­
mined under subsection (c) in any general 
election, 

(2) (i) may not exceed the limitation deter­
mined under subsection (c) in each primary, 
or primary runoff, in which he is a candidate 
and which is held to select candidates for 
Representative for any general election. 

(b) The limitation applicable to any elec­
tion for Federal elective office is $50,000. 

(d) For purposes of this section, an ex­
penditure shall be regarded as hav1ng been 
made on behalf of a candidate if it is made 
at the direction, request, or with the con­
sent of the candida.te or of any political 
committee supporting his election or agent 
thereof. 

(e) Any person who violates this section 
shall be fined not more than $1,000 or im­
prisoned not more than one year, or both. 

(f) This section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring after Decem·ber 31, 
1971. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD (during the 
reading) . Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw 
my objection, but reserve the right to 
object until the explanation by the gen­
tleman from New York. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. PoDELL) desire to 
make a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. PODELL. Yes; I do, Mr. Chair­
man, so as to explain the amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that fur­
ther reading of the amendment be dis­
pensed with, and that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. And the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. GERALD R. FORD) re­
serves the right to object to that request? 
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Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I also 

object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Rhode Island object? 
Mr. TIERNAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I 

object, because we are halfway through 
the amendment, or more, at this stage, 
and it should be read, since we do not 
have a copy of it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk concluded the reading of 

the amendment. 
Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, that long 

amendment that was just read by the 
Clerk does but only one thing: It pro­
vides that notwithstanding the provi­
sions of title I, and notwithstanding any 
other provisions of the bill before us, the 
total amount that can be expended by 
any candidate in a primary election or 
in a general election is $50,000 for each 
election. 

In other words, if you have a primary 
you can spend up to $50,000. If you have 
a general election you can spend an ad­
ditional $50,000, subject, of course, to the 
provisions passed by the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) in that the 
moneys cannot be carried over from 
one election to the other. 

I bring this amendment to the at­
tention of the House because I believe 
that there comes a point in time when 
more than enough money is spent on 
elections for public office-particularly 
to elections in the House. 'I1l1s does not 
include elections in the Senate, obvi­
ously, nor does it include elections for 
the President. 

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

Mr. PODELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. KAZEN. What about nmoff elec­
tions after the primary? 

Mr. PODELL. You would have the 
right to spend $50,000 in each election 
that you are compelled to be in. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen­
tleman will yield further, if I understand 
the gentleman correctly, a runoff elec­
tion, is a separate election, and $50,000 
would be the limit for the runoff election 
itself? 

Mr. PODELL. For each election. A run­
off election is obviously a separate elec­
tion. 

Mr. KAZIDN. But it is in the primary 
system. 

Mr. PODELL. But it is a separate elec­
tion. 

Mr. KAZEN. Therefore, the gentleman 
is talking about $150,000 if a candidate 
has a primary, a nmoff, and a general 
election; am I correct? 

Mr. PODELL. That is right, if you have 
three campaigns, yes. 

Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. PODELL. There is one additional 

thought that I would like to commend to 
the attention of this body, and I have 
mentioned this before. While we are 
sitting here there are people who are 
running against us, campaigning against 
us and taking advantage of the fact that 
they are at home, talking to our con­
stituents, while we are here trying to pass 
legislation for the benefit of the country. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I understand what the 
gentleman from New York is trying to do, 
and I sympathize with the gentleman, 
but I would point out to the gentleman 
that in title I we have already covered 
that subject, and have put in a cost-of­
communications escalator in which, as 
the cost of communications grow, then 
the amount of money that can be spent 
in that area can also grow. It seems to 
me that if the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. PoDELL) 
is adopted that this would put an arti­
ficial ceiling on what the House has al­
ready adopted. Therefore I urge the 
defeat of the amendment. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not at all sure 
that I understand this amendment. In 
the first place, none of us over here have 
seen the amendment at all. We have 
heard it read and it is impossible to 
understand from the way it was read. 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me to explain the 
amendment to him? 

Mr. HARVEY. I do not yield to the 
gentleman at this time, but I will ask 
the gentleman some questions in just a 
minute. 

I do want to protest what you are go­
ing to do here. Yesterday we adopted 
what I thought were some amendments 
in title I and today we adopted the Mac­
donald amendment where we affirmed 
what we said today and we agreed we 
were not going to plow up old ground. 

Now it seems we are doing just exactly 
that. You seem to be putting in another 
limitation now on what a candidate can 
spend here. 

This, as I understand it, is a complete 
overall limitation disregarding com­
pletely the number of people of voting 
age in a district over 17 years of age as 
spelled out in the Senate bill and as 
spelled out in the Macdonald bill. 

There is no difference at all. It is a flat 
amount-any candidate for Congress 
can spend, as I understand it, $50,000; 
is that correct? 

Mr. PODELL. That is correct. 
Mr. HARVEY. Well, I will say to my 

friend that I seriously object to that. I 
think it discriminates very sharply 
against any district that happens to be 
a large district and that happens to have 
over 500,000 people-and it is bound to 
happen in the next period of the census. 
I do not think that was intended at all. 

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

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. PODELL. Under the one-man 

one-vote-! think we can agree that most 
of the districts in the country will even­
tually at that time be uniform. So, there­
fore, we will all be operating at the same 
advantage or disadvantage from the pop­
ulation point of view. 

Second, as to the question of the 
amount of llm1tation in the Macdonald 
amendment, it simply means 1f it is lim­
ited to one who spends $50,000 on tele­
vision, he can do it. But 1f he is going 
to spend $50,000 on television, he just 
cannot go out and buy bumper stickers 

and placards-that is it-it is the limit. 
You might call it a poor man's limitation. 

But there are certain Members-per­
haps millionaires who want to enter into 
campaigns and spend hundreds of thou­
sands of dollars-and they campaign for 
Congress. I think it is wrong. 

Mr. HARVEY. May I ask my friend 
another question. 

Does this do away completely with 
categories of expenditures that were set 
up-the broadcasting media, newspa­
pers, magazines, and outdoor advertis­
ing and just recently postage and tele­
phones? 

Mr. PODELL. It does not. It says, 
"Notwithstanding any of the categories 
aforementioned, no candidate can in any 
event expend more than $50,000." 

That is all the amendment does. 
Mr. HARVEY. I still say to my friend, 

I am beginning to understand this better 
now, but I still do not see any reason why 
you should discriminate here against the 
person who has a really large district and 
this seems to me exactly what you are 
going to do. 

Mr. PODELL. I discriminate only 
against a person who has a real large 
amount of money. 

Mr. HARVEY. Under the Macdonald 
amendment that we agreed to here, we 
are talking about 10 cents a vote. Now 
that 10 cents a vote can conceivably be­
fore 1980 when the next census is taken 
mean a very great deal to some candi­
date or to some challenger in a district 
that suddenly mushrooms into the sub­
urbs, of 800,000, and it takes place over 
and over again. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not see any rea­
son at all why you should set up a lim­
itation on this. It seems to me we have 
acted with a great deal o! wisdom so far 
and I fail to see why you should try to 
set an upper limit on what is spent at aU 
and change what the Macdonald sub­
stitute contains. 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in -
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I spent about $30,000 
ln each of last year's campaAgns-the pri­
mary and the election. One of my oppo­
nents spent $184,000 in the primary and 
lost, and the other reported spending a 
total of $171,000 in his primary and the 
runoff. 

And so, I do not believe that $50,000 
is at all realistic. If one runs against an 
incumbent, even though it would have as­
sured my election the last time, $50,000 
or any figure approximating that is un­
realistic. Accordingly I cannot support 
this amendment. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent one of 
those mushrooming suburban districts 
that my good friend, Mr. HARVEY, of 
Michigan, has suggested would be dis­
criminated against under this amend-
ment. My district has a population of 
630,000 as of the 1970 census. However, 
that is not 630,000 of voting age, and the 
Macdonald amendment speaks in terms 
of voting age. I cannot imagine a district 
growing so rapidly that it would, by the 
end of a decennial census period, have a 
votJng-age population in excess of 500,­
ooo people. 
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And as a Representative of a large dis­
trict, let me say that I support Mr. 
PoDELL's amendment. We do need a good, 
tight, overall limit. 

I do not think that any of us really 
think that a congressional candidate 
ought to have to raise that kind of money. 
None of us really feels comfortable with 
backers who have contributed very large 
sums. Certainly the public is not served 
by having its representatives beholden to 
large contributors. I ask that the Podell 
amendment be agreed to. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. We are 
getting a pretty good bill here. I now 
am encouraged to think that we will have 
a workable, defensible bill. I hope we do 
not go too far. I am sympathetic with my 
friend from Michigan. I am sympathetic 
with the problem of my friend from New 
York <Mr. PoDELL). A millionaire could 
not beat him and I do not believe I could 
have withstood that kind of campaign. 
I suspect that he will either die in office 
or retire voluntarily because he cannot 
be defeated. 

I associate myself with the remarks 
that the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
HAYS) made on this subject awhile ago 
in talking about the Bingham amend­
ment. I associate myself also with what 
Mr. MACDONALD said earlier on this 
subject. 

The philosophy of the bill we have 
developed so far is twofold. There are 
certain expenditures in a campaign 
which can be checked, monitored and 
controlled. There are certain kinds of ex­
penditures that cannot be effectively 
monitored or controlled, and you breed 
hypocrisy or evasion when yc,u try to do 
so. 

The things we can contl'Ol are such 
things as billboards, television rates, 
newspapers, magazines, postage and 
telephones. But as to the cost of match­
box and fingernail-files and beer busts, 
and workers, and so forth, we have a dif­
ferent situation. Who can tell whether a 
person is being paid by an employer to 
work for a candidate? Who can say what 
the values are? To try to control that 
kind of thing merely breeds hypocrisy 
and evasion. You cannot control that 
kind of thing. 

As to the things we can control, we 
will handle them by tight limits. We can 
monitor them. You :md your opponent 
can be checked out on those things. 

But as to the things you cannot con­
trol, the remedy-and it is not a perfect 
remedy in an imperfect world-is dis­
closure. We will have a new, tight dis­
closure system. 

So while I am sympathetic with and 
originally favored the kind of approach 
proposed, I think we have a good middle 
ground that we should not depart from. 

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. One thing bothers me. You 
say there are certain things you cannot 
control and we never know what is spent. 
In the next breath you say we will have 

complete disclosure where the candidate 
is required to disclose. If we cannot con­
trol it on the one hand, how can we con­
trol it on the other? If the gentleman 
will yield further, I would like to point 
out that in Ohio we have to disclose 
everything we spend over $10, and to be 
frank with you, I am afraid not to dis­
close everything. Therefore, I report 
everything. If we have a $50,000 limita­
tion, when I get to $49,500, I quit 
spending. 

Mr. UDALL. You have a good law in 
Ohio. It works. We want a workable sys­
tem. We do not want to breed hypocrisy 
and evasion by trying to limit some things 
that we cannot effectively limit. 

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Arizona for 
yielding. 

I think the gentleman is talking prac­
tical commonsense when he takes the 
position that he takes in opposition to the 
amendment of my good friend, the gen­
tleman from New York (Mr. PODELL). We 
have had experiments in my own State 
with overall limitations that did not 
specify categories and give provable 
limitations, provable standards for those 
various categories. To my way of think­
ing, this bill as it stands right now is a 
practical, workable, and sensible method 
of controlling the areas in which the 
abuses have been most severe. I hope it 
will not be complicated by the additional 
amendment that has been offered. 

Mr. ANDERSON of IDinois. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL.::: yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of IDinois. Mr. Chair­
man, I echo what the gentleman from 
Arizona has said in the very cogent 
arguments he has made against this 
particular amendment. We do not want 
to make this a completely proincumbent 
bill, and that charge has already been 
made, but when we take into consider­
ation the staff allowances and the mail 
allowances and the travel allowances we 
have as Members of Congress, to impose 
that kind of ceiling on the challenger is 
to truly, I think, make this a pro­
incumbent bill, where it will not be really 
a reform bill at all. 

I earnestly hope the Members of this 
House heed the advice of the gentleman 
from Arizona, the advice that he has 
given us that we proceed with what we 
have worked out today and yesterday, 
which I think is a very workable bill, 
wherein we limit the spending ceiling 
to those items clearly identifiable as 
listed in the bill. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan­
imous consent that all debate on this 
amendment cease in 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, is that lim­

itation to apply after my 5 minutes are 
up? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair observed 
standing when the unanimous-consent 
request was agreed to the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. HAYs), the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. DENT), the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), and the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. FREN­
ZEL). 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I was on 
my feet and asking recognition before 
the time limit was asked. Normally the 
person on his feet is given his time be­
fore the limitation of time is begun. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair asked if 
there was objection, and heard none. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I asked for 
my 5 minutes before the gentleman did, 
and when he made his request, I asked 
whether my time would come out first. 
I think, in fairness, I have not taken 
the :floor yet, and this came out of our 
committee and I do have a few words 
to say. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
amend the unanimous-consent request. I 
do not want any time myself. I do know 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania was 
on his feet. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con­
sent that all debate end in 10 minutes 
on this amendment and that 5 minutes 
be given to the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania and the other 5 be given to the 
named gentlemen. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­

nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. DENT) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I know all 
of us are interested in elections and in 
being elected, or we would not be here. I 
suppose there are great differences in 
many of the districts, but I find if one 
goes out to spend money in an election, 
he triggers spending on the })art of his 
opponent. 

It has been said this is all in favor of 
the incumbent. I do not know how some 
Members run their elections, but I was 
amazed when I heard the reports of a 
million dollars or $300,000 being spent. I 
wonder how- any normal person can 
really have faith in the membership of 
the Congress of the United States when 
we are quibbling about a limitation on 
only a restricted type of spending of al­
most two and a half times our total gross 
salary in this body. 

Now it is well known that the person 
who pays the fiddler usually calls the 
tune. We do not have to spend that kind 
of money. I do not know whether I am 
something special. I do not believe I am. 
But I ran for the U.S. Senate against an 
incumbent who was entrenched with 12 
years of service and a reputation of in­
vincibility at the polls. 

I ran for the Congress at the same 
time. My total expenditure, for both of­
fices, was $67,000, and I came within 2¥2 
percent of winning the Senate and would 
have won that if I had not gotten a little 
"double deal" in Philadelphia. 

I say to you, if you want to bring some 
faith and trust back to the elected offices 
in the Congress of the United States, let 
us not tell the people that we cannot win 
unless we spend the enormous sums some 
of us are talking about. 

Look over the last list of the last im­
mediate elections to this Congress, and 
look at the amounts that were spent. 
They may be good Members, certainly. 
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I do not think it is wrong for a man to 
be a millionaire, but he should not have 
to spend a million to be elected. 

I should like to know what chance a 
person like myself has, who is celebrat­
ing his 40th year as a member of a legis­
lative body, never having spent at any 
election during my lifetime more than 
$17,000 for a primary and general elec­
tion and most of that spent to help carry 
my ~olleagues running for the legislature. 

Perhaps the time has come when we 
should do a little peddling of ourselves 
among our people. What truth is there 
in an election when one spends the 
money to hire a John Wayne or some­
body to represent him on the air? I am 
sure if I had to go on TV I would have 
to hire somebody, because I would never 
be elected on my looks. 

I say to you, it is wrong and completely 
wrong, and the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York at least 
tries to make it a little reasonable. Every 
item should count toward the total lim­
itation of spending per election. 

In my case, if I were a big spender, it 
would be good for me to defeat his 
amendment, because all my campaign­
ing is done with little items. There is a 
matchbook now and then, and maybe a 
little pen or a pencil, little insignificant 
thing· and I keep it up 24 months every 
2 yea~s. I try to go to every wedding, 
every christening and every funeral.. I 
see people in my office from dawn till 
dusk when I am not here in the District 
of Columbia. 

I cannot walk down the street without 
someone saying "Hello," and everybody 
saying "Hello," and even little kids call­
ing me "Johnny." 

I remember when the Governor came 
to town, they let me ride in the car ~th 
him, and everybody was hollermg 
"Johnny," and he said, "Don't they know 
my name is 'George'?" 

If you are going to represent your 
people, do not represent them through a 
shadow man or an inbetween runner. 
Represent them yourself, and you will 
not need these enormous sums of money, 
and I do not care what they spend 
against you. You are talking about things 
of value. 

The most valuable political asset is 
yourself, see your people, know your dis­
trict. Stand up to be counted for your 
people. 

This is the formula, not the canned 
heat campaign of money, money, money. 

This is everybody's democracy. Do not 
put up barriers of gold against the hon­
est but not rich candidate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex­
pired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I am sure my 2lh minutes are not going 
to be worth the gentleman's time, but I 
believe the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. UDALL), as is so frequently the case, 
spoke common sense on this subject in 
opposing the overall limitation on 
spending. 

As we consider this bill we walk a 
narrow line between trying to determine 
what controllable expenditures can 
really be controlled versus unduly limit-

ing the spending by non-incumbents 
who are trying to unhorse an incumbent 
Member of Congress. 

I suppose if we set a limit of $50,000 
on what our opponent can spend to try 
to get our job this year, a couple of 
years from now we could reduce that to 
$25,000, and then perhaps to $10,000, 
and then to $5,000, and then to $2,000, 
and in a few years hence just make it 
illegal for anybody to run against us 
while at the same time we increase our 
staff allowances and our travel allow­
ances and the various privileges we have 
as incumbent Members of Congress. At 
that rate, I think we will probably be 
able to increase the percentage of in­
cumbents who are reelected from about 
93 percent to about 99 percent or even 
102 percent. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I do not have 
too much time, so I will yield in a mo­
ment when I have completed my 
thought. 

We must have some confidence in the 
ability of the people to make a judgment 
on when their vote and their support is 
being purchased with the challenger's 
money and when incumbents are trying 
to purchase voter support with the vot­
ing taxpayers' own money. By limiting 
what we can spend and what we let the 
challenger spend on the one hand and 
by increasing what we make available 
to ourselves in taxpayer financial con­
gressional allowances to spend in holding 
and trying to maintain ourselves in 
office. 

All of us in this body do run con­
tinually for 2 years. We all make those 
trips home, as the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT), indicated, to 
go to public functions and baptisms and 
funerals and all that, but Members of 
Congress do some of that on the tax­
payers' money. If we put an overall 
limit of the nature of the gentleman 
from New York's amendment, we will 
have done a disservice to the voters. 

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

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, I think we 
should go back to the first point that 
the gentleman from New York made. 
which is that this imposes no limitation 
on the Senaw and the President. We are 
only talking about ourselves. The only 
people that need special kinds of pro­
tection from all challenges are those of 
us in this body. 

Why do we have to have special pro­
tection? I submit every man here is good 
enough to stand on his own two feet 
against a reasonable challenge from a 
challenger. 

Mr. Chairman, this imposes an addi­
tional unreasonable limitation on those 
already imposed by the Macdonald 
amendment, and renders the Macdonald 
amendment limitation redundant. You 
will be simply restricted to total spend­
ing in such a way that it does not make 
any difference what limitations are ap­
plied by the Macdonald amendment. 

This does not do anything to protect 
you or any challenger, from the celebrity 
candidate. You have protected yourself 

from a challenger, because he cannot 
spend enough to gain recognition, but 
how are you going to spend enough to 
defend yourself from John Wayne or 
Henry Fonda or Lenny Dawson or some 
other movie star or sports celebrity? 

Mr. Chairman, this is an unreasonable 
restriction which falls more heavily on 
the minority than on the majority. This 
amendment ought to be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from New York (Mr. PoDELL) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HARVEY) . 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANIELSON TO 

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-
STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. HARVEY 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr Chairman, I of­
fer an amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DANIELSON to 

the amendment in the nature of a substi­
tute offered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 30, lines 
9 and 10, after the word "value" in line 9, 
strike out "of $100 or more," and insert "in 
excess of $100,". 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, this is sim­
ply a perfecting or conforming or clari­
fying amendment. 

In the major portion of the amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HARVEY), the frame of 
reference is to receipts in excess of $100. 
I do not wish to delineate them all, but 
they appear on page 31, line 8, page 31, 
line 17, page 31, line 24, and so on. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would 
conform the language on page 30, line 9, 
so that we are talking about contribu­
tions having a value in excess of $100. 
It would conform to the rest of the bill, 
and I urge that the amendment be 
adopted. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am hard 
pressed to understand the purpose of the 
amendment. 

Mr. DANIELSON. It is very simple to 
understand, if I may say so. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. You are chang­
ing it from $100.01 down to $99.99? 

Mr. DANIELSON. No; just the oppo­
site. It is just the opposite. It is so that 
throughout the bill we have a uniform 
standard; we must report contributions 
which exceed $100 but we need not re­
port contributions which do not exceed 
$100. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DANIELSON) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HARVEY). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANIELSON TO 

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB­
STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. HARVEY 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Amendment offered' by Mr. DANIELSON to 

the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 39, line 9, after 
line 8, strike out lines 9 through 25 of page 
39 and lines 1 through 14 of page 40. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman and 
Members, the effect of this amendment 
is to strike out all of that portion of the 
amendment which requires the filing of 
campaign statements and the like with 
the clerk of the U.S. district court. 

My purpose in submitting this amend­
ment is, first of all, in linre with my belief 
that we must and should continue to 
maintain a complete separation of powers 
between the executive, the judicial, and 
the legislative branches. 

Second, I do not know how the law 
reads in the other 49 States, but I as­
sume that there are some which are 
similar to my own State of California in 
which all candidates, including congres­
sional candidates, are required to file a 
sworn campaign statement with the sec­
retary of state and with the registrar of 
voters of the county in which the race 
is being run. 

This provides ample local access to 
your campaign statement, and I would 
say to do more is redundant. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Tilinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. I fail com­
pletely to understand the constitutional 
argument that the gentleman has raised 
against the filing of such statements with 
the clerk of the U.S. district court. You 
have said that this somehow violates the 
doctrine of the separation of powers 
when you file in the district court when 
the clerk merely accepts the filing of the 
statement by candidates. This is merely a 
ministerial function. 

It seems to me it is important to the 
public's right to know that your state­
ments be on file in the Federal district 
court in the constituency where a man 
is running 

I fail to understand either the consti­
tutional argument or why the gentle­
man should be adverse to having this 
additional resource made available to 
the public. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Chairman, I de­
cline to yield further. I desire to answer 
the gentleman's implied question. I do 
not say that the proposed procedure is 
unconstitutional. I said that we should 
maintain an absolute, complete, separa­
tion of powers. I do not want the Judi­
ciary participating even to this extent in 
our elections. It is much like Caesar's 
wife, she must avoid even the suspicion 
of evil. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. DANIELSON. Yes; I yield further 
to the gentleman from Tilinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Would the 
gentleman in his concern for the doctrine 
of separation of powers go so far as he 
would not want a Federal judge to ad-
minister the oath of office to a member 
of the executive branch? 

Mr. DANIELSON. I think we can carry 
that a little too far. In other words, in 
our search for virtue, we should not ren­
der ourselves sterile. 

I would like to point out one other 
thing. We have here the fourth estate. 
We have the press. Is there any need to 
go further than to make a public record 
here in Washington of these campaign 
statements? 

I wager that the press will report your 
declaration and mine. They will report 
every peccadillo, every infraction of law, 
that any of us make by any chance. 
That is their mission. They have a public 
service to perform and I am sure they 
will do it. 

Take the Pentagon papers, there they 
published something that might not even 
have been legal. I am certain they would 
publish anything illegal that appears in 
our campaign statements. 

To further relieve the mind of the 
gentleman from illinois, I would like 
to point out that if this provision of the 
bill is to do what it claims to do it is in­
effective. I would wager that within this 
body about one-half of the Member do 
not have a U.S. District Court within 
their district, therefore it would not per­
tain, quite obviously. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gentle­
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I am hard pressed to know how you are 
going to get information back to your 
newspapers, and television and radio sta­
tions in some of the smaller districts, 
say, as far away as California. Are they 
to send for this information, or are they 
to send a reporter to Washington to the 
Clerk of the House, or the Secretary of 
the Senate, or the Comptroller General, 
to get the information? 

Mr. DANIELSON. Under the existing 
law we must file them with the Clerk of 
the House and the Secretary of the Sen­
ate. Frankly, I do not believe we should 
change that present system, and by 
passing this amendment we are going to 
reinstate the present system. 

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

Mr. DANIELSON. I yield to the gentle­
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. They do have newspaper 
services, and press services. 

Mr. DANIELSON. I certainly agree. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

if the gentleman will yield further, I 
think that the press services would be 
kept filled for several days, nay, for 
week, getting reports on a line-by-line 
basis as to what may have been contrib­
uted and spent in each campaign. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California <Mr. DANIEL­
soN). 

Mr. Chairman, I would not want to use 
the word "phony" about some of these 
arguments about the Federal court, but I 
will use the word "specious." The gentle­
man from illinois says that they want it 
in the local district court so your local 
people can have access to it. Do you 
know where my local district court is? It 
is in Dayton, Ohio, which is 50 miles 
farther than Columbus, where I have to 
report to the secretary of state, and no-

body in my district would ever know 
what is filed there. And that applies to 
many of the other Members. 

This is a ridiculous requirement. Under 
this bill now if it becomes law you have 
to report six times a year, six times a 
year, to the Clerk of the House, pre­
sumably once or twice to the local of­
ficial in your State, and then they want 
you to report six more times a year to 
the Federal court . I say it is ridiculous. 
I say it is unnecessary. I say let us keep 
the courts out of the Congress. 

I hope the amendment passes, and 
quickly. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the full 
5 minutes, but I believe that this amend­
ment is very unwise. For 47 years we 
have had a system that has been un­
workable, and that has caused a great 
erosion in the public confidence in our 
whole electoral system. We hope today, 
and I believe we are going to do it, to 
start a new system that will start a whole 
new era, and make politics the honor­
able profession it ought to be, and which 
it has been. But the engine that will 
make that new system work is disclosure. 
Now either you believe that the public 
and your local newspapers and your op­
ponents have the right to know what 
you are spending in your preelection re­
ports, or you do not. If we believe in dis­
closure then let us make it effective. 

The bill now has a provision in it 
which says---and the opponents of the 
Senate bill have already won the point-­
that the Clerk of the House, is going to 
be the instrument for the filing of all 
this. They have won that main point. It 
is not going to be the Comptroller Gen­
eral. All it says, you send the Clerk your 
report, you make a carbon copy of it to 
send to your local U.S. district court. 

Now, I have heard great fears here 
about incumbents. We are all worried 
about what is going to happen to us as 
incumbents. Well, let us take a look at 
that. Say you have a millionaire oppo­
nent that the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. PoDELL), was talking about, and 
he is trying to buy the election. We al­
ready have him controlled on television 
and on billboards, and the only way he 
can buy the election is through paid 
workers, store fronts, match boxes, 
beer busts entertainment, and all the 
rest. What is needed is disclosure, so that 
you can charge him-and prove it-with 
buying the election. And what the simple 
provision now in the bill does, and this 
amendment would take it out, is to per­
mit the local press, if we ever find our­
selves in that kind of situation, not to 
have to come to Washington. My local 
press does not have anyone here in Wash­
ington. Can you imagine the scene in the 
basement of the Longworth Building 9 
days before the election, in the heat of 
all that is going on, with reporters and 
staffers, of people that you have phoned 
desperately in Washington, to get over 
there and find your opponent's report? 
This would put the information locally 
where it ought to be. And if disclosure 
is going to work, then disclosure ought 
to be effective, and ought to be prac­
ticable, and ought to be complete. 
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It is not going to help much if the 
Washington Post knows how much your 
opponent is going to spend for the elec­
tion, if they have enough interest to 
send reporters to find out. 

I want the local papers to know where 
and how my opponent is spending $200,-
000, and where he got it. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Does the gentleman 
realize that there are some 98 or 99 U.S. 
district courts and there are 435 Mem­
bers of Congress? Each district court is 
located in somebody'c:; district. What are 
you going to do with the other 336 Mem­
bers of Congress who do not have a dis­
trict court? 

Mr. UDALL. This is an imperfect sit­
uation. The solution is not perfect. What 
the bill provides is that every congres­
sional district is in some judicial district. 
There is not a town in America or a con­
gressional district in America that is 
not in a U.S. court judicial district. 
You file and your report is sent to the 
clerk of the court who is closest to the 
hometown of that candidate. The place 
from which he files his report. 

In three districts out of four there will 
be no serious problems of administration. 
I would venture in 80 percent of the cases 
and in my own case at least, in the dis­
trict court where it is filed, it is very ob­
vious one can send a law student or 
volunteer or a college kid over there 
every morning to find out what your 
opponent is up to and what he filed. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. You are 

right. The whole basis for making this 
system work is discrimination. I think 
it is intolerable if this amendment is 
adopted and it would seriously impair 
the public and the press' right to know 
what is being spent by whom and for 
what. 

I commend the gentleman for his state­
ment and I want to join with him and 
urge the defeat of the amendment. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very simple 
amendment. It takes out the require­
ment that we file with the clerk's office 
in the district court in our district. 

This is a useless matter. We already 
file in our State and file in the clerk's 
office. 

I hope very much the amendment will 
be approved. It seems to me we have 
ample filing requirements now. This is 
just another requirement to file with the 
Federal judiciary. I do not want to ex­
press my opinion of some members of 
the Federal judicial courts at this time. 

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

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HAYS. I have listened to the most 

ridiculous arguments that I have ever 
heard-that the local papers will not 
know what you file. 

In the first place, the UPI and the AP 
have a whole bunch of reporters here 
and they send it out on the wire the 
minute your return is filed back here to 
your local paper exactly what you filed, 
from the office of the Clerk of the House. 

In addition, nearly every State re­
quires you to file with the secretary of 

the State in the State capital and they 
also send it out. 

So this is a red herring about the pub­
lic's right to know. 

You know I have tried to cooperate 
with the gentleman from Arizona and 
with the gentleman from Dlinois. Some­
times I wonder who on the committee is 
handling the bill and who is writing it. 
I hesitate to bring this up, but the last 
time we had a big bipartisan move like 
this, we got the postal reform bill. God 
forbid that we get another one like that. 

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

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. GROSS. I am surprised that the 

gentleman from Arizona (Mr. UDALL) 
did not suggest making two copies in 
order to send one each to the Associated 
Press and the United Press. That would 
take care of the situation by providing 
full and immediate disclosure and I am 
for thSit. There is no good reason for 
filing with the Federal district courts 
which only means these courts will de­
mand more employees to handle the fil­
ings. 

The press services supply the tele­
vision and radio stations with their news 
and it would simplify the dissemination 
of information to send each a copy of 
the statement. 

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

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentle­
man from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I would say that that would 
make a lot of them happy because they 
would not then have to go to the bother 
of doing any work to get it out to their 
newspapers. They would merely put it 
on the wire. 

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

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentle­
man from Arizona. 

Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman. 
The gentleman said that the UPI and 
the AP would pick up the information 
and they will, but they'll only give the 
totals. But if I want to get a handle on 
my opponent, I want to know who his 
contrlbutors are and exootly wha.t and 
where he has spent, the UPI or AP will 
not carry a detailed story on my oppo­
nent's spending. 

Mr. HAYS. Let me say to my good 
friend from Arizona that if you want to 
get a handle on what your opponent has 
reported, you have 15 employees in 
Washington. Have one of them walk over 
to the clerk's office and copy down the 
details for you. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
simple amendment and I hope it will be 
adopted. 

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

Mr. ABBITr. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I wish to associate 
myself with the remarks of the gentle­
man from Virginia and the originator of 
the amendment. Every Member of this 
body has to report to the proper authori­
ties in his own State as well as to the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives 
and those reports a.re open to the press 
and to everybody else in the country-! 
believe this part of the bill is just whit-

tling away some of the strength of the 
House of Representatives. The first thing 
you know it would be perhaps to the De­
partment of Justice or to the Supreme 
Court or to the President of the United 
States to whom we would have to re­
port? How do we know? 

I say that we should stick by the Con­
stitution in the way it was written. If you 
want to whittle away the powers given to 
us, this is the way to do it. I say we should 
report here, and anybody can get any 
facts they want to get and report them. 
Why require them to go to a district 
court? I would have to go 100 miles to a 
district court if I wanted to be sure that 
things were right there or if I had some 
question about the report. Someone 
might live in a place where a district 
court is located. But on many others this 
is an extra burden. 

As I have said, the next step will be a 
requirement to report to the Attorney 
General, the President, or somebody 
else. 

Mr. Chairman, we have belittled this 
Congress enough now. Instead of pro­
viding that some other officer of the Gov­
ernment is going to supervise what we 
have to do, we ought to be our own 
masters. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. FRENZEL. When our committee 
held hearings on the subject of election 
reform, the only idea that every witness 
agreed to with full and vigorous enthu­
siasm was the concept of disclosure of 
election expenses-complete and timely 
disclosure. The amendment that you 
have before you is an anti-disclosure 
amendment. 

It is a limited-disclosure amendment. 
In fact, we might call it "what the peo­
ple do not know would not hurt them" 
amendment. Sure, it is fine if you are a 
big newspaper, a big radio station, or a 
large television station. You can send a 
representative to Washington. It is also 
possible, if you are so minded, for you 
to subscribe to the AP or the UPI. But 
in my district I have a lot of weeklies and 
small radio stations that do not sub­
scribe to those services. Nevertheless, the 
people they serve should be fully in­
formed, and as fully informed as the 
readers of the Washington Post and the 
subscribers of the Associated Press. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposal is not per­
fect, because there are not enough of 
these district locations. Nevertheless, it 
is a hundred times better than jamming 
the reports into one office in Washington 
and letting people pick out the ev.idence. 
If we really support the people's right 
to know. we will defeat this amendment. 

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle­
man from New York. 

Mr. CONABLE. I am at a loss to 
understand the vehemence of the oppo­
sition to disclosure. I subscribe com­
pletely to the statements the gentleman 
has made. I urge opposition to the 
amendment. It may be a simple thing, 
but it is very basic to any idea of reform 
of election laws. I think we must leave 
the disclosure provision in the bill. 
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Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle­

man from West Virginia. 
Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to say 

that I am certainly not one who does not 
wish to disclose what he spends, and I do 
not think there is a Member on this side 
of the aisle or on the other side of the 
aisle who does not want to do that either. 
I do not believe the gentleman meant to 
say what he did about antidisclosure. 
Why was the district court picked out? 
Why did not you pick somebody else 
out? Why did you not pick out the Sec­
retary of State or someone else? We have 
to disclose in our States to our State of· 
:ficials. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, the an­
swer is that this 1s the best we could de­
termine in attempting to assemble evi­
dence in a place where it would be read­
ily obtainable by the public. State capi­
tals would have given us half as many 
locations. That would be a better solu­
tion than merely striking this provision. 

I thank the gentleman for his com­
ments. 

Mr. STAGGERS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, there are 364 districts that 
do not have district courts. Yet there is a 
desire to submit it to the district courts. 
I would say why do we not :find some­
body in our own districts, if we are going 
to do that, or why not give it to the press 
right there? I think we should have it 
here, because we have access to it when it 
is mailed in. It should be in our State 
capital and here, but the gentleman 
wants to give it to a district court, and 
there are nearly 364 districts that do not 
have district courts. That does not mean 
to me good commonsense. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I did 
not mean that any Member was antidis­
closure. I mean that the amendment is 
antidisclosure. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. We would believe, from lis­
tening to the discussions here on this 
particular amendment, that no disclosure 
would be required if the amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from California 
<Mr. DANIELSON) prevails. We are re­
quired by his amendment to report to 
the Clerk of the House. His records are 
open for any who are curious enough to 
inquire. I have just talked with the Clerk 
of the House, and he tells me that the 
media does inquire. 

For those Members who do not believe 
that reporting to the Clerk is sufilcient, 
I would say there is no prohibition that 
prohibits a Member from doing more. I 
would suggest to the Members that any 
who believe they should do more have 
Xerox machines in their o:ffices, paid for 
by the Government, by the taxpayers of 
this country, and they can duplicate and 
mail to everyone they choose to, perhaps 
to every citizen, to every newspaper, radio 
station, television station, or to every 
Federal judge and to the U.S. Supreme 
Court, if the Member feels there is some­
thing somebody ought to know without 
being curious enough to inquire. 

I would suggest we support this amend­
ment, because there is no basis for be-

lieving that a Member of this House is 
dishonest because he simply wants to 
limit required reports to the Clerk of the 
House. The U.S. attorney can inquire if 
he believes any Member has done some­
thing fraudulent in reporting what he 
has received and how he has expended it. 

I say this is a matter for the Congress 
and not a matter for the courts until 
someone charges formally there has been 
fraud. One of our problems today and 
maybe our most serious is too much in­
tervention by the Federal courts. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, another 
thing under the present law is that we do 
not have to report contributions of cer­
tain sizes, and we do not have to report 
on the committees. This bill expands it 
from what we have had, yet the morning 
paper attacked me and said it was full of 
loopholes and came out for the Senate 
bill. 

The radio station owned by this same 
newspaper has some slimy little char­
acter who in an editorial said I did not 
:file any report for the last time. The 
truth is they had a copy of the report 
which was filed with the Secretary of 
State and it listed every single contribu­
tion over 10 cents, if there was one that 
low, and every single expenditure of over 
$10, with a receipt. But they ignored those 
facts and in their editorial said exactly 
what it suited them to say. I do not really 
care, because WTOP does not reach my 
district. They even went so far, with this 
slimy little jerk, as to mail a copy of his 
editorial to papers in my district, and 
none of them used it. So far as I am 
concerned, this b111 gives WTOP the 
chance to come to the Clerk's office and 
see. If they want it mailed down to them, 
that I am not going to do. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman is 
exactly right. This is a matter for the 
Congress and not the courts until some­
one has done something fraudulent which 
would then involve the courts. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me there 
are two things really, basically, that we 
can talk about in this bill. One of them 
is some kind of expenditure limitation, 
which is what we have done most of the 
talking about up until now, and the other 
is the matter of disclosure. 

Now, an expenditure limitation sounds 
good, but as a matter of fact we have a 
lot of problems with limitation if we 
want to look at it, some of them consti­
tutional. If we are not careful we will get 
ourselves into a position where we have 
an unrealistic limitation, as we do in the 
law now, which leads to evasion, as the 
gentleman from Arizona said awhile ago. 
We have to watch that, so far as limita­
tions are concerned. 

When it comes to disclosure, I reallY 
cannot see why we should not have the 
very fullest disclosure. So far as I am 
concerned, :file them in any number of 
places. I do not understand the excite­
ment about this particular amendment. 

File it with the Clerk of the House. File it 
with the U.S. district court. 

In my State we :file with the circuit 
court already. Nobody has ever consid­
ered that was a violation of the separa­
tion of powers or anything else. We have 
been doing it for years. 

I will :file it with the district court. 
Why not? File it anYWhere. Let us dis­
close it. 

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

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

Mr. FRASER. As I understand the pro­
vision now in the bill, that would be 
stricken, and what we are asked to do is 
to :file with the court as a repository. It 
does not really involve the court in any 
respect; it is just simply a place to have 
the report within the State so that it is 
available for the press and others who are 
interested. 

Mr. DENNIS. I think the gentleman 1s 
right. I suppose for a Federal omce one 
would, under this bill, file it with the clerk 
of a Federal court, just as I :file mine now 
with the clerk of the State court. 

Mr. FRASER. I agree with the gentle­
man. I do not think it is a wise amend­
ment. I think the disclosure part of this 
bill is very important. 

Originally I was going to support the 
amendment, but I have listened to the 
debate, and I think the amendment 
would be a sad mistake. 

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the distin­
guished chairman. 

Mr. HAYS. I have no objection to dis­
closure. I had hoped we could write in 
something where we would do it in our 
own districts, with the election board of 
the largest county in the State, or some­
thing of that kind. But if this amend­
ment is defeated, and then we go to con­
ference, there will be no leeway. 

There are 300 or 216, or whatever num­
ber it is, that have no district court. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman 
from Ohio makes a good statement. On 
the basis of wh'Sit he said we ought to 
defeat this amendment and, if the gentle­
man would like, put in an amendment to 
provide that we file with the Board of 
Elections of the largest county, which 
is the Ohio law, or at the State capital. 
which is the Ohio law. 

I would be happy to accept that, but I 
do think the public has a right to know 
what is spent, and this is the reason for 
this provision in the law. 

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. UDALL. I have been bothered by 
this point all day. I have been carrying 
around an amendment which says to :file 
it with the postmaster. There seems to be 
objection to the district court. The gen­
tleman from Ohio mentioned that. 

We could :file it with a U.S. postmaster 
in the congressional district, and that 
may be the answer. 
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Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 

from West Virginia. 
Mr. STAGGERS. I just want to make a 

suggestion, and I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

If we really want to be fair, why do 
we not defeat the amendment? I will say 
at the moment I am for the amendment, 
because this part of the bill is just a 
lot of folderol, where we would be de­
meaning Members of Congress, taking 
away a little all the time, saying we are 
not capable, that we are just a bunch of 
crooks and thieves. 

I would say to defeat it, and there 
ought to be an amendment that would 
compel every Member to file in every 
county court, in every county, and in 
the district, and then everybody would 
know. I would not mind filing it that way. 

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

I was the secretary of state in New 
Jersey for 8 years, and some of you are 
talking as if you do not know what you 
are talking about. 

In the first place, I have heard no 
testimony as to how many millions the 
Federal courts will want if they are will­
ing to take this responsibilitY. 

Let me give you a little of the physical 
setup in my office the Friday before elec­
tion where the candidates must file their 
reports. I have 72 daily papers in the 
State. I will tell you how it shapes up. 
Every candidate who is interested in it 
will have his friends in the area. When 
you have the 12 or 15 Congressmen and 
you have a couple of Senators that have 
to file, it is not uncommon to have 400 
people waiting around. You have all of 
these important friends of the opposing 
candidates and you have one sheet of 
paper in connection with the report that 
ts filed the Friday before election. You 
have a problem there. You will be behind 
a desk trying to satisfy everybody. Will 
you read it aloud, or how are you going 
to do it? 

I can tell you that we stayed in our of­
fice until 12 o'clock on Friday night to 
serve the press and everybody else. Most 
of the reports come in by mail on Satur­
day. We would be open on Saturday to 
satisfy the press and other interested 
people, but you do not think the Federal 
court clerk will make himself available 
after 4 p.m., do you? 

He will not do it alone, either. You will 
have five clerks doing it. This takes a 
little doing. And if he is going to work on 
Saturday morning, that is another deal. 

That is only on the preelection report. 
Now, on the postelection report where 
you are supposed to get the whole story, 
if you think it does not take a little cleri­
cal work and activity with four or five 
people setting up things and security I 
want to tell you you are wrong. It is a big 
job. 

And I will predict that the clerks of the 
Federal courts will not even pay any at­
tention if you pass the law. They do not 
want this task. Otherwise they will be 
back here next year seeking about $1 
million in order to make it operate. 

Mr. HAYS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PATI'EN. I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I hope we can vote on this 
amendment shortly. 

I would say to the House that if this 
amendment passes and we go to con­
ference and have the whole subject up 
in conference, the conferees can write 
out a better system. 

Mr. PATTEN. And on telephoning, 
most of your friends around the State 
call you on the telephone. It is just a 
beehive of activity. And it is not just a 
mere filing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California <Mr. DANIELSON) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substi­
tute offered by the gentleman from Mich­
igan (Mr. HARVEY). 

The question was taken; and on a divi­
sion (demanded by Mr. HAYS) there 
were-ayes 69, noes 56. 

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers Mr. 
DANIELSON, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. AB­
BITT, and Mr. DEVINE. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 230, noes 
154, not voting 46, as follows: 

[Roll No. 417] 

[Recorded Teller Vote] 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Annunzlo 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Barrett 
Betts 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Blackburn 
Boggs 
Bow 
Brasco 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carney 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chappell 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Collins,m. 
Collins, Tex. 
Colmer 
Conyers 
Corman 
Crane 
Daniel, Va.. 
Daniels, N.J. 
Danielson 
Davis, Ga. 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Denholm 
Dent 
Devine 

AYES-230 
Dickinson Jones, N.C. 
Dingell Jones, Tenn. 
Donohue Kanh 
Dorn Kazen 
Dow Kee 
Downing King 
Drinan Kluczynski 
Dulski Kyros 
Edmondson Landgrebe 
Edwards, Ala. Latta 
Edwards, Calif. Leggett 
Fisher Lennon 
Flood Long, La. 
Flynt Long, Md. 
Frelinghuysen McCulloch 
Fulton, Tenn. McKay 
Fuqua McMillan 
Gallagher Madden 
Gaydos Mahon 
Gettys Martin 
Giaimo Mathias, Calif. 
Goldwater Mathis, Ga. 
Gonzalez Matsunaga 
Goodling Melcher 
Gray Metcalfe 
Green, Pa. Mills, Md. 
Griffin Minish 
Griffiths Mizell 
Gross Mollohan 
Grover Monagan 
Hagan Montgomery 
Haley Moorhead 
Hall Morgan 
Hammer- Murphy, ill. 

schmidt Murphy, N.Y. 
Hanley Myers 
Hansen, Wash. Natcher 
Harrington Nedzi 
Harsha Nelsen 
Hathaway Nichols 
Hawkins Nix 
Hays O'Konskl 
Helstoskl O'Neill 
Henderson Passman 
Hicks, Wash. Patman 
Howard Patten 
Hull Pelly 
Hungate Pepper 
Hunt Perkins 
Hutchinson Pettis 
!chord Peyser 
Johnson, Calif. Pickle 
Johnson, Pa. Pike 
Jonas Poage 

Poff 
Powell 
Price, Tex. 
Purcell 
Quillen 
Randall 
Rarick 
Roberts 
Robinson, Va. 
Roe 
Rogers 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rostenkowski 
Rousselot 
Runnels 
Ruth 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Sandman 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scherle 

Abourezk 
Abzug 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Dl. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Archer 
Asp in 
Badillo 
Begich 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Biester 
Bingham 
Boland 
Bradema.s 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Byron 
Camp 
Caner 
Chamberlain 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Collier 
Conable 
Conte 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Culver 
Davis, Wis. 
Dell en back 
Dellums 
Dennis 
Duncan 
duPont 
Dwyer 
Eckhardt 
Erlenborn 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Evans, Colo. 
Fascell 
Findley 
Fish 
Flowers 
Foley 

Schmitz 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Iowa 
Snyder 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 

NOES-154 

Sullivan 
Symington 
Teague, Calif. 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tiernan 
Ullman 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Whalley 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wolff 
Wydler 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zion 

Ford, Gerald R. Mills, Ark. 
Forsythe Mink 
Fountain Minshall 
Fraser Mitchell 
Frenzel Morse 
Frey Mosher 
Galifianakis Moss 
Gibbons Obey 
Grasso O'Hara 
Green, Oreg. Pirnie 
Gude Podell 
Hamilton Preyer, N.C. 
Hansen, Idaho Pryor, Ark. 
Harvey Quie 
Hastings Rangel 
Hechler, w. Va. Rees 
Heckler, Mass. Reid, N.Y. 
Heinz Reuss 
Hicks, Mass. Riegle 
Hillis Robison, N.Y. 
Hosmer Rosenthal 
Jacobs Roush 
Jarman Roy 
Kastenmeier Ruppe 
Keating Sarbanes 
Keith Scheuer 
Kemp Schneebell 
Koch Schwengel 
Kuykendall Smith, N.Y. 
Kyl Steed 
Lent Steele 
Link Steiger, Ariz. 
Lloyd Steiger, Wis. 
Lujan Talcott 
McCloskey Taylor 
McClure Terry 
McCollister Thone 
McCormack Udall 
McDade Van Deerlin 
McDonald, Vander Jagt 

Mich. Veysey 
McEwen Waldie 
McKevitt Ware 
McKinney Whalen 
Macdonald, Widnall 

Mass. Wiggins 
Mallliard Wilson, Bob 
Mann Winn 
Mayne Wyatt 
Mazzoli Wylie 
Meeds Wyman 
Mikva Young, Fla. 
Miller, Ohio Zwach 

NOT VOTING--4:6 
Adams Dowdy McClory 
Andrews, Ala. Edwards, La. McFall 
Arends Eilberg Michel 
Ashley Evins, Tenn. Miller, Calif. 
Baring Ford, Price, ill. 
Belcher William D. Pucinski 
Bell Garmatz Railsback 
Blanton Gubser Rhodes 
Blatnik Halpern Rodino 
Bolling Hanna Roybal 
Broyhill, Va. Hebert Sikes 
Burton Hogan Sisk 
Byrne, Pa. Holifield Teague, Tex. 
Davis, S.C. Horton Wilson, 
Derwinskl Jones, Ala. Charles H. 
Diggs Landrum Wright 

Mr. VIGORITO changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAYS TO THE 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
HARVEY 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAYs to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. HARvEY: Page 23, line 2, imme­
diately after "va.l ue" insert the following: 
" (except a loan of money by a na tiona.! or 
State bank made in accordance with the 
applicable banking laws and regulations and 
in the ordinary oourse of business) ". 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, this provi­
sion has already been written into the bill 
in two places. The amendment would put 
ft in a third place to make the language 
conform. The amendment was agreed to 
on the other occasions it was offered 
unanimously. I ask for a vote on the 
amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Ohio <Mr. HAYS) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HARVEY) . 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute wa.s agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAYS TO THE 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
HARVEY 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAYs to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 45, immediately 
after line 14, insert the folloWing: 
"PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF CERTAIN FEDERAL 

FUNDS FOR ELECTION ACTIVITIES 
SEc. 402. No part of any funds appropri­

ated to carry out the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964 shall be used to finance, directly 
or indirectly, any actiVity designed to in­
fluence the outcome of any election to Fed­
eral office, or any voter registration activity, 
or to pay the salary of any officer or em­
ployee of the Office of Economic Opportunity 
who, in his official capacity as such an officer 
or employee, engages in any such activity. 
As used in this section, the term 'election' 
has the same meaning given such term by 
section 301 (a) of this Act, and the term 
'Federal office' has the same meaning given 
such term by section 301(c) of this Act." 

And renumber the folloWing section ac­
cordingly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, the amend­
ment would merely prohibit the OEO 
.and any of its adjuncts in setting up 
political organizations in any community 
to infiuence the vote in any primary or 
general election. I think it is fair that 
we do not allow them to use the tax­
payers' money for as against any can­
didate in a Federal election. There have 
been many instances in which this has 
been alleged. In a couple of cases I know 
they were an adjunct of a local election. 
I do not think that should be, but be­
cause I wanted to keep the thing 
g~rmane, I did not take in local elections 
but only Federal elections. 

CXVII--2731-Part 33 

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

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

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not have a 
copy of the amendment before me, so I 
am not certain of the language of the 
amendment. Would the amendment 
prevent a person who is employed in an 
administrative capacity in the OEO from 
becoming involved in a voter registra­
tion program on his own time? 

Mr. HAYS. Not on his own time, but 
it sw·e does on the Government time if 
any of them work. 

Mr. 1.\{cCORMACK. I thank the gen­
tleman. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, would this cover 
the so-called Model Cities program? 

Mr. HAYS. It does. In my district in 
one instance there were some tenants 
in a low-cost housing project that were 
literally tearing the place down. The 
manager of the project sought to evict 
them. Somehow or other it got to the 
Federal court, and, talking about the 
Federal court judges, the Federal judge 
appointed an attorney at $40 an hour 
to defend these people from eviction. 

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

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

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no objection to the amendment. In fact, 
I intend to support it, but this question 
does come to my mind, which is: How 
is it that the officers and employees of 
the Office of Economic Opportunity are 
presently able to do this under the Hatch 
Act-at the present time? 

Mr. HAYS. They set up these com­
munity activities programs, and they 
take in some people who are so-called 
volunteers, and pay their way into the 
meetings, and get them under the 
thumb, and tell them what they ought to 
do, and they do it. I cannot tell the gen­
tleman how it happens, but it happens. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Ohio (Mr. HAYS) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HARVEY). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BINGHAM TO THE 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
HARVEY 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute offered by the gen­
tleman from Michigan <Mr. HARVEY). 

Amendment offered by Mr. BINGHAM to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. HARVEY: Page 17, line 22, after 
the word "family" insert "under his control". 
Page 18, strike out lines 8 through 11 and in­
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(b) No indiVidual may, in any calendar 
year, make contributions from his personal 
funds (including contributions from the per-
sonal funds of his immediate family under 
his control) on behalf of the candidacy of 
any one candidate for nomination for elec­
tion, or election, to Federal elective office in 
excess of-

" ( 1) $35.000 in the case of a candidate for 
tr-e cffi:::e of Fresident; 

"(2) $5,000 in the case of a candidate for 
the office of Senator; or 

"(3) $5,000 in the case of a candidate for 
the office of Representative, or Delegate or 
Resident Commissioner to the Congress. 

"For the purposes of this subsection, a 
candidate for Vice President in a general 
election shall not be treated as a candidate 
for Federal elective office, but contributions 
made on behalf of his candidacy shall, for 
the purposes of such subsection, be deemed 
to be contributions on behalf of the candi­
dacy of the candidate for the office of Presi­
den t with whom he is running. 

" (c) For the purposes of this section, 'im­
mediate family' means a spouse, and any 
child, parent, grandparent, brother or sister 
and the spouses of such persons. 
and redesignate the following subsections 
accordingly. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, what 
this amendment does is to incorporate 
into the Harvey substitute the provisions 
of the Hays bill as it was reported out of 
the House Administration Committee 
with regard to limitations on individual 
contributions to campaigns. 

The Senate bill, the Harvey substitute, 
provides limitations on candidates of 
$50,000 for a candidate for President or 
Vice President $35,000 on the candidate 
for Senator, and $25,000 on the candidate 
for the House. Those limitations include 
the m embers of his family, which are 
deftned quite broadly to include not only 
the spouse but also the child and par­
ent, grandparent, brother, or sister. 

What my amendment does is to set 
some limitations, I believe they are quite 
generous limitations, on contributions to 
candidacies. 

Those limit~tions would be $35,000 per 
calendar year in the ca.se of a presidential 
campaign and $5,000 in the case of a 
campaign for the Senate or for the House. 

In one way this is a restrictive amend­
ment, and in another way it is a liberal­
izing amendment. 

It is restrictive in the sense that it 
would extend a limit to individual con­
tributions to campaigns, which is not 
now in the Senate bill. But it would 
also liberalize to some extent the limi­
tations on the candidates which are now 
in the Senate bill, by putting in the term 
that a contribution from a member of 
the family is included only if that is a 
member of the family under the control 
of the .candidate. 

As it now stands, a contribution from 
a C:lndidate's brother is in a different cat­
egory from a contribution from a candi­
date's friend or a candidate's nephew. 

It seems to me that there is no logic 
in saying that we are going to limit what 
the candidate can spend and what the 
candidate's sister can spend, or his 
brother in his behalf, but we are not 
going to limit what the candidate's 
friend can contribute to the campaign. 

A candidate for the House is limited 
to $25,000, and that includes everything 
from any member of his immediate fam­
ily, but if he has a friend willing to put 
up $100,000 or $50,000, that is perfectly 
OK as it now stands. 

That is what this amendment does. It 
would provide relatively generous lim­
itations on individual campaign contri­
butions, and this is what was recom-
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mended by the Committee on House Ad­
ministration by an 18 to 4 vote. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle­
man from Colorado. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. There is one 
part of the amendment which troubles 
me, which is the portion of it which uses 
the words "under his control." I believe 
those were the words. 

This intrigues me, because I do not 
know what those words mean. I know 
that a sister might be under control and 
a wife not. A 16-year-old boy might be 
under control, yet a grandmother might 
not. 

What does the gentleman mean by 
the words "under his control?" 

Mr. BINGHAM. That is a fair ques­
tion. This was discussed in the committee. 

What is intended to be covered is the 
case, let us say, of a minor child who has 
money of his own, or the case of a spouse, 
where the funds are actually under the 
control of the candidate. 

Mind you, what we are setting up is a 
limitation on any contribution, so if the 
contribution is made by the candidate's 
brother and it is not under his control, 
that brother is free to contribute up to 
$5,000 to the congressional campaign. 

In the present bill, as it now stands, the 
limit is $25,000 for the candidate and in­
cludes brothers, sisters, parents, grand­
parents, and so on. 

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle­
man from New York. 

Mr. PIKE. Specifically, is the candi­
date's wife deemed to be under his con­
trol? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I think there could be 
no certain answer to that. 

Mr. PIKE. So that although there 
might be a limit on the candidate the 
wife could go ahead and spend anything 
she wanted in his behalf? 

Mr. BINGHAM. No. If she had funds 
of her own under her control she would 
be limited to the proper contribution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from New York has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BINGHAM 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BINGHAM. She would be limited 
to the contribution limit of $5,000 in a 
congressional campaign. 

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the chair­
man of the committee. 

Mr. HAYS. I think it is perfectly clear 
that when they say "under his control" 
that means, for example, if he gave his 
wife $5,000 to tum around and give, in 
addition to what she had already given 
of her own, that would be under his 
control. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle­
man from Colorado. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Do these 
words apply to the control by the can­
didate of the money because of legal rea­
sons or do they apply to the relation be­
cause of the relationship? 

Mr. BINGHAM. No. It is in the funds. 
If it is held in trust or if it is held, as 
I said, by minors under control of the 
parent. In one case there was a matter 
publicized where a 15-year-old child 
made a large contribution to a parent's 
campaign. Now, that would be consid­
ered to be under the control of the par­
ent. But if you have brothers and sisters 
living 5,000 miles away, it does not seem 
to be logical to put them under greater 
restraint as far as contributions are con­
cerned than you put your friend. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. How about 
loans of money? 

Mr. BINGHAM. Loans are considered 
as contributions, but that is under a dif­
ferent section of the bill. 

Mr. VANIK. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle­

man from Ohio. 
Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to ask what the gentleman's amend­
ment will do with respect to family foun­
dations. They have been a factor in sev­
eral elections. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I do not know. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­

tleman has expired. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for 1 addi­
tional minute in order to respond to the 
gentleman from Ohio's question. 

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan­
imous consent that all debate on this 
amendment and all amendments to the 
substitute end at 7 o'clock. 

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

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, reserv­
ing the right to object, I was on my feet 
trying to get recognition before the 
chairman made that request. Is my time 
included in that figure, also? 

Mr. HAYS. I would think your time 
and my time and everybody's time would 
have to be included. 

Mr. HARVEY. Then, I object, Mr. 
Chairman, because I think the minority 
ought to have an opportunity to answer 
this very serious amendment. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HAYS 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
all debate on this amendment and all 
amendments to the substitute end at 
7 o'clock. 

May I propound a parliamentary in­
quiry? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HAYS. Is it in order to reserve, 
let us say, 3 minutes to each side? 

The CHAIRMAN. Not on a motion. 
The question is on the motion offered 

by the gentleman from Ohio. 
The motion was agreed to. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If there is a 
teller vote on the Bingham amendment 
or any subsequent amendm;mt, would 

those teller votes come out of the time 
limitation at 7 o'clock? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
in response to the parliamentary inquiry 
of the gentleman from Ohio that the 
time limitation has been fixed at 7 o'clock 
and all time used comes out of that time 
limitation. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GERALD R. 
FORD, Mr. COLLIER, and Mr. ABBITT yield­
ed their time to Mr. HARVEY.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Michigan is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, the hour 
is late and we are all impatient to go 
about our business. However, let me say, 
Mr. Chairman, that this amendment was 
discussed in our committee. But more 
importantly it was discussed over in the 
other body when that body passed their 
particular bill. They very carefully con­
sidered whether there should be a limita­
tion on contributions. 

Mr. Chairman, two things stand out 
from their consideration of this matter. 
No. 1, the evidence that it was unconsti­
tutional to place a limitation upon what 
a person could contribute to a candidate 
or to a committee was overwhelming but 
more important, was the fact that' the 
White House was violently opposed to 
such an amendment. I say that because 
thus far this body has pretty well worked 
its will. I believe we have come up with 
a bill, although not perfect, nevertheless 
is a bill with which we can live. It wili 
go a long way toward campaign spending 
reform in this country. 

But, I say to any of you who truly want 
to scuttle the bill and end it, adopt this 
amendment and write in some unconsti­
tutional provisions to the amount which 
can be contributed. 

Let me read a couple of lines by Prof. 
Ralph Winter of Yale University Law 
School wherein he says as follows: 

No matter what else the rights of free 
speech and association do, they protect ex­
plicit peaceful political activity from regula­
tion by the Government. But the legislation 
under consideration openly sets a maximum 
on the political activity in which persons 
may engage. 

Such a law is indistinguishable from laws 
forbidding people from engaging in other 
kinds of activity. A law forbidding someone 
from spending more than a certain amount 
cannot be distinguished from a law for­
bidding speeches of over 10 minutes in 
public parks. 

I would point out also that the At­
torney General, Mr. Kleindienst, testi­
fied it was unconstitutional, but more 
than that such a requirement, such a 
limit on contributions, also discrimi­
nates. It discriminates against a person 
who chooses to exercise his political ac­
tivity by making a contribution. It dis­
criminates against him and in favor of, 
for example, a labor union which makes 
its contribution by registrations and by 
getting-out-the-vote drives such as we 
have had. It discriminates in favor of 
universities. As I stated earlier, universi­
ties or colleges will declare a recess dur­
ing which to provide that 2 weeks before 
an election their students can disband 
and go to work for whomever they please. 
Apparently, that is the way they choose 
to exercise their political activity. They 
are in favor, rather, of the students who 
say they are not able to contribute so 
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many thousands of dollars, we will con­
tribute so many hours in time. 

Mr. Chairman, it is clearly discrimina­
tory and for 3.11 of these reasons I urge 
you to oppose the amendment. 

But most of all, Mr. Chairman, I urge 
you to oppose it because it can make the 
difference as to whether we have an elec­
tion reform bill or whether we do not 
have one. 

This is really the guts of the refnrm 
bill that you have in front of you right 
now. So I say to you that under all of the 
circumstances it should be opposed. 

The CHAffilVIAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Chairman, I wonder if the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. BINGHAM) would re­
spond to a question? 

In the amendment I understand that 
the limits apply to a calendar year. What 
if a candidate announces 2 or 3 years in 
advance for an office? Would he be en­
titled to $35,000 per year for each year he 
has announced? 

Mr. BINGHAM. He would be, that is 
correct. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. That 
would discriminate, would it not, against 
the major parties whose candidates prob­
ably would z:ot be determined or may not 
be announced candidates until the elec­
tion year, and they would have a $35,000 
limitation. But if a person wanted to an­
nounce 4 years in advance then he would 
have $140,000. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, presumably 
the limitation would apply--

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Te:;{aS (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, there 
has been so much talk about constitu­
tionality on every issue that has come 
here that I find myself constantly say­
ing, "I see no constitutional questions 
about this." 

Now, there must be some very sharp 
constitutional lawyers here to find a con­
stitutional issue on almost every amend­
ment. 

There is a constitutional right for a 
person to express himself by buying his 
own time on a specific issue, but I know 
of no constitutional right that anyone 
can exercise to expend an unlimited 
amount of money on a campaign of 
another. 

We regulate the right of various or­
ganizations to contribute at all, and 
therefore we cut off the right of expres­
sion in some areas with respect to a cam­
paign, but we cut off no one's right to ex­
press his own views on his own time, and 
on issues which he desires to express 
himself. Certainly there can be no con­
stitutional issue in this particular case. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
think this is a senseless amendment in 
that it discriminates against somebody 
from a large family which has four gen­
erations covered, as this amendment 
does, because that means each generation 
can contribute $1,330. If you are married, 
that makes it $670. 

It seems to me that if you are a single 
person with no siblings, no parents liv­
ing, or children, then you oan contribute 
the whole $5,000. Now, if that is not some 
kind of a constitutional impingement on 
a person's right to express himself on a 
campaign, I never heard of it. 

Further than that I would like to ask if 
it is not a constitutional qumtion, be­
cause we set $5,000, then obviously we 
could set $1 as a limit on an individual. 
And, frankly speaking, I think as free 
citizens we ought to be able to express 
our opinions with respect to campaigns 
as long as we are doing it out of our own 
resources. 

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

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, now that I 
think I understand this amendment, I 
would like to say a couple of words in its 
behalf: 

I cannot accept the concept that it is 
not unconstitutional to limit the speech 
of a candidate by limiting his expendi­
tures, but it is unconstitutional to limit 
the speech of somebody else by limiting 
their contribution. 

I agree with the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EcKHARDT) that there is no consti­
tutional question here. This amendment 
is directed toward individuals. We are 
talking about discriminating against in­
dividuals. Well, who are the individuals 
we are talking about? Those who contrib­
ute more than $35,000 to a presidential 
campaign, more than $5,000 to a sena­
torial or a congressional campaign. 

I am perfectly willing to put a few lim­
itations on the power brokers of our land, 
because that is what we are talking about 
in this situation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to see the 
amendment adopted. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
GRAY). 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GRAY 
yielded his time to Mr. HAYs.) 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Indiana <Mr. WAG­
CONNER). 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, there is no 
reason whatever to adopt under these 
circumstances a figure which places a 
limitation on contributions which can 
be made by anyone including especially 
a member of a candidate's family. There 
is nothing sacrosanct about $35,000 for 
the Office of the Presidency or about 
$5,000 for a U.S. Representative. The fig­
ures are just magically drawn out of a 
hat-they are arbitrary, they are mean­
ingless and are unneeded. This amend­
ment should be rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is constitutional. I have 
made speeches for limitations and writ-
ten articles for limitations. I am going 
to vote against it. I want to tell you very 
quickly why. 

We have Democrats on this side who 
had better decide right now whether you 
want a bill or an issue. We have a cracker 
jack bill here today. It will stop million-

aires from buying Senate seats. No one 
will be able to buy the presidency under 
this bill. The Macdonald bill got this 
television monster under control. 

I think the President was wrong to 
indicate that he did not want a con­
tribution limitation. He said he would 
veto the bill and is also looking for an 
excuse to veto the bill and this is going 
to give him that excuse if this is adopted. 

I am going to introduce legislation to 
put contributions in once we get out of 
the woods here. 
. I want to make two or three other 
points. 

I have a letter from organized labor 
that says they want the Senate bill. 

The Senate bill--Senator MANSFIELD 
and other people put it in over there. 

This is a bill which the .Democratic 
National Committee wanted'. You have 
a letter from Larry O'Brien on this. The 
Democrats got more large contributions, 
oddly enough, over $5,000, than theRe­
publicans. So on the very practical 
ground tonight of determining whether 
or not you want a bill, I urge you very 
reluctantly, and forcefully appeal to you 
to please vote down this amendment and 
we will have a bill and have something 
meaningful, and something we can be 
proud of. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
BINGHAM). 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to make two points very quickly. 

The constitutional point has been well 
made. I previously put in the RECORD 
comments by Professor Bickel of the Yale 
Law School and Professor Freund of 
Harvard Law School and Professor Ro­
senthal of Columbia Law School sus­
taining the constitutionality. 

The second point I want to make is 
that this is not antifamily. It is the Sen­
ate provision that is antifamily because 
if the gentleman from Ohio will look at 
his own bill, he will find he is limiting 
contributions that a candidate can get 
from members of his family to $25,000 
for a contest of the House-brothers, sis­
ters, parents, and so forth. 

My provision would increase that 
amount by $25,000 for a candidate and 
those under his control plus $5,000 from 
each of his relatives. I would say this 
is less antifamily than the existing bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
FRENZEL). 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, the pro­
vision to establish limitations on personal 
contributions is probably unconstitu­
tional; it is certainly unfair; and it is 
obviously discriminatory since it is many 
times more restrictive on presidential 
candidates than on other candidates. 

First. Constitutionality: Personal cam­
paign limitations may violate not only 
the first amendment but also the fifth. 
The Supreme Court has not reviewed 
specifically, but dissenting Justices in 
United States against CI0--1948-and 
United States against UAW-1957-
raised first amendment questions. 

In CIO, Justice Rutledge referred to 
the "presumptive" weight against intru­
sions or encroachments upon the-first 
amendment--reserves against legislative 
annexation. 

~-~ 
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Justice Douglas in United States 
against Auto Workers-1956---said: 

When the exercise of First Amendment 
rights is tangled with conduct government 
may regulate, we refuse to allow First Amend­
ment rights to be sacrificed merely because 
some evil may result. 

The equal protection guaranteed by 
the Constitution may be especially sig­
nificant to protect the rights of minor 
party or independent candidates to par­
ticipate in election processes. 

In William against Rhodes-1968-the 
Supreme Court struck down as unconsti­
tutional a part of the Ohio law. The law 
imposed more burdensome restrictions 
on minor candidates to get on the Ohio 
ballot than for regular party candidates. 

Second. Unfairness: Money is the only 
way that some people can participate 
in political campaigns. It is one valuable 
commodity. Other valuable commodities 
are a celebrity status, name recognition, 
personal services, use of nonbusiness cars 
and telephones and nonmoney gifts. Of 
these, obviously personal services are the 
most usual campaign contribution. We 
have already given anonymity to those 
who contribute personal or noncash 
services. We have already given them 
unlimited ability to contribute those 
services. We have already stripped an­
onymity from the cash participant. Now 
we seek to place a limit on that which 
we can contribute. This is obviously an 
unreasonable and unfair provision. It 
strikes most violently at the aged and 
infirm who have no other way to par­
ticipate in politics. 

Third. The provision has been written 
in such a way that it obviously discrim­
inates against presidential candidates. 
Whether it intends to discriminate 
against one obvious presidential candi­
date or not is a moot question, but the 
suspicion will arise, and I raise it specifi­
cally here, that it may have been aimed 
at President Nixon. Based on the num­
ber of people in the constituency which 
all of the bills have accepted as a basis 
for other limitations, the limitation on 
contributions for a presidential campaign 
should be 435 times that allowed for a 
congressional campaign. That ratio 
would allow contributions in excess of $2 
million. Instead, the proponent of this 
provision seems to be pretending that it 
only costs seven times as much to run 
a presidential campaign as it does to run 
a House campaign. The Senate limits are 
equally inappropriate, particularly in 
the large States. This kind of bias has 
no place in any election law reform and 
makes use of the term "reform" ridic­
ulous on its face. 

There was no showing of evil in the 
subcommittee or committee hearings. 

Second, this is unfair as well as un­
constitutional. Money is the only way 
some people can participate. It is one 
valuable commodity. Some other com­
modities are celebrity standing-voter 
recognition-your own personal con­
tacts-personal telephones of whatever. 

This provision strikes most violently 
at the aged and the infirm who have no 
other way of participating. 

Third, it is discriminatory against the 
President. If we have a $5,000 limitation 
for Congress, it should be 435 times 

$5,000, but you have made it seven times. 
Therefore, it looks like somebody is try­
ing to put a little "stuff" in the game. 
I do not know which President it hap­
pens to be aimed at. It looks like it is 
aimed at the incumbent. 

Mr. Chairman, obviously it is unfair. 
The amendment should be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MACDONALD). 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MAcDoN­
ALD of Massachusetts yielded his time to 
Mr. HAYS). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Dlinois <Mr. ANDER­
soN). 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Mr. Chair­
man, at this late hour we have accom­
plished, it seems to me, the almost mi­
raculous task of melding together two 
House committee bills and a Senate bill, 
and in the process I think we have come 
up with a pretty acceptable piece of leg­
islation. It seems to me absolutely in­
credible that my friends on the other 
side of the aisle, many of whom I know 
are sincerely dedicated to the cause of 
campaign finance reform, would put that 
entire tortuous effort in jeopardy at this 
late hour by the adoption of this amend­
ment. I tried myself on one occasion to 
draft a contributions-limitation amend­
ment. I know from my study of the prob­
lem that the Bingham amendment is full 
of loopholes. It does not apply to the Spe­
cial Interest Committee. It does not ap­
ply to groups like COPE. 

Why is it wrong for an individual to 
make a $25,000 contribution, or for one of 
these huge national committees to go 
ahead and make a contribution of that 
kind? There are loopholes in this law, 
and I would submit we already have had 
enough of that under the Corrupt Prac­
tices Act of 1925. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
STAGGERS ) . 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, a 
moment ago I said that what we do here 
with the district courts should also cover 
the circuit courts. I meant the county 
courts and all the courts of the United 
States. 

First, I would like to say this : After all 
the debate-and a lot of it has been emo­
tional-! think we are coming up with a 
very good bill. I am for this amendment, 
and I would not let the threat of a veto 
deter me from voting the way I think I 
should vote. I do not believe the gentle­
man really meant it when he said that 
we should let that stop us from voting 
for what we think is in the best interests 
of the Nation. I think when we come out 
with a bill, it will be a bill that has been 
melted down and has come together. It 
has not been partisan. There has been 
a great deal of bipartisanship here, and 
I want to congratulate every Member of 
the House for the part he or she has 
taken in it. I think we have come up with 
a good bill, and the amendment should 
be adopted. 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, for the 
first time in nearly half a century, the 
Congress is about to enact a comprehen­
sive election reform bill and it is my most 
sincere hope that the final product will 

represent a major step toward restoring 
public confidence in the electoral process 
and in elected officials. 

There is no more serious problem in the 
American political process today than 
the financing of campaigns. The sky­
rocketing cost of campaigning has pro­
duced a. situation in which practically all 
but the wealthy-or their friends-are 
prohibited from running for office. 

In recent years it has become apparent 
that the potential candidate of modest 
means is being driven from the field. 
Without a source of outside wealth, he is 
faced with the choice either of rwming a 
shoestring campaign or relying on a few 
major contributors. If he chooses the 
former course, he faces staggering odds. 
If he seeks out large contributors, he 
creates a serious potential conflict-of-in­
terest situation. 

It seems clear that at a time when the 
demand for reform grows strong on many 
fronts, the area of election law must not 
be ignored. Current Federal election laws 
are more loophole than law. Their limits 
do not limit and their penalties are 
empty threats. 

The Federal Corrupt Practices Act 
purports to require disclosure of cam­
paign contributions and expenditures, 
but because the law does not apply to 
primaries nor to campaign committees 
operating solely within one State, it is 
gravely defective. 

Another unfortunate omission is our 
failure to enact legislation either to 
broaden the base of campaign finance by 
encouraging contributions from small 
donors through tax incentives or to 
achieve perhaps the ultimate campaign 
reform which eliminates private con­
tributions altogether. 

Proposals to replace private campaign 
contributions with public funds are not 
new. Such proposals were suggested by 
President Theodore Roosevelt many years 
ago and they were recommended to Con­
gress by President Johnson in 1967. As 
we debate this bill today, the Senate al­
ready has passed an amendment to the 
revenue bill which would create public 
funding of presidential campaigns 
through a $1 tax checkoff fund adminis­
tered by the Comptroller General. 

While such an amendment would not 
be germane to the legislation before the 
House today, I am hopeful that the House 
conferees on the revenue bill will accept 
it. 

With regard to the legislation now be­
fore us, it is my hope that we will com­
bine the bill H.R. 11231 reported by the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce with H.R. 11280, which is 
identical to the bill passed by the Senate, 
and strengthen both with amendments. I 
think we must keep in mind the over­
whelming likelihood that whatever form 
the election reform bill ultimately takes, 
it will represent at best a first step and 
that further reforms clearly will be called 
for on the basis of our experience under 
the new law. 

The House Commerce Committee bill 
has several key features which deserve 
our support. Among these are repeal of 
section 315, the equal-time provision, of 
the Federal Communications Act, for 
presidential and vice presidential can-
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didates. This is essential for the broad­
casters to provide free air time for de­
bates between the major party presiden­
tial candidates but I supported the 
amendment of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia (Mr. VAN DEERLIN) extending this 
provision to U.S. Senate candidates while 
authorizing a study of the desirability of 
including House candidates, as well. 

Another key feature of H.R. 8628 is the 
10-cent-per-voter ceiling on broadcast 
media spending. This feature, coupled 
with the requirement that broadcasters 
charge candidates the lowest unit rate 
for media time represents a major step 
toward curbing the excessive costs of 
campaigns. 

It will be argued that a media spending 
limitation is only a partial cure for the 
high cost of campaigns, and that an 
overall spending limit should be enacted. 
In this regard, it must be pointed out 
that whatever law we write here is only as 
good as the means by which it can be 
enforced. I am convinced that a media 
limitation is far more enforceable than 
an overall limitation and that it really 
gets at the root of excessive campaign 
costs. 

The key features of the Senate bill I 
feel should be incorporated are: 

First, effective requirements for public 
reports of campaign contributions and 
expenditures. The Senate bill requires 
five reports at regular intervals before an 
election and on the following January 
first. The preelection reports will pro­
vide the public with the kind of campaign 
financing information to which it is en­
titled. 

Second, the Senate bill establishes a 
bipartisan Federal Elections Commission 
to enforce the legislation, to receive all 
required reports and to make public the 
information it receives. This mechanism 
is clearly preferable to H.R. 11060, which 
gives this authority to the Clerk of the 
House and the Secretary of the Senate. 
If we are to increase public confidence in 
the electoral process and in elected offi­
cials, the task of policing the election re­
form law must be assigned to an inde­
pendent agency with no conflicts of in­
terest. 

S. 382 has one glaring defect, how­
ever, and it must be corrected here. As 
the bill now stands, limits are set on 
what a candidate and his immediate 
family can spend on a campaign, but no 
limits are set for other contributors. In 
this regard, the bill actually is regressive 
for present law contains limits for all 
contributors. At the very least, the exist­
ing limits should be incorporated in this 
measure, or as an alternative, the limits 
contained in the House Administration 
Committee bill, H.R. 11060, should be 
adopted. These latter limits are $5,000 
from individuals for House and Senate 
candidates, and $35,000 per year for pres­
idential and vice-presidential candidates, 
while use of a candidate's personal funds 
would be limited to $15,000 for House 
races, $20,000 for Senate races, and $35,­
ooo for presidential and vice-presidential 
races. 

Adoption of these provisions will rep­
resent a major effort by Congress to 

make the electoral process more respon­
sive and more responsible. It will repre­
sent a true response to a public demand 
which has been growing for years and 
which, if not met, would result in an even 
greater credibility gap between the Amer­
ican people and their Government. A 
strong election reform bill will stand as 
one of the major achievements of this 
Congress. We dare not ignore the chal­
lenge. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, our 
overriding and lasting objective, with re­
spect to these Federal election reform 
bills before us, must be, in my opinion, 
to restore and strengthen public faith and 
confidence in the National Government. 

Our more immediate purpose is to try 
to insure that our Federal elective offices 
are, in fact, equally open to any qualified 
candidate and are not the exclusive pre­
serve of individuals who possess great 
personal wealth or those who have access 
to extraordinarily large amounts of cam­
paign spending subsidies. 

To accomplish both of these urgently 
needed objectives, the majority of this 
House must, and I hope they will, ap­
prove the strongest possible compromise 
bill that will effectively limit campaign 
spending to a reasonable level and will 
require a contributor revelation proce­
dure that will serve to remove any public 
doubt about unwholesome influences in 
our National Government election cam­
paigns. 

In my opinion, the acceptance of the 
substance of the Senate and Macdonald 
bills, with other improving amendments, 
would be a substantial forward step to­
ward the accomplishment of the objec­
tives we desire to reach in this legisla­
tive area. I would also hope that the pro­
vision in the tax bill, very recently adopt­
ed in the Senate, as a beginning toward 
ultimate public financing of all election 
campaigns, by permitting individual tax 
deductions on small political contribu­
tions and by allowing each taxpayer to 
earmark $1 of his tax for the presidential 
candidate of the party of his choice or for 
a fund from which presidential candi­
dates could draw, will be accepted by the 
House when that measure comes before 
us in the near future. It seems to me that, 
in the finality, the establishment of a 
public financing system that will include 
all Federal offices might well be the best 
method of insuring the elimination of 
the plague of special interest influence 
by donors of private money in election 
campaigns and also reassure the public 
of the integrity of our election processes. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize 
my belief that neither the executive nor 
legislative branch of our Federal Gov­
ernment can effectively operate in the 
national interest without the confidence 
and the backing of the majority of the 
American people. The retention and ex­
pansion of that public confidence is truly 
at stake in our action on this campaign 
spending reform legislation. The par­
ticular challenge to the Congress, in this 
question, is to demonstrate to the Amer­
ican people that, irrespective of personal 
or party concerns or loyalties, we can 
patriotically legislate in the lasting na­
tional interest by restoring public con-

fidence in our national election campaign 
procedures and insuring that every quali­
fied citizen has an equal opportunity to 
run for any Federal office in this country. 
I, therefore, urge and hope that the House 
will overwhelmingly accept the challenge 
and fully discharge the legislative re­
sponsibility that is facing us today. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I support 
the amendment offered by the distin­
guished gentleman from Idaho. 

The purpose of the amendment is 
quite simple: To codify recent Supreme 
Court decisions regarding the use of 
union treasury funds during political 
campaigns by amending title 18 of the 
United States Code. 

Let us be perfectly clear. This amend­
ment would not prohibit the use of union 
treasury ~unds to explain union positions 
to union members. Nor would this 
amendment prohibit nonpartisan "get­
out-the-vote" activities aimed at union 
members and their families. 

But this amendment would quite prop­
erly safeguard the interests of share­
holders in their corporations and work­
ingmen in their unions by insuring that 
their funds are not diverted to broad­
scale political activities. Without the 
explicit permission of the donors, the use 
of such funds would have to be confined 
to the shareholders and workingmen 
themselves. ':::'his is as it should be. 

It is imperative that our deliberations 
on campaign spending reform produce 
results which will encourage the free and 
untrammeled functioning of our elec­
toral process. Shareholders and union 
members have the right to determine 
whether or not to contribute to particu­
lar candidates. And they have the right 
to make this decision without fear of re­
prisal. Passage of this amendment would 
affirm their right to give full vent to 
their political beliefs without the threat 
of losing their livelihood. 

As a clarification of Supreme Court 
rulings in this area and as a ringing af­
firmation of the right to unfettered par­
ticipation in American political life, this 
amendment deserves our unqualified 
support. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, the ever­

growing cost of political campaigning is 
lowering the quality of American politi­
cal life. As television increasingly domi­
nate3 most candidates' considerations, he 
or she must come to grips with the real­
ities of what it costs to run significant 
num'Jers of television advertisements. In 
no way can this be a voided. 

Television is the surest way to reach a 
mass audience up to the moment of the 
actual poll. The growth of cable televi­
sion is bringing this harsh reality to the 
farthest corners of the Nation. A wired 
society is in the immediate offing, and 
political candidates are being whipsawed 
by the political costs. The few special in­
terests who can deliver massive amount 
of campaign money are too often in a 
commanding position as far as eventual 
inftuence upon an elected candidate's 
voting positions. This is as true of the 
Federal as it is of the State legislative 
area. In sum, the quality of political life 
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is lowered and the people are less well 
served in the process. 

Campaign spending reform is the only 
answer and sole hope for a reversal of 
this ominous trend. We have before us 
exactly such an opportunity, the first of 
its kind in 45 years. 

It is also a fact that the Republican 
Party has a virtual lock on major cam­
paign contributions from large vested in­
terests. Most major corporations have 
persistently poured significant contribu­
tions into the coffers of this party, with 
more than usual success in terms of a 
quid pro quo. 

We must strike some sort of balance 
which will hold down rising campaign 
costs and reveal more of the sources of 
political money. Only in this way can we 
make public servants less vulnerable to a 
big, single checkbook. Only in this man­
ner can we insure that the public will 
know far more of what its public servants 
are doing in their name. Sunshine is the 
best disinfectant, and especially in the 
national legislature its exposure is 
required. 

We have already made significant 
progress. But more must be made if the 
measure is to emerge as a full scale 
reform. 

It is my fervent hope that we will un­
derstand how unlimited special interest 
money and the rising cost of campaign­
ing are corrupting the national political 
process. Understanding these factors, the 
next step is the obvious one of acting to 
wrap up the reform package. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, the pend­
ing bill has my support. I would hope the 
controls and limitations on campaign 
spending are made enforceable. 

The vast amounts of money expended 
by and on behalf of candidates for office 
in recent years has become a national 
scandal. By sheer influence of unlimited 
spending, making maximum use of radio 
and television, and in other ways, wealthy 
candidates and those who have access 
to wealth, strive to literally buy public 
offices. Is the Congress to become even­
tually a rich man's club? 

This spending craze has created a 
crisis which affects the American sys­
tem of government. Efforts to control the 
evil has been feeble and nonproductive. 
An intolerable situation has been cre­
ated. It begets corruption, unethical tac­
tics, deceit, and deliberate distorti·on of 
facts and issues. That is inherent in "win­
at-any-price" campaigns. The public is 
fed up with it and demands relief. A 
recent Gallup poll showed 78 percent of 
the public favors a meaningful limita­
tion on campaign spending. 

I am sorry the bill does not contain a 
restriction on campaign contributions by 
labor unions. The Corrupt Practices Act 
now prohibits contributions by corpo­
rations and banks. Why should it not 
apply to union funding, much of which 
is derived from union dues-and con­
tributed without, in many instances, the 
consent of those who pay the dues. 
Whether done indirectly, by evasion or 
otherwise, the public interest would be 
better served if such contributions were 
prohibited. Then let individual union 
members and their officers provide finan­
cia! assistance to their favored candi-

dates, within the limitations applied to 
all others. 

It is interesting to note that labor un­
ions spent $1,097,000 on 24 successful 
Senate candidates last year-up to as 
much as $151,000 for one candidate. 

In addition, unions contributed $669,-
000 to 17 unsuccessful Senate candidates. 

On the House side, 32 successful union­
backed candidates got more than $10,000 
each; with $140,000 going to unsuccessful 
candidates. 

But that is not all. There were 58 addi­
tional successful candidates for House 
seats who received $5,000 or more each 
from unions. 

These contributions were legal. But it 
would seem that in the public interest 
such financial help should come from in­
dividuals and not from organizations 
which obviously and admittedly have 
selfish interests to be served. Although I 
am not aware of any individual Member 
being influenced unduly by such contri­
butions, I think the system which per­
mits it is bad. 

Mr. Chairman, on February 4 of this 
year I introduced H.R. 3620, which con­
tains the chief objectives of the legisla­
tion now being considered. I am pleased 
that progress is being made in ad­
vancing legislation on this subject. If the 
final version, as worked out hy the House­
Senate conference committee, is in ac­
cord with what is being attempted here, 
and if meaningful enforcement provi­
sions are included, the result will be 
widely acclaimed by the American public. 

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, as we 
debate H.R. 11060, the Hays bill and the 
two substitute bills-H.R. 11231 and 
11280-we face one of the most serious 
questions in American politics. We 
must find a way to reduce the influence 
of money in the electoral politics of this 
country if one man, one vote is ever 
again to have meaning. 

The need for reform in the laws gov­
erning the financing of Federal elections 
is urgent. The present laws are inade­
quate, ignored, and unenforced. As the 
costs of campaigns increased over the 
past several years, parties and candi­
dates alike have continued to rely ex­
tensively on a few big givers to meet 
their expanded needs. At the present 
time, the best estimates have it that 90 
percent of the money raised for political 
campaigns comes from 1 percent of the 
contributors. There is no way to accu­
rately assess the influence that this sec­
ondary constituency of big givers has 
on public policy. 

While the present law provides a ceil­
ing on individual gifts, it is easily and 
routinely circumvented. First, the limit 
is excessive-$5,000 per donor, per com­
mittee. Since there is no limit on the 
number of committees that each candi­
date may establish, big contributors­
and their sons, daughters, and wives-
merely contribute whatever total amount 
they choose to a myriad of special com­
mittees. I do not propose to go through 
the litany of these particular abuses at 
this time. The Members of this body 
know them well. Ncne of the bills before 
us alleviate this problem. 

Perhaps the best single example of the 
unreality of the present law is jr,s failure 

to cover primary elections. All of us 
know that as much and perhaps more 
money .is actually raised and spent in 
primaries. What possible lapse in legis­
lative intent can explain our failure to 
provide for reasonable limits and effec­
tive disclosure in the nominating process? 
In this respect, the legislation before the 
House is a step toward realistic reform. 

Even where ceilings on cash contribu­
tions are reasonably protected by State 
reporting laws, Federal statutes have not 
prohibited corporations and the wealthy 
from evading those laws by lending air­
planes, executives, and other company 
resources to favored candidates. 

Moreover, and most importantly, there 
has simply been no enforcement of our 
present laws. Attorneys General in every 
administration of both political parties 
have shrugged off their obligations-and 
candidates for Federal office have rou­
tinely engaged in the most transparent 
hypocracies without fear of prosecution. 

I intend to vote for the modified Sen­
ate bill <H.R. 11280) legislation we have 
before us today. But I want to say that 
I will do so most reluctantly. I will vote 
for it because it represents a step away 
from the past, but, at best, it is only a 
tentative step into the future. By no 
means does this bill represent a serious 
effort to reform campaign spending in 
this country. Moreover, my vote for this 
bill is cast reluctantly because I am con­
cerned that our present requirements 
have remained on the books as the law 
of the land for the past 46 years. If by 
passing this bill, we are lulling ourselves 
into the belief that the necessary reforms 
have been accomplished, then this legis­
lation is more dangerous than no legis­
lation at all. 

But, as I have said, I will vote for this 
bill as a needed, but temporary, measure. 
In so doing, I believe I assume an obliga­
tion to continue to examine this prob­
lem and to establish a dialog in the 
country about the problem and some 
proper solutions. And I think that we 
undertake an obligation also to formu­
late legislation in the next session, and 
each session thereafter, until we achieve 
a system of political finance in this coun­
try that will restore to voters and dollars 
the relative influence that they properly 
deserve. 

I do not know all the attributes of 
such a system, but there are certain char­
acteristics that are fundamental. 

There must be effective limits on the 
size and number of political contribu­
tions. The present $5,000 limit is perhaps 
10 times too large; $50 would be more ap­
propliate if we genuinely see~c to limit 
the influence of money in politics. 

At the same time, we shculd provide 
tax incentives to encourage small giv­
ing. Parties and candidates h -ve been 
equally lax in developing programs to 
stimulate average citizens to participate 
in politics with their dollars ?s well as 
with their votes. It is a small enough 
investment in democracy to perm.it a 
citizen a reasonable deduction from his 
income taxes in return for his support 
for the candidate of his choice. 

There must te effective discloc::ure pro­
visions to insure that the public is aware 
of whose money is supporting the po-



November 30, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 43411 

litical campaigns of its elected repre­
sentatives. Reporting provisions must be 
timely so that abuses are not turned up 
45 days after the election, but in time 
for them to be made public before elec­
tion day. The penalties for violations 
must be severe enough to make candi­
dates resist the temptation to evade the 
law and realistic enough that our law 
enforcement authorities take them seri­
ously. 

Primary elections must be subject to 
the same regulations as general elec­
tions. This is fundamental and cannot 
be compromised. to purify the influence 
of money at the final stage of the proc­
ess and ignore it at earlier stages is 
either self-deluding or contemptuous of 
the public intelligence. 

Finally, we must begin to reassess the 
entire premise of our present system of 
total reliance on private gifts. In this 
era of rising campaign costs, we have 
attempted only to regulate the size of 
private gifts and the total amount of 

· dollars spent. We have been transfixed 
by ceilings, when the more fundamen­
tal problem has to do with floors. We 
must seriously address the question of 
how many Americans can no longer af­
ford to participate in politics as active 
candidates for public office. How many 
people today find the price tag of public 
office prohibitive? When a citizen must 
risk personal bankruptcy or go into po­
litical hock to special interests in order 
to be able to make the initial decision 
to run for public office, we have cre­
ated a situation that corrodes the foun­
dation stones of our democracy. We 
must begin to seriously examine the 
need for public subsidies for political 
campaigns. We must equalize access to 
ow· political system for all citizens. The 
costs are not high, especially when 
measured against the eroding confidence 
and growing cynicism bred by the pres­
ent law. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, 
during the debate today, many Members 
have discussed the need for full disclo­
sure of all campaign finances. I believe 
there are arguments in opposition to this 
proposition which have not adequately 
been presented to this body. 

The arguments have been developed 
that: First, the cost of political cam­
paigns has become so high that America 
can no longer afford unregulated democ­
racy in action; second, "fat cat" contrib­
utors demand commitments from can­
didates before making contributions and, 
thus, candidates are controlled by big 
contributors; and third, a candidate's 
purity of motive would be insured by 
complete disclosure by the candidate of 
every contributor and the amount of his 
contribution. 

These arguments have received such 
wide publicity that, by reason of repeti­
tion, they are rapidly approaching the 
status of divine revelation, not to be 
challenged. Let me take this opportunity 
to challenge these arguments, recogniz­
ing the political risk involved in stand­
ing alone when political security could 
best be served by following the herd 
instinct. 

I am firmly convinced that no small 
motivation of those proposing such legis-

lation is the preservation of office for 
those who enjoy the status of being an 
incumbent. Anyone proposing to defeat 
an incumbent must carry the fight to the 
incumbent. This entails the use of a lot 
of money, the amount varying from one 
congressional district to another. Thus, 
arbitrary limitation will restrict the abil­
ity of nonincumbents to carry the fight, 
and, thus, help to insure the safety of 
incumbent officeholders. 

But, let me address myself to the three 
arguments that I have heard most fre­
quently given in favor of rigid campaign 
limitation laws and rigid reporting laws. 

First, I challenge the statement that 
America cannot afford a free exercise of 
the democratic process. The right to par­
ticipate in political campaigns, not only 
as voters, but as contributors or cam­
paign workers, is too valuable a right to 
be limited by law. Suppose you, as a 
citizen, desire to contribute to my op­
ponent in next year's campaign but your 
contribution is returned because my op­
ponent was limited in his spending and 
had already accepted the total amount 
allowable under law. _It would be your 
right as a citizen that would be curtailed, 
and not merely the candidate who is 
being inconvenienced. 

When I see the material comforts of 
life which we enjoy, I am somewhat 
skeptical when someone argues that we 
cannot afford the most precious right a 
citizen in a democracy can ever enjoy: 
that is, in giving direction to his govern­
ment through full participation in polit­
ical campaigns. 

The second argument, that big con­
tributors exercise an inordinate influ­
ence over officeholders probably has 
some merit. But the campaign limitation 
laws would only improve their control 
because a few big contributors could 
soon fill the financial limitations and 
thus exclude the smaller contributors 
from having any impact on a candidate's 
campaign. 

In the final analysis, a politician's 
personal character will determine the 
degree to which he can be a "bought" 
man. If a man is for sale for one price, 
he is probably equally for sale at a lesser 
price, depending on his needs of the 
moment. It is a politician's conduct in 
office which answers the question of his 
personal character and integrity. It is 
these qualities which are reexamined pe­
riodically when he offers for reelection. 
If his conduct in office shows a pattern 
of undue responsiveness to a particular 
segment of his constituency to the dis­
advantage of the great majority of his 
constituency, then this is a matter to be 
considered by the voters in choosing be­
tween one candidate and the other. 

The demands for a disclosw·e of con­
tributors and the amount of contribu­
tions is probably the most questionable 
argument being advanced. In the first 
place, a dishonest candidate and a dis­
honest cont1ibutor are not going to re­
port their financial transactions. It would 
be an impossibility to adequately enforce 
such a provision of law. The honest can­
didate and the honest contributor would 
be the most disadvantaged. 

The implementa tion of full repor ting 
laws would do more to discourage con-

tributions to nonincumbents than any 
other one law. My campaign treasurers 
can attest to the differences and difficul­
ties in raising funds for an incumbent 
and a nonincumbent. People have a 
right to remain anonymous in casting 
their ballot. 

I think to some degree, there is a 
parallel between the sanctity of secrecy 
of the ballot and the right to remain 
anonymous in making political campaign 
contributions. 

Many people, by reason of their busi­
ness connection, or professional connec­
tions, may wish to support a candidate 
who espouses a political ideology for 
which they hold a sympathy. At the 
same time, they might fear retaliation 
against their business interests of their 
professional association by persons hold­
ing positions of authority who do not 
agree with their thinking. 

Ironically, it is the small businessman, 
seeking to hold government-related busi­
ness, the union member, seeking to sup­
port a candidate his union leadership 
opposes, or the college professor seeking 
to establish tenure with a college having 
a leadership of strong political philoso­
phy contrary to his, who would be the 
least able to afford public disclosure of 
their financial support for political can­
didates. The result would be a greater 
polarization of our country into contests 
involving big business, big money, and 
big union bosses to an ever greater ex­
clusion of participation by the "little 
man" that these laws ostensibly are seek­
ing to serve. 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, it is a credit 
to the House that the issue of Federal 
election reform is up for consideration, 
and that there is a bipartisan effort to 
forge a meaningful reform measure. 
Many of the critics of Congress predicted 
that a reform bill would never reach the 
floor. Instead we stand on the verge of 
passing a strong reform bill which would 
meet the requirements of those of us who 
wish to see the undue influence of money 
in politics reduced and the integrity of 
the democratic electoral process shored 
up. 

Any campaign reform legislation must, 
in my view, have as its base a strong 
reporting and disclosure provision. Pri­
vate wealth has become a corrupting 
force in American politics today, not be­
cause of the nature of the democratic 
system or the character of the men in 
politics, but because of the soaring costs 
of campaigning. Federal offices must not 
be allowed to become the exclusive prop­
erty of millionaires or those whose poli­
tics attracts the support of the wealthy. 
This is not an ideological or party mat­
ter. Individuals of both leftwing and 
rightwing persuasions have been 
substantial contributors to political 
campaigns. 

I also feel that it is important to keep 
the system open to challengers. A bill 
favoring incumbents would be a mockery 
and would in all likelihood be vetoed. 
People are well aware of the many ad­
vantages enjoyed by incumbent office 
holders. Well qualified individuals will 
hesitate to spend their time and money 
on a campaign if the odds are further 
stacked against them. As Representatives 
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we should recognize that our personal 
self-interest and the national interest 
separate at this point. 

Campaign financing reform must, of 
course, eventually set some limits on 
spending. This limit must be high enough 
to allow a challenger to make himself 
known and yet low enough to be a mean­
ingful limit and not an enticement to 
media saturation. 

In my view, the Senate passed cam­
paign reform bill, H.R. 11280, is a note­
worthy and acceptable measure. The Sen­
ate bill would limit broadcast spending 
to 5 cents per eligible voter and spending 
for newspapers, magazines and billboards 
to 5 cents as well. Twenty percent of un­
spent funds in one category may be 
transferred to another thus allowing 6 
cents per voter for broadcasting and 4 
cents per voter for nonbroadcasting 
media. 

H.R. 11280 also puts a limit on spend­
ing from the personal funds of candidates 
in campaigns for nomination or election. 
These limits would be $50,000 in a Presi­
dential race, $35,000 in a Senate race and 
$25,000 in a House race. No limit was 
placed, however, on contributions. 

Finally, the Senate bill has quite ade­
quate disclosure provisions. Candidates, 
individuals and committees would have 
to file periodic, detailed reports and the 
bill would extend the report requirements 
to all primary elections, the presidential 
nominating process, and State and Dis­
trict of Columbia committees not now 
covered. 

I believe that the time is at hand to 
control the power of private wealth in 
Federal elections and we have before us, 
in H.R. 11280, the means with which to 
do this. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, on the 
floor of the House of Representatives, we 
again witness a display of the awesome 
muscle that organized labor wields in 
this body. 

After an intensive campaign, the labor 
union bosses have finally succeeded in 
getting their language in to a campaign 
reform bill, rather than the language 
that would have provided the only true 
campaign reform. 

My amendment, which was included in 
H.R. 11060, would have prohibited the 
use of involuntarily raised funds for 
political purposes by the unions. It would 
have restored to millions of union mem­
bers the right to determine whether they 
wanted their hard-eamed money to be 
used to support political causes of their 
own choosing, or to support the causes 
dictated by the union bosses. 

The bill which has now been passed by 
the House of Representatives is a 
mockery of campaign reform. It opens 
wide the floodgates to union, bank and 
corporate activity in an area where it has 
never been legal before. 

Therefore, I had no alternative but to 
oppose the bill. 

HISTORY 
My first contact with this problem came 

during my academic career in 1963 and 
1964 when I was writing a book entitled 
"The Democrat's Dilemma." The central 
theme of this book deals with the power 
and control which organized l::.bor has 
over the U.S. Congress. 

When I was writing that book I did 
not realize that I would one day feel the 
effects of that power first hand. Fol­
lowing my election in 1969, after a bi­
partisan agreement, I was to be appointed 
t·o the House Committee on Education 
and Labor along with my colleague from 
New York (Mrs. CHISHOLM). But the 
unanimous-consent request, mutually 
agreed upon by the Democrat and Repub­
lican leadership, was denied, and I was 
subsequently assigned to the Banking and 
Currency Committee. The events of that 
day have been detailed in an article by 
the noted columnist, Willard Edwards, 
which appeared in the Chicago Tribune. 
At this time I insert the Edwards column: 

CRANE FINDS WHO Is Boss IN HOUSE 
(By Willard Edwards) 

WASHINGTON, December 26.-Qn his 22d 
day in office, Rep. Philip M. Crane, lllinois' 
newest Republican congressman, was given a 
dismaying lesson in the harsh political 
realities of life on Capitol hill. 

Crane learned who really controls the 
Democratic majority in the House and, thus, 
Congress itself, even in such a Ininor matter 
as a freshman's committee assignment. 

It is not, he discovered, Speaker John W. 
McCormack [D., Mass.) or Rep. Carl Albert 
[D., Okla.], the majority leader, or the Demo­
cratic chairmen of House committees. 

These Democratic leaders can be overruled, 
he found, when organized labor, in the per­
son of Andy Biemiller, chief lobbyist for the 
AFL-CIO, chooses to exercise his influence. 

As a result, Crane was deprived of a posi­
tion on the House education and labor com­
mittee, for which he is eminently qualified 
as a former history professor at Bradley uni­
versity and as an author and expert on the 
problems with which the committee deals. 

Instead, he was shunted to a spot on the 
banking and currency committee. Its legis­
lative jurisdiction, while important, is re­
mote from the field in which his talents 
would be most useful. 

After Crane was sworn into office Dec. 1 
he sought out Rep. Gerald Ford [Mich.], the 
Republican minority leader, and asked to be 
assigned to the education and labor 
committee. 

Ford consulted Speaker McCormack and 
Albert, majority leader, as well as the com­
mittee chairman, Carl Perkins [D., Ky], and 
Rep. William H. Ayres [R., 0.], the ranking 
Ininori ty member. 

All agreed that Crane was a "natural" for 
the committee. The Democrat leaders were 
also seeking a place for Rep. Shirley Chis­
holm [D., N. Y.], the first Negro woman to 
serve in Congress. They decided to enlarge 
the committee to 37 members from 35, put­
ting Crane and Mrs. Chisholm in the two 
places created. 

But when labor lobbyist Biemiller learned 
of this plan, according to bipartisan sources, 
he put his foot down. He regards the com­
mittee, with considerable reason, as his do­
ma.in. He made it clear that his opposition 
was based on an aversion for Crane, a con­
servative who in his book, "The Democrats' 
Dilemma," denounced control of Congress by 
a labor hierarchy, mentioning Biemiller by 
name. 

Protests against the Democratic leadership 
proposal were led by Representatives Roman 
c. Pucinski [D., TIL] and Augustus F. 
Hawkins [D., Cal.]. 

In vain, McCorm.aok, much disturbed, 
pleaded with these objecters that he had 
reached a firm agreement With Ford. Such 
bipartisan arrangements are always re­
spected. 

But he was rebuffed. The fact that Mrs. 
Chisholm would also go down the drain was 
disregarded by Biemlller, who was incensed 
by his loss of a fight against President 

Nixon's Philadelphia plan, a formula for en­
couraging Negro employment in the con­
struction trades. Mrs. Chisholm voted against 
him. Ford engineered the defeat. 

A last-minute attempt was made on the 
House floor to secure unanimous consent for 
the committee enlargement. Both Pucinski 
and Rep. Joe D. Waggoner [D., La.) jumped 
up to object. Waggoner, whose objection was 
presumably aimed at Mrs. Chisholm, won. 

"It was disappointing and disillusioning," 
Crane said of the experience. "It certainly 
proves my contention that Congress is dom­
inated by labor chiefs who pay little atten­
tion to the wishes of the rank and file." 

Mr. CRANE. We witness another ex­
ample of the blatant power of the labor 
unions. While decrying the Crane 
amendment, they manage to foist on 
this House a substitute which would 
legalize their past illegal actions, while 
simultaneously stating that this was 
merely "codifying section 610" of title 
18 of the United States Code, the Corrupt 
Practices Act. 

CORRUPT PRACTICES ACT 
The intent of title 18, United States 

Code, section 610, is to prohibit contribu­
tions or expenditures by banks, corpora­
tions and labor unions in connection with 
Federal election campaigns. Although 
section 610 appears on its face to be clear 
and unambiguous, it has not effectively 
prevented large scale political expendi­
tures by labor unions as Congress in­
tended. When section 610 was amended 
in 1947 to cover labor union political ex­
penditures, its stated purpose was: 

First, to reduce the undue and dis­
proportionate influence of labor unions 
upon Federal elections; 

Second, to preserve the purity of such 
elections against the use of aggregated 
wealth by union as well as corporate 
entities; and 

Third, to protect union members hold­
ing political views contrary to those 
supported by the union from the use of 
funds contributed by them to promote 
acceptance of those opposing views. See 
U.S. v. CIO, 335 U.S. 106. 

Unfortunately, these objectives of the 
law have not been met. Today the in­
fluence of organized labor on Federal 
elections is greater than ever before, 
and a very large part of the time, energy 
and wealth of major labor unions is de­
voted to political action in Federal elec­
tion campaigns. 

By becoming deeply involved in politi­
cal campaign activities, American labor 
unions have departed from their primary 
functions as collective bargaining agents 
and have become, in practical effect, 
political organizations. In the process 
they are rapidly transforming one of 
the two major political parties into a 
labor party, a result which will most 
certainly have an adverse effect upon 
the traditional two-party system in this 
country. 

If membership in labor organizations 
were entirely voluntary, objections to 
partisan political activities by unions 
would perhaps have not so strong a base. 
But Bureau of Labor Statistics figures 
show that approximately 85 percent of 
all union contracts now contain clauses 
which compel continued union member­
ship or payment of union dues and fees 
as a condition of employment. The rank-
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and-file worker is thus compelled to pro­
vide financial support for the union even 
though the union uses a substantial por­
tion of his compulsory dues dollar to 
support candidates and political causes 
which he either opposes or would not 
willingly support if he were given a free 
choice. Public opinion surveys immedi­
ately following the 1968 election showed 
that 44 percent of union members and 
their families opposed the presidential 
candidate endorsed and financially sup­
ported by their unions. It was precisely 
this sort of situation that title 18, section 
610 was intended to reach. 

THE CRANE AMENDMENT 

My amendment, which is identical to 
section 8 of H.R. 11060 except for a tech­
nical change, would have clarified and 
broadened the definition of the terms 
"contribution" and "expenditure" as 
used in title 18, section 610. Under this 
new definition it would be perfectly clear 
that labor organizations, as well as 
banks and corporations, could not have 
made any direct or indirect payments or 
provide any services or any other thing 
of value to any candidate, campaign 
committee or political party or organiza­
tion, or to make any expenditure related 
to get-out-the-vote activities in connec­
tion with Federal election campaigns, if 
involuntarily raised. 

At the same time, it also made clear 
that this section would not prohibit a 
union from organizing and administer­
ing a separate contributary fund for 
political purposes if all contributions, 
gifts or payments to such fund are made 
freely and voluntarily, and not related to 
dues or fees required as a condition of 
employment. Enactment of this provi­
sion would have clarified the intent of 
Congress to distinguish between volun­
tary contributions and the use of com­
pulsory union dues for political purposes. 

UNION POLITICAL ACTIVITmS 

It is no secret that labor organizations 
provide cash contributions to political 
candidates. But more important is the 
furnishing of a large volume of union­
paid manpower to perform partisan pre­
cinct level functions of getting-out-the­
vote and moving voters to the polls. Dur­
ing election campaign periods, and even 
between elections, thousands of union 
salaried staff personnel are assigned full 
time to the job of registering voters, 
keeping voter lists up to date and all of 
the other functions related to traditional 
partisan political activity. The massive 
scale of this type of union political activ­
ity is described by Alexander Barkan, 
director of AFI.r-CIO COPE, in an article 
appearing in Issues in Industrial Society, 
vol. 1, no. 2, published by the New York 
School of Industrial Relations at Cornell 
University. 

Evidence of the intensity of labor's politi­
cal a~tivi ty in 1968 was the 55 million pieces 
of printed matter distributed by National 
COPE to union members and an additional 60 
million plus distributed by state AFir-CIO 
bodies and international unions. It is un­
likely that any organization-including the 
two major parties--ever produced so much 
political literature in any one campaign. 

Labor's nationwide registration drive put 
4.6 million voters on the registration rolls. 
Most were Humphrey supporters. The figure 
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not only represents trade union members and 
members of their families but reflects the 
results of labor's registration drives in the 
Negro, Puerto Rican, and Mexican-American 
communities. In many states, labor did the 
registration job for Humphrey singlehand­
edly; the Democratic party h'ld abandoned 
the field. 

Negro trade u nionists were mobilized at 
a series of conferences in the spring of 1968 
which led to the formation of units in 31 
big cities to increase the vote in the black 
community. Three and a half million pieces 
of literature, especially prepared for the 
Negro community, were distributed. We were 
the major national organization working at 
registering black voters and getting their 
vote. The Negro vote for Humphrey ex­
ceeded 80 % . 

The labor movement mobilized Mexican­
American farm workers; and the AFL-CIO 
funded an operat ion which included a million 
leaflets, radio spots, and hundreds of elec­
tion day workers in California alone. Farm 
workers' ballot boxes in the state also ex­
ceeded 80 % for Humphrey. 

In many states, a house-to-house canvass 
was conducted as part of our get-out-the­
vote effort, particularly in selected labor areas 
and in minority-group areas where there 
are relatively few telephones. The number of 
persons involved in this operation was 72,225. 

There have been other cases. Twice 
during the past decade the U.S. Supreme 
Court acknowledged that union officials 
are spending compulsory dues money for 
partisan political purposes. Associate 
Justice Hugo Black wrote 10 years ago. 

There can be no doubt that the federally 
sanctioned union shop contract here, as it 
actually works, takes a part of the earnings 
of some men and turns it over to others, 
who spend a substantial part of the funds 
so received in efforts to thwart the political, 
economic and ideological hopes of those 
whose money has been forced from them 
under authority of law. 

RECENT CASES 

Mr. Speaker, the interests of union 
members who oppose the political views 
of union officials are not being protected 
under existing law. Because the members 
are obligated to pay union dues in order 
to retain their employment, they are 
powerless to forestall the diversion of 
their dues into partisan political chan­
nels. Only the avenue of costly litigation 
is open to them, but because of their 
limited means, it is beyond their reach 
in most instances. 

Just a few months ago a group of Mc­
Donnell-Douglas Corp. employees in Cal­
ifornia achieved a notable legal victory. 
In 1967 they filed a lawsuit challenging 
the use of their compulsory ''agency 
shop" fees for political purposes. Their 
complaint was dismissed by the trial 
court, but last year their appeal was up­
held by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit. In a commonsense opin­
ion reversing the trial court, the court of 
appeals held as follows: 

The diversion of the employees' money 
from use for the purposes for which it was 
exacted damages then doubly. Its utiliza­
tion to support candidates and causes the 
plaintiffs oppose renders them captive to the 
ideas, associations and causes espoused by 
others. At the same time it depletes their 
own funds and resources to the extent of the 
expropriation and renders them unable by 
these amounts to express their own convic­
tions, their own ideas, and support their own 
causes. (Seay v. McDonnell Douglas 427 F.2. 
996, CA 9 [1970]) 

If additional proof is needed to con­
firm labor unions' involvement in parti­
san politics, listen to this. In January 
1968 the national A~CIO's official or­
gan, in an article dealing with the fed­
eration's annual convention during the 
preceding month, reported, and I quote: 

The Convention called for top priority for 
political action ... All unions are urged to 
assign as many full-time staff members as 
possible for full-time political education 
work as early as possible in 1968. 

Here is another example. This past 
June, national director AI Barkan of the 
AFL-CIO's Committee on Political Edu­
cation was a principal speaker during the 
annual convention of the Hotel and 
Restaurant Employees and Bartenders 
Union in Chicago. Both he and a Mem­
ber of the House of Representatives 
talked principally about the 1972 presi­
dential election, according to reporter 
Thomas Power of the Chicago Tribune. 

Mr. Barkman cautioned his audience 
not to become confused about its priori­
ties of 1972. According to the Tribune's 
account, he shouted to the delega tes: 

Don't tell me about your contract negotia­
tions next year. The important thing you 
have to do next year is to organize your 
members and win the election. 

Mr. Speaker, thousands and thousands 
of hours of union staff time are required 
to c:trry out the various activities I have 
just described-staff time that is paid 
for with the dues collected from union 
members. By defeating the Crane amend­
ment, we have said to the victims of 
compulsory unionism: 

We will not lift a finger to restore 
either your freedom of association or 
your political freedom. You will be re­
quired to continue paying union dues 
against your will in order to earn your 
livelihood, and we do not object to the 
use of your tribute to elect candidates 
you will not voluntarily support. 

Mr. Speaker, I , for one, am appalled 
that we would transmit such a message 
to our country's union members. 

PARLIAMENTARY BACKGROUND 

In the House Administration Commit­
tee, of which I am privileged to be a 
member, my bill-H.R. 1259-was ac­
cepted in a modified form as section 8 
of the bill under consideration, H.R. 
11060. My bill thus became title 8 of the 
bill which we are presently discussing. 

When the Frenzel-Brown measure was 
considered as a substitute for the origi­
nal House administration text, I realized 
that my section 8, the so-called "Crane 
amendment" would have to be added as 
a new section to this measure. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, I attempted 
to obtain recognition to introduce my 
amendment, but the Chairman or the 
Committee of the Whole House instead 
recognized the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. HANSEN) . 

There followed a succession of speakers 
on the new Hansen amendment which 
included Republicans and Democrats, 
Liberals, and Conservatives. Regrettably, 
the Hansen amendment passed by a vote 
of 233 to 147, which precluded considera­
tion of the Crane amendment. 

I say "regrettably" Mr. Speaker, be­
cause the Hansen amendment in no way 
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gets to the problem which we face in this 
area. In fact, it puts the imprimatur of 
this body on a situation which has ex­
isted for a number of years and which 
is clearly outside the law. Here I am 
referring specifically to the use of man­
datory union dues for political purposes. 

THE HANSEN AMENDMENT 

Let me explain what the Hansen 
amendment does. 

The Hansen amendment will, in my 
judgment, allow labor unions and corpo­
rations to make expenditures for politi­
cal activities which under a strict reading 
of the language of title 18 United States 
Code, section 610 are now prohibited. 

Expenditures by corporations in con­
nection with Federal elections have been 
flatly prohibited since the original Cor­
rupt Practices Act was adopted in 1925. 
This prohibition was extended to labor 
unions in 1947 for the purpose: first, of 
reducing the undue and disproportionate 
influence of unions on Federal elections; 
second, preserving the integrity of such 
elections for the use of aggregated wealth 
by union as well as corporate entities; 
and third, to protect union members 
holding political views contrary to those 
supported by the union from use of their 
membership dues to promote acceptance 
of those opposing views. 

The amendment by the gentleman from 
Idaho (Mr. HANSEN) will create a large 
and very significant loophole which will 
legalize broad scale union political ac­
tion-which is now prohibited-and un­
dermine whatever protection the law now 
seeks to give rank and file union members 
against political use of their dues money. 

The Hansen amendment will redefine 
the phrase "contribution or expenditure" 
as used in section 610 as not including ex­
penditures for voter registration and get­
out-the-vote campaigns aimed at either 
a corporation's stockholders and their 
families or a union's members and their 
families. Its net effect will be to put the 
stamp of approval on partisan political 
action by unions with money obtained 
through compelled union membership 
dues and fees which rank and file union 
members are required to pay under com­
pulsory union shop contra cts. 

Although the amendment purports to 
allow corporate expenditures on the same 
basis a s union expenditures it will not 
work this way. Corporate expenditures 
for voter registration or get-out-the-vote 
activities will run head on into the exist­
ing laws of practically all States which 
prohibit corporate expenditures for any 
political purpose. In addition corporate 
expenditures for politica l purposes are 
consider ed ultra vires under prevailing 
case law, and could also be disallowed as 
not meeting the test of ordinary and 
necessary business expenses under sec­
tion 162 of the Internal Revenue Code. 

The Hansen amendment on the other 
hand will validate union voter regis­
tration functions which are conducted on 
a highly partisan basis. 

NONPARTISAN? 

T h ere is a n a b u ndance of evidence 
proving th9.t union-sponsored get-out­
the-vot e campaigns are not nonpartisan. 
George M eany himself has acknowl­
edged: 

When you spend your money to get people 
registered, and then spend a lesser propor­
tion to get them out to vote, you know you 
got a. vote in the ballot box. Of course, we are 
a little bit choosy when we choose districts 
in which we want to better these votes in 
the ballot box, so that when they go in we 
have a pretty good idea how they a.re going 
to vote. 

Furthermore, AFL-CIO Secretary­
Treasurer Lane Kirkland, while address­
ing the Amalgamated Transit Union con­
vention in Las Vegas, Nev., on September 
28, 1971, exploded the myth that union 
political activities are merely "aimed at 
union members and their families." 
While vigorously attacking President 
Nixon, he said: 

Over the next 13 months labor and its po­
litical arm--cOPE-has a great deal of work 
to do. We have to carry our message to every 
America.n eligible to vote, and we have to 
make sure that they understand what Ameri­
ca's choices really are. And we have to make 
sure that every voter we can reach is regis­
tered, and that they go to the polls. 

Clearly, the leaders of organized labor 
are attempting to influence union mem­
bers and all other voters in the Nation. 
And they are using union dues money 
provided mostly on a compulsory basis 
from members. 

In this regard, I have received a copy 
of a letter to the editor of the Wa.shing­
ton Post-which ha.s not yet been pub­
lished-and which clearly sets out or­
ganized labor's role in the 1968 elections. 
I include the letter at this point: 

LETTER TO THE EDITOR 

DEAR SrR: Mr. Califano's plea for public 
subsidy of campaigns (November 16, 1971) on 
the basis that some elected officials are too in­
debted to an elite group of wealthy indi­
viduals obfuscates the real problem of cam­
paign reform. The less than $3 million which 
he cites as having been spent by these indi­
viduals on the Republican candidate in the 
1968 Presidential election is a pittance when 
compared with the more than $50 million 
spent by the various unions on the Democrat 
candidates in the same elections. Beyond the 
quantitative differences, however, the real 
difference is that the money given by wealthy 
individuals to either party is given on a free 
will basis, while contributions extracted from 
union members are seldom obtained in that 
manner. 

An example is the recent disclosure of the 
nefarious activities of the Marine Engineers 
Beneficial Associa.tion, AFL-CIO, pension 
fund. Here union officials virtually extort $10 
a month from retired members and widows 
of former members of the union which are 
put into a political kitty for distribution to a 
few favored individuals. It is clear to me, and 
I think to the vast majority of Americans, 
that while neither they nor I are completely 
pleased with large donations from wealthy 
individuals, nonetheless this does much less 
violence to the conscience and free will of 
the individual citizen than does an automatic 
$10 rake-off from a $300 a month pensioner. 

A second area of campaign reform which 
Mr. Califano conveniently ignored is the 
manner in which the Democratic party par­
ticularly is in the process of obtaining tax­
payer funding for a good portion of its 1968 
campaign debts. The maneuver is quite sim­
ple: Charge as much as possible during the 
campaign period for su~h items as air fares, 
telephone, printing, etc., thus overextending 
yourself far beyond your anticipated income 
and, t hen, when the campaign is over, you are 
unable to pay the bills. This happened to the 
Democrats in 1968 to the tune of a reported 
$9 million. Indications are that the Demo-

crats have no int ention of paying this money. 
Therefore it will be written off as a bad debt 
by those corporations to whom it is owed, 
their net profit will decrease accordingly, and 
the government's tax (usually 48% of the net 
profit for these corporations) will also de­
crease proportionately. Thus, the $9 million 
debt of the Democrat National Committee 
and 1rts allled groups will end up costing the 
t axpayer more than $4 million lost in revenue 
to the Treasury. 

In summary, Mr. Califano and his friends 
in the Congress seem unwilling or u nable to 
distinguish between voluntary contributions 
(of any magnitude) and those which are 
compulsorally obtained. Beyond this, they 
also have a very strong proclivity toward 
spending beyond their means and then sad­
dling the taxpayer with their debts. The lat­
ter trait, I might parenthetically add, is cer­
tainly not limited to their campaign activi­
ties but is very much in evidence dally in the 
Congress. 

Cordially, 
EDWIN J. FEULNER, Jr. 

The Wall Street Journal, in an article 
by Jerry Landauer on November 15, 1971, 
describes in more detail the corruption 
and coercion involved in the Marine En­
gineers Benefit Association's pension 
fund. The MEBA is a constituent unit of 
the AFL-CIO. They finance their politi­
cal activities by compulsory assessments 
of $10 a month from retired members 
and widows of members and, according 
to Mr. Landauer's article, virtually ex­
tort this money from these members be­
fore providing them with the remainder 
of their pensions. 

I inserted the full text of Mr. Lan­
dauer's article in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD on November 17, 1971. It appears 
on page 41903. 

UNION ACTIONS 

Mr. Speaker, The unique and privi­
leged role of labor organizations in our 
election processes was recently under­
scored by delegates to the 1971 conven­
tion of the Nation's largest and wealth­
iest union. 

Delegates to the Teamsters Union 
convention adopted what is generally re­
garded as an ominous amendment to 
their constitution. It authorizes the 
union's general president to "make ex­
penditures from the general fund in 
amounts to be determined by him in his 
sole discretion for lobbying and other 
political purposes, including contribu­
tions to candidates for State, provincial 
or local office." 

Without question, this amendment to 
the Teamste•·s constitution will encour­
age the continued wholesale flouting of 
restraints imposed by the Congress on 
union political activities in 1947 when it 
amended section 610, title 18, U.S.C. 

It is common knowledge that dues 
payments collected from involuntary 
members, as well as from voluntary 
members, are deposited in a union's gen­
eral fund. Obviously, President Fitz­
simmons will not be under any internal 
restraints when he contemplates contri­
butions to certain political candidates 
from the union's general fund. 

Admittedly, the union's amended con­
stitution does not authorize the use of 
money from the general fund in connec­
tion with Federal elections. Let us not be 
deceived, however. 

The widely respected and authorita-
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tive Congressional Quarterly has stated 
flatly that union officials conceal contri­
butions to Federal candidates by "simply 
reporting transfer of gross sums to State 
committees. The State committees, in 
turn, transfer the money to individual 
candidates, but the names of the recip­
ients never appear on the nationally 
filed reports." 

This is only one example of methods 
now being used to circumvent the exist­
ing law. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that the con­
vention delegates who handed Mr. Fitz­
simmons this blank check are not typical 
of the Nation's union members. All avail­
able evidence indicates that dues-paying 
unionists take a dim view of the use of 
Union resources in political campaigns. 
Partisan politicking is strongly resented 
by those wage earners who are compelled 
by collective bargaining agreements to 
pay for unwanted union representation. 

Inclusion of my amendment in the 
legislation adopted Tuesday would have 
closed a gaping loophole in our present 
law. It would have put Unions on the 
same footing in the political arena with 
corporations, banks and all other 
associations. 

THIRTEENTH DISTRICT OPINION 

Within the past few months, I con­
ducted my annual constituent survey 
and one of the questions asked was "Do 
you favor the use of mandatory union 
dues for political purposes?" 

Almost 40,000 questionnaires have 
been returned to my office and better 
than 93 percent of them, representing 
more than 36,000 of my constituents, in­
dicated they oppose such use of involun­
tarily raised funds. 

I submit that this not only represents 
the overwhelming majority in my district 
but that one would find similar views 
throughout the Nation. Further, I insist 
that it is hypocrisy to speak of meaning­
ful campaign reform so long as any in­
voluntarily raised funds are used for any 
political purposes. Mr. Speaker, we have 
failed in this most elemental regard, and 
therefore, the bill which is before us is 
a mockery of campaign reform. Worse 
still will be the disillusionment suffered 
by those who are gulled into believing 
significant reforms have been introduced 
when belatedly they discover the truth. 

I, for one, will not be a party to this 
deceit. It was for this reason that I voted 
against the bill when it came before the 
House. 
UNION OPPOSITION TO THE CRANE AMENDMENT 

My amendment was inserted in H.R. 
11060-the Hays bill-by the House Ad­
ministration Committee because its 
members recognized that section 610, 
title 18, has failed in the purpose for 
which Congress had intended it-to in­
hibit the activities of labor unions in the 
political arena.. Thus, my amendment 
would have done nothing beyond that 
which Congress set out to do in 1947 
when the law was amended to cover polit­
ical contributions by labor organizations. 

Although my amendment was aimed 
at corporations and banks, in addition 
to labor organizations, it was denounced 
as antilabor by union spokesmen. I in­
clude excerpts from letters I have re­
ceived from Mr. Biemiller, the legislative 

director of the AFL-CIO and from Mr. 
Fitzsimmons, president of the Teamsters 
Union: 

One provision, the Crane amendment, is 
patently anti-labor. If broadly interpreted, 
this amendment would prohibit all union 
activity financed by treasury money, con­
nected in any way with federal elections. 
This interpretation would include prohibi­
tions against using union treasury funds to 
explain union positions to union members. 
In addition to prohibiting this educational 
activity, union funds could not be used for 
non-partisan "get out the vote" activities 
aimed art; union members and their families. 

If narrowly interpreted, the Crane amend­
ment would continue present permission for 
educational and registration activities, but 
would prohibit any "get out the vote" 
activities. 

The Crane amendment clearly is aimed art; 
depriving union members of the informed 
views of their leaders on political matters-­
views that the members have every right to 
consider. Further, the amendment's attempt 
to deny unions the right to get their mem­
bers to the polls is contrary to the basic pre­
cept that exercise of the franchise is a civic 
duty. 

If the Crane amendment is offered to the 
substitute (H.R. 11280), the ~IO urges 
you to vote against its adoption. If the sub­
stitute bill fails and the House is amending 
the Hays blll (H.R. 11060), the ~IO 
urges you to support the effort to str:lke this 
unfair provision. 

Sincerely, 
ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, Director. 

We call your special attention to the 
"Crane" Amendment introduced by Con­
gressman Ph111p Crane (R.-lli.) which is di­
rected toward labor unions. This amend­
ment, if made the law would seriously im­
pair efforts to extend the exercise of the 
right to vote to thousands, if not mlllons of 
Americans who would otherwise fail, through 
ignorance, fear or apathy, to express their 
political opinion. We, you and our institu­
tion, cannot allow those few who fear the 
will of the American people to narrow the 
possibility of the exercise of the right to vote. 

We cannot express too strongly that the 
"Crane" Amendment must be defeated in 
order that the American political base will 
not be narrowed. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK E. FITZSIMMONS, 

General President. 
CRANE REPLY 

Mr. Speaker, in reply to the Biemiller 
letter, I sent my own detailed letter to all 
of my colleagues, and I include the full 
text of it in the RECORD at this point: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C. November 29,1971. 
DEAR COLLEAGUE: Section 8 of H.R. 11060, 

the Election Reform Bill, contains a provision 
which would strengthen that portion of exist­
ing law (Seotion 610, Title 18, USC) which 
prohibits contributions and expenditures by 
banks, corporations and labor unions in con­
nection with Federal elections. 

In 1947 the Congress amended Section 610 
to cover political contributions and expendi­
tures by labor unions. Its purposes were 
summarized as follows in 1948 by the U.S. 
Supreme Court in U.S. v. CIO, 335 US 106: 

". . . ( 1) to reduce what has become re­
garded in the light of recent experience as 
the undue and disproportionate influence of 
labor unions upon federal elections; (2) to 
preserve the purity of such elections ... 
against the use of aggregated wealth by union 
as well as corporate entities; and (3) to pro­
tect union members holding political views 
contrary to those supported by the union 
from use of funds contributed by them to 

promote acceptance of those opposing 
views ... " 

Section 8, which does nothing beyond that 
which Congress set out to do in 1947, was 
inserted in H.R. 11060 at my request by the 
House Administration Committee because its 
members recognize that the 1947 amendment 
to Section 610 has failed in the purpose for 
which Congress had intended it-to inhibit 
the activities of labor unions in the political 
arena. 

Although Section 8 is aimed at corporations 
and banks, in addition to labor organizations, 
it is now being denounced as "anti-labor" 
by union spokesmen. 

Whereas these spokesmen formerly insisted 
that union political activities are funded ex­
clusively by voluntary contributions from 
members, union ofiicla.ls now complain that 
Section 8 of H.R. 11060 "would prohibit all 
union activity financed by treasury money, 
connected in any way with federal elections." 
Their complaint represents an admission of 
non-compliance with Section 610. 

Another complaint by union spokesmen, 
namely, that "union funds could not be used 
for non-partisan, •get-out-the-vote' activities 
aimed at union members and their families," 
is altogether misleading. 

In the first place, Section 8 includes this 
notable safeguard: 

"Nothing in this section shall preclude an 
organization from establishing and admln-. 
istering a separate contributory fund for any 
political purpose, including voter registra­
tion or get-out-the-vote drives, if all contri­
butions, gifts or payments to such fund are 
made freely and voluntarily, and are unre­
lated to dues, fees or other moneys required 
as a condition of membership in such orga­
nization or as a condition of employment.'' 

Secondly, there is an abundance of evi­
dence proving that union sponsored "get-out­
the-vote" campaigns are not non-partisan. 
George Meany himself has acknowledged: 

". . . when you spend your money to get 
people registered, and then spend a lesser 
proportion to get them out to vote, you know 
you got a vote in the ballot box. Of course, 
we are a little bit choosy when we choose 
districts in which we want to better these 
votes in the ballot box, so that when they 
go in we have a pretty good idea how they 
are going to vote." 

Further, ~ro Secretary-Treasurer 
Lane Kirkland, while addressing the Amalga­
mated Transit Union convention in Las 
Vegas, Nevada, on September 28, 1971, ex­
ploded the myth that union political activ­
ities are merely "aimed at union members 
and their families." While vigorously attack­
ing President Nixon, he said: 

"OVer the next 13 months labor and its 
political arm-COPE-has a great deal of 
work to do. We have to carry our message to 
every American eligible to vote, and we have 
to make sure that they understand what 
America's choices really a.re. And we have to 
make sure that every voter we can reach 1s 
registered, and that they go to the polls.'' 
(Emphasis added) 

Clearly, the leaders of organized labor 
are attempting to influence union members 
and all other voters in the nation. And they 
are using union dues money provided mostly 
on a compulsory basis from members. 

The interests of union members who op­
pose the political views of union officials are 
not being protected under existing law. Be­
cause the members are obligated to pay 
union dues in order to retain their em­
ployment, they are powerless to forestall the 
diversion of their dues into partisan politi­
cal channels. 

Only the avenue of costly litigation is 
open to them (the only such cases on record 
required more than ten years in court) , and 
because of their limited means it is beyond, 
their reach. 

I solicit your support for the Crane Amend­
ment. 
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SMALL BUSINESS SUPPORT FOR CRANE 

AMENDMENT 

It is clear that the bill which passed 
the House will work to the advantage of 
the big unions and the big 0orporations, 
but what of the backbone of America, 
the small, independent businessman? 

These individuals wield no big stick in 
Washington, but they do know what has 
happened in the past under the Corrupt 
Practices Act and, therefore. they over­
whelmingly support my position. 

I include a letter which I have received 
from the legislative director of the Na­
tional Federation of Independent Busi­
ness at this point: 

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, 

Washington, D.C., November 26, 1971. 
Hon. PHILIP M. CRANE, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CRANE: On Monday, Novem­
ber 29th, the House wlll begin consideration 
of the Election Reform Blll (H.R. 11060). At­
tached to this legislation is the Crane Amend­
ment-a proviso to strengthen the existing 
law prohibiting contributions and expendi­
tures by corporations, business organizations 
and labor unions during Federal elections. 

On a recent Mandate Ballot, the 294,000 
member firms of the National Federation of 
Independent Business voted 91% in favor of 
this position. 

The reason for this overwhelming endorse­
ment is clear. Small independent business­
men view recent trends in political financing 
as alarming and dangerous. The spectacle of 
big business and labor using their almost un­
limited economic power and resources to vie 
for poltical favor has had a sobering effect. 
And our member firms strongly believe that 
the time has come for Congress to take ac­
tion to eliminate these sources of potential 
political abuse. 

The Federation, therefore, respectfully 
urges that you give every serious considera­
tion to the merits of the proposed Crane 
Amendment. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES A. GAVIN, 
Legislative Director. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would 
only say that the Nation is again going 
to receive legislation which will be hailed 
as a true reform, but which will not be 
such. 

The small man will be the one to suffer, 
because the large union and the large 
corporation can participate in their own 
political activit:es. 

I will not be a party to this charge, and 
commend my colleagues who endeavored 
to help me achieve meaningful campaign 
reform. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. HAYS) to 
close the debate. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am in 
favor of this amendment. I do not want 
to belabor it. I will support the bill 
whether the amendment is in it or 
whether it is not. But I think it would be 
a good addition. 

Perhaps the funniest statement I have 
heard today is that if this amendment 
passes Mr. FRENZEL said it would take 
away from the aged and infirm their 
right to participate. If you know any 
aged or infirm person who wants to con­
tribute $5,000 t.:> a crackerjack candidate 
for Congress, I will be glad to send him 
my card. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been a great 
deal written in the local press about this 
issue. There has not been much in the 
press back home about election reform. 
I have not been able to impress them 
with its importance. I believe that if I 
had sponsored the Senate bill, the edito­
rial writers for the Post--! am not talk­
ing about the reporters-would have said 
it was a bad bill. They start out with the 
premise that I would not be for anything 
good, and anything I might propose, in 
their eyes, is bad. Now that we have the 
Senate bill with some amendments, I 
would very much like to confound them, 
but I know I will not. I know they will 
find some way to weasel out of it. I would 
like to confound them by being for the 
Senate bill with the amendments that 
have been adopted. We could make a par­
tisan effort to defeat the substitute and 
go back through all this process with the 
committee bill. I feel this is not a perfect 
bill. It does not do everything we desire 
or would like to see done. But I think it is 
a start in the right direction and I am 
going to support the substitute whether 
you call the substitute the Frenzel-Brown 
substitute, the Harvey-Brown substitute, 
the Harvey-Hays substitute, or whatever 
you call it. I have no pride in authorship. 
I am not trying particularly to get my 
name on the bill. I suspect the bill ulti­
mately will be called the elections re­
porting bill of 1971. 

So I intend to support the bill. I do 
support this amendment. I hope it 
passes. If it does not, then the vote will 
come on the substitute and I will vote 
yes, and if the substitute prevails, the 
committee can then rise, and the House 
can vote on the substitute. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BINGHAM) to the 
a.mendment in the nature of a substi­
tute offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HARVEY). 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision (demanded by Mr. BINGHAM) 
there were-ayes 38, noes 122. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was 
rejected. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Michig9 n <Mr. HARVEY) as amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended, W l:l s agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the St:eaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BoLLING, Chairman of the Commit­
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit­
tee having had under consideration the 
bill (H.R. 11060) to limit campaign 
expenditures by or on behalf of candi­
dates for Federal electi re office; to pro­
vide for more stringent reporting re­
quirements; and for other purposes, pur­
suant to House Resolution 694, he re­
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit­
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 

amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I de­
mand a separaJte vote on the so-called 
Macdonald of Massachusetts amend­
ment to the Harvey amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
amendment on which a separate vote has 
been demanded. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUffiY 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, a par­
liamentary inquiry. May I ask at this 
time for a division? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Dlinois requests that this vote be taken 
by division. 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision <demanded by Mr. SPRINGER) there 
were-ayes 257, noes 1. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

amendment adopted by the Committee of 
the Whole. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the bill. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 373, nays 23, not voting 35, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abourezk 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Til. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Asp in 
Aspinall 
Badillo 
Baker 
Barrett 
B ~gich 
Bennett 
Bergh~nd 
Betts 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biest,.,r 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Boggs 
BnJpnd 
Bolllng 
Bow 
Rrariemas 
Brasco 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown. Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 

[Roll No. 418] 

YEAS-373 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Byron 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Camp 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carney 
Carter 
Casey. Tex. 
Cederberg 
C~>ller 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Cl -> usen. 

Don H. 
Clawson , Del 
Clay 
Cl<>veland 
Collier 
Collins, Til. 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corman 
Cotter 
C:-ughlin 
Culver 
Daniel, Va. 
Daniels, N.J. 
Danielson 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dell en back 
Dell urns 
Denholm 
D ennis 
Dent 
Devine 

Ding ell 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Dow 
Downing 
Drinan 
Dulski 
Duncan 
duPont 
Dwyer 
Eckhardt 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Ala. 
Edwards, Calif. 
Erlenborn 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Evans, Colo. 
Fascell 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flowers 
Foley 
Ford, Gerald R 
Ford, 

WilHam D. 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fraser 
Frelinghuysen 
Frenzel 
Frey 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Fuqua 
Galiflanakis 
Gallagher 
Gaydos 
Gettys 
GJaimo 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Grasso 
Gray 
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Green, Oreg. Mailliard 
Green, Pa. Mann 
Griffin Martin 
Griffiths Mathias, Calif. 
Grover Mathis, Ga. 
Gude Matsunaga 
Hagan Mayne 
Hamil ton Mazzoli 
Hammer- Meeds 

schmidt Melcher 
Hanley Metcalfe 
Hansen, Idaho Michel 
Hansen, Wash. Mikva 
Harrington Miller, Calif. 
Harsha Miller, Ohio 
Harvey Mills, Ark. 
Hastings Mills, Md. 
Hathaway Minish 

· Hawkins Mink 
Hays Minshall 
Hechler, W.Va. Mitchell 
Heckler, Mass. Mizell 
Heinz M:>llohan 
Helstoski Monagan 
Henderson Moorhead 
Hicks, Mass. M·:>rgan 
Hicks, Wash. Morse 
Hillis Mosher 
Holifield Moss 
Hosmer Murphy, Til. 
Howard Murphy, N.Y. 
Hull Myers 
Hungate Natcher 
Hunt Nedzi 
Hutchinson Nelsen 
!chord Nichols 
Jacobs Nix 
Jarman Obey 
Johnson, Call!. O'Hara 
Johnson, Pa. O'Konski 
Jonas O'Neill 
Jones, Ala. Patman 
Jones, N.C. Patten 
Jones, Tenn. Pelly 
Karth Pepper 
Kastenmeler Perkins 
Kazen Pettis 
Keating Peyser 
Kee Pickle 
Keith Pike 
Kemp Pirnie 
King Poage 
Kluczynskl Podell 
Koch Poff 
Kuykendall Powell 
Kyros Preyer, N.C. 
Latta Price, Tex. 
Leggett Pryor, Ark. 
Lennon Purcell 
Lent Quie 
Link Quillen 
Lloyd Randall 
Long, La. Rangel 
Long, Md. Rees 
Lujan Reid, N.Y. 
McCloskey Reuss 
McClure Riegle 
McCollister Roberts 
McCormack Robinson, Va. 
McCulloch Robison, N.Y. 
McDade Roe 
McDonald, Rogers 

Mich. Roncalio 
McEwen Rooney, N.Y. 
McFall Rooney, Pa. 
McKay Rosenthal 
McKevitt Rostenkowski 
McKinney Roush 
Macdonald, Rousselot 

Mass. Roy 
Madden Runnels 
Mahon Ruppe 

Abernethy 
Ashbrook 
Baring 
Blackburn 
Collins, Tex. 
Crane 
Dickinson 
Flynt 

NAYB-28 
Goldwater 
Gross 
Haley 
Hall 
Kyl 
Landgrebe 
McMlllan 
Montgomery 
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Ruth 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Sandman 
Sarbanes 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schneebeli 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stant n. 

J. William 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Steed 
Steele 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Call!. 
Teague, Tex. 
Terry 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Tiernan 
Udall 
Ullman 
VanDeerlln 
Vander Jagt 
Vanik 
Veysey 
Vigorito 
Waldie 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalen 
Whalley 
White 
Whitehurst 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Will1ams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zion 
Zwach 

Passman 
Rarick 
Scherle 
Schmitz 
Spence 
Waggonner 
Whitten 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Burton for, with Mr. Hebert against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Ga.rmatz with Mr. Broyhill of Virginia. 
Mr. Price of Dlinois with Mr. Arends. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Belcher. 
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Halpern. 
Mr. Ashley with Mr. Derwinski. 
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Hogan. 
Mr. Charles H . Wilson with Mr. Gubser. 
Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr. 

McClory. 
Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Rails-

back. 
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Horton. 
Mr. Eilberg with Mr. Diggs. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Dowdy. 
Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Rhodes. 
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Landrum. 
Mr. Pucinskl with Mr. Roybal. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
''A bill to promote fair practices in the 
conduct of election campaigns for Fed­
eral political offices, and for other pur­
poses." 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
House Resolution 694, I call up from the 
Speaker's table for immediate considera­
tion the bill (S. 382) to promote fair 
practices in the conduct of election cam­
paigns for Federal political offices, and 
for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HAYS 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HAYs moves to strike out all after the 

enacting clause of S. 382 and insert in lieu 
thereof the provisions of H.R. 11060, as 
passed, as follows: 

That this Act may be cited as the "Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971". 

TITLE I-CAMPAIGN COMMUNICATIONS 
SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 101. This tLtle may be cited as the 
"Campaign Communications Reform Act". 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 102. For purposes of this title: 
(1) The term "communications media" 

means broadcasting stations, newspapers, 
magazines, and outdoor advertising facil­
ities. 

(2) The term "broadcasting station" has 
the same meaning as such term has under 
section 315(d) of the Communications Act 
of 1934. 

(3) The term "Federal elective office" means 
the office of President of the United States, 
or of Senator or Representative in, or Resi­
dent Commissioner or Delegate to, the Con­
gress of the United States (and for pur­
poses of section 103 (b) such term includes 
the office of Vice President). 

MEDIA RATE REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 103. (a) Section 315(b) of such Act 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) The charges made for the use of any 
broadcast ing station by any person who is a 
legally qualified candidate for any public 
office shall not exceed the actual charges 
made by such station for any comparable use 
of such station for other purposes." 

(b) ( 1) To the extent that any person sells 
space in any newspaper or magazine to a 
legally qualified candidate for Federal elec­
tive office, or nomination thereto, in con­
nection with such candidate's campaign for 
nomination for, or election to, such office, 
the charges made for the use of such space 
in connection 'Vith his campaign shall not 
exceed the charges made for comparable use 
of space for other purposes. 

(2) If any person makes available space in 
any newspaper or magazine to any legally 
qualified candidate for Federal elective of­
fice, or nomination thereto, in connection 
with such candidate's campaign for nomina­
tion for, or election to, such office, such per­
son shall make equivalent space avallable on 
the same basis to all legally qualified candi­
dates for the same office, or for nomination 
to such office, as the case may be. 

LIMITATIONS OF EXPENDITURES FOR USE OF 
COMMUNICATIONS MEDIA 

SEc. 104. (a) (1) No legally qualified candi. 
date in an election (other than a primary 
or primary runoff election) for a Federal elec­
tive office may-

(A) spend for the use of communications 
media on behalf of his candidacy In such 
election a total amount in excess of the 
greater of-

(i) 10 cents (or such greater amount as 
may be certified under paragraph (4) (A) (i)) 
multiplied by the voting age population (as 
certified under paragraph (4) (B)) of the 
geographical area in which the election for 
such office is held, or 

(li) $50,000 (or such greater amount as 
may be certified under paragraph (4) (B) 
(ii)), or 

(B) spend for the use of broadcast stations 
on behalf of his candidacy in such election 
a total amount in excess of 60 per centum 
of the amount determined under subpara­
graph (A) with respect to such election. 

(2) No legally qualified candidate in a pri­
mary election for nomination to a Federal 
elective office, other than President, may 
spend-

(A) for the use of communications media, 
or 

(B) for the use of broadcast stations 
on behalf of his candidacy in such ele~tion 
a total amount in excess of the amounts de­
termined under paragraph (1) (A) or (B), 
respectively, with respect to the general elec­
tion for such office. For purposes of this sub­
section a prim.ary runoff election shall be 
treated as a separate primary election. 

(3) (A) No person who is a candidate for 
presidential nomination may spend-

(i) for the use in a State of communica­
tions media, or 

(11) for the use in a State of broadcast 
stations, 

NOT VOTING-35 
(4) The term "leg.ally qualified candidate" 

with respect to Federal elective office, or nom­
ination for election to such office, has the 
same meaning as such term has when used 
in section 315 of the Communications Act of 
1934. 

on behalf of his candidacy for presidential 
nomination a total amount in excess of the 
amounts which would have been determined 
under paragraph (1) (A) or (B), respec­
tively, had he been a candidate for an elec­
tion for the office of Senator from such State 
(or for the office of Delegate or Resident 
Commissioner in the case of the District of 
Columbia or the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico). 

Andrews, Ala. 
Arends 
Ashley 
Belcher 
Bell 
Blatnik 
Broyh ill, Va . 
Burtcn 
Byrne, Pa. 
Davis, S.C. 
D::rwin sk.i 
Diggs 

Dowdy 
Edwards, La. 
Ell berg 
Evins, Tenn. 
Garmatz 
Gubser 
Halp -rn 
Hanna 
Hebert 
H -gan 
Hortcn 
Landrum 

McClory 
Price, Ill. 
Pucinski 
RaUsback 
Rhodes 
Rodino 
R~vb?.l 
Sikes 
s .-,K 
Wilson, 

Ch l'lrlesH. 
Wright 

(5) The term "votin g age p opulat ion" 
means resident civilian population, eighteen 
years of age and older. 

( 6) The term "State" in cludes t he District 
of Columbia and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico. 

(B) For purposes of this paragraph, a per­
son is a candidate for presidential nomina­
tion if he makes (or any other person makes 
on h is behalf) an expenditure for the use of 
any communications medium on behalf of 
his candidacy for any political party's nom­
ination in an election t o t~e office of Pres-
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!dent. He shall be considered to be such a 
candidate during the period-

(i) beginning on the date on which he 
(or such other person) first makes such an 
expenditure (or, if later, January 1 of the 
year in which the election for the office of 
President is held), and 

(ii) ending on the date on which such 
political party nominates a candidate for 
the office of President. 
For purposes of this title and of section 315 
of the Communication Act of 1934, a candi­
date for presidential nomination shall be 
considered a legally qualified candidate for 
public office. 

(C) The Attorney General shall prescribe 
regulations under which any expenditure by 
a candidate for presidential nomination for 
the use in two or more States of communica­
tions media shall be attributed to such can­
didate's expenditure limitation in each such 
State, based on the number of persons in 
such State who can reasonably be expected 
to be reached by such communications media. 

(4) (A) During the first week of January 
1974, and during such week in every second 
subsequent year, the Secretary of Com­
merce shall certify to the Attorney General 
and publish in the Federal RegJster-

(i) an amount which bears the same ratio 
to 10 cents, and 

(ii) an amount which bears the same ratio 
to $50,000, 
as the ' value of the communications price 
index for the last calendar year ending be­
fore the date of certification bears to the 
value of such index for 1972. The communi­
cations price index shall be a price index, 
using 1972 as a base year, measuring changes 
in the charges to candidates for the use of 
communications media. Such index shall be 
established and maintained by the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

(B) During the first week of January 1972 
and during such week in every second sub­
sequent year, the Secretary of Commerce 
shall certify to the Attorney General and 
publish in the Federal Register an estimate 
of the voting age population of each State 
and congressional district for the last calen­
dar year endl,ng before the date of certifica­
tion. 

( 5) Amounts spent for the use of com­
munications media on· behalf of any legally 
qualified candidate for Federal elective of­
fice (or for nomination to such office) shall, 
for the purposes of this subsection, be 
deemed to have been spent by such can­
didate. Amounts spent for the use of com­
munications media by or on behalf of any 
legally qualified· candidate for the office of 
Vice President of the United States shall, 
for the purposes of this section, be deemed 
to have been spent by the candidate for the 
office of President of-the United States with 
whom he is running. 

(6) For purposes of this section and sec­
tion 315(c) of the dommunications Ac~ of 
1934, spending- and charges for the use of 
communications media include not only the 
'direct charges -of the media but also agents' 
commissions allowed the agent by the media. 

(7) For purposes of this section and sec­
tion 315(c) of the Communications Act of 
1934, any expenditure for the use of any 
communications medium by or on behalf 
of the candidacy of a candidate for Federal 
elective office (or nomination thereto) shall 
be charged against the expenditure limita­
tion under this subsection applicable to the 
election in which such medium is used. 

(b) No person may make any charge for 
the use by or on behalf of any legally quali­
fied candidate for Federal elective office (or 
for nomination to such office) of any news­
paper, magazine, or outdoor advertising fa­
cility unless such candidate (or a. person 
specifically authorized by such candidate in 
writing to do so) certifies to such person in 
writing that the payment of such charge will 
not violate paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of 
subsection (a), whichever is applicable. 

(c) Section 315 of the Communications 
Act of 1934 is amended by redesignating sub­
section (c) as subsection (e) and by insert­
ing after subsection (b) the following new 
subsections: 

"(c) No station licensee ma'y make any 
charge for the use of such station by or on 
behalf of any legally qualified candidate for 
Federal elective office (or for nomination to 
such office) unless such candidate (or a per­
son specifically authorized by such candidate 
in writing to do so) certifies to such licensee 
in writing that the payment of such charge 
will not violate any limitation specified in 
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of' sectiqn 104(a) 
of the Campaign Communications Reform 
Act, whichever paragraph is applicable. 

" (d) For the purposes of this _section: 
" ( 1) The term 'broadcasting station' in­

cludes a community antenna television sys­
tem. 

"(2) The terms 'license' and 'station licen­
see' when used with l'espect to a community 
antenna television system, mean the oper-
ator of such system. - · 

"(3) The term 'Federal elective office' 
means the office of President of the United 
States, or of Senator or Representative in, 
or Resident Commissioner or Delegate to, 
the Congress of the United States." 

REGULATIONS 

SEc. 105. The Attorney General, shall pre­
scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
or appropriate to carry out sections 102,· 103 
(b), 104(a), and 104(b) of this Act. -

- · PENALTIES 1 •~~· • ~ 

SEc. 106. (a) Whoever violates any p:-ovi­
sion of section 103 (b), 104(a), or l04{b) or 
any regulation under section 105 shall be as­
sessed .a civil penalty of~ not more than 
$1,000 for each violation. 

(b) Any legally qualified candidate· who 
willfully violates section 104(a) or any reg­
ulation -gnder section 105 shall be punished 
by a fine of not more than $10,000 or by im­
prisonment of not more than one year, or 
both. 

EFFECTIVE DATE J. 

SEc. 107. Section 103 of this Act and the 
amendments made thereby shall take effect 
on January 1, 1972. Section 1.q4 and. the 
amendments made thereby ,shall apply on1y 
to expenditures for the use_on or after such 
date of communications media. 

TITLE Ir 
SEc. 201. No candidate for Federal elective 

office may expend, in a primary, primary 
runoff, or general election, an amount in 
excess of the limitations imposed by sectidn 
104 of title I (for the use of communications 
media) for the following purposes: (a) tele­
phone campaigns, including the cost of tele­
phones, paid telephonists and automated 
equipment; when telephones are used in 
banks of five or more instruments to com­
municate with potential voters, (b) postage 
for computetized or identical mailings in 
quantities of 200 or more. Amounts expended 
for the use of communications media as pro­
vided in section 104 of title I will be charged 
against the limitations imposed by this 
section. 

TITLE ill-cRIMINAL CODE 
AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 301. Section 591 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 591. Definitions 

"When used in sections 597, 599, 600, 602, 
610, 611, and 614 of this title-

"(a) 'election' means (1) a general, special, 
primary, or runoii election, (2) a. convention 
or caucus of a political party held to nom­
inate a candidate, (3) a primary election 
held for the selection of delegates to a na­
tional nominating convention of a political 
party, ( 4) a primary election held for the 
expression of a preference for the nomination 
of persons for election to the office of Presi­
dent, and (5) the election of delegates to a 

constitutional convention for proposing 
amendments to the COnstitution of the 
Unit ed States; 

"(b) 'candidate' means an individual who 
seeks nomination for election, or election, to 
Federal office, whether or not such individual 
is elected, and, for purposes of this para­
graph, an individual shall be deemed to seek 
nomination for election, or election, to Fed­
eral office, if he has (1) taken the action 
necessary under the law of a State to qualify 
himself for nomination for election, or elec­
tion, or (2) received contributions or made 
expenditures, or has given his consent for 
any other person to receive contributions or 
make expenditures, with a view to bringing 
about his nomination for election, or elec­
tion, to such office; 

" (c) 'Federal office' means the office of 
President or Vice President of the United 
States, or Senator or Representative in, or 
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the 
Congress of the United States; 

"(d) 'political committee' means any indi­
vidual committee, association, or organiza­
tion which accepts contributions or make 
expenditures during a calendar year in an 
aggregate amount exceeding $1,000; 

"(e) 'contribution' means-
" ( 1) a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or 

deposit of money or anything of value (ex­
cept a loan of 'money by a national or State 
bank made in accordance with the applicable 
banking laws and regulations and in the 
ordinary course of business) , made i'or the 
purpose of influencing the nomination for 
election, or election, of any person to Fed­
eral office, for the purpose of infi-qencing the 
results of a pr!mary held for the selection of 
delegates ~o - a national nominating conven­
tion of a political party or for the expression 
of a preference for the nomination of per­
sons for election to the office of President, 
or for the purpose of influencing the election 
of delegateS to a constitutional convention 
for proposing amendments to the Constitu­
tion of the United States; 

"(2) a contract, ,promise, or agreement, 
express or implied,- whether or not legally 
enforceable. to make a contribution for such 
purposes; 

"(3) a _transfer of funds between political 
committees; 

"(4) the payment, by any person other 
than a candidate or political committee, of 
compensation for the personal services of 
another person which are rendered to sucb 
candidate or political committee without 
charge for any such purpose; and 

" ( 5) notwithstanding the foregoing mean­
ings of ~contribution', the word shall not be 
construed to include services provided with­
out compensation by individuals volunteer­
ing a portion or all of their time on behalf 
of a candicfate or polltical committee; 

"(.f) 'expenditure' l:neans-
" ( 1) a purchase, payment, distribution, 

loan advance. deposit, or gift of money or 
anything of value (except a loan of money 
by a national or State bank made in ac­
cordance with the applicable banking laws 
and regulations and lh the ordinary course 
of business) , made for the purpose of in­
fluencing the nomination for election, or 
election, of any person to Federal ofilce, for 
the purpose of influencing the result of a 
primary held for the selection of delegates 
to a national nominating convention of a 
political party or for the expression of a 
preference for the nomination of persons 
for election to the office of President, or for 
the purpose of influencing the election of 
delegates to a. constitutional convention for 
proposing amendments to the Constitution 
of the United States; 

"(2) a contract, promise, or agreement, ex­
press or implied, whether or not legally en­
forceable, to make any expenditure; and 

" (3) a transfer of funds between political 
committees; 

"(g) 'person' and 'whoever' mean an in­
dividual, partnership, committee, association, 
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corporation, Ol' any other organiza.tion or 
groups of persons; and 

"(h) 'State' means each State of the United 
States, the -District of Columbia, the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and any territory 
or possession of the United States." 

SEc. 302. Section 600 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 600. Promise of employment or other 

benefit for political activity 
"Whoever, directly or indirectly, promi.ses 

any employment, position, compensation, 
contract, appointment, or other benefit, pro­
vided for or made possible in whole or in part 
by any Act of Congress, or any special con­
sideration in obtaining any such benefit, to 
any person as consideration, favor, or reward 
for any political activity or-for the support o.f 
or opposition to any candidate or any politi­
cal party in connection with any general or 
special election to any political office, or in 
connection with any primary election or poll­
tical convention or caucus held to select can­
didates for any political office, shall be fined 
not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more 
than one year, or both." 

SEc. 103. Section 608 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 608. Limitations on contributions and ex­

penditures 
"(a) (1) No candidate may make expendi­

tures from his personal funds, or the personal 
funds of his immediate family, in connection 
with his campaign for nomination for e1ec­
tion, or election, to Federal office in excess 
of-

" (A) $50,000, 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) For purposes of this subsection, 'im­
mediate famiiy' means a candidate's spouse, 
and any child, parent, grandparent, brother, 
or ·sister of the candidate, and the spouses of 
such persons. 

"(b) No candidate or political c:ommittee 
shall knowingly accept any contribution ol' 
authorize any expenditure in violation of the 
provisions of this section. 

"(c) Violation of the provisions of this sec­
tion 1s punishable by a fine not to exceed 
$1,000, imprisonment for not to exceed one 
year, or both.". · 

SEc. 304. Section 609 of title 18, United 
States Code, is repealed. 

- SEC. 305. Sec1;1on 610 of title 18, United 
States Code, relating to contributions or ex­
penditures by national banks, corporations, 
or labor organizations, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following paragraph: 

"As used in this section, the phrase •con­
tribution or expenditure' shall include any 
direct or indirect payment, distribution, loan, 
advance, deposit, or gift of money, or any 
services, or anything of value to any candi­
date, campaign committee, or polltica.l party 
or organization, in connection with an elec­
tion to any of the offices referred to in this 
section; but shall not include communica­
tions by a corporation to its stockholders and 
their families or by a labor organization to its 
members and their families on any subject; 
nonpartisan registration and get-out-the­
vote campaigns by a corporation aimed at its 
stockholders and their families, or by a labor 
organization aimed at its members and their 
families; the establishment, administration, 
and solicitation of contributions to a sepa­
rate segregated fund to be utilized for polit­
ical purposes by a corporation or labor orga­
nization: Provided, That it shall be unlawful 
for such a fund to make a contribution or ex­
penditure by utilizing money or anything of 
value secured by physical force, job discrim­
ination, financial reprisals, or the threat of 
force, job discrimination or financial reprisal; 
or by dues, fees or other moneys required as a 
condition of membership in a labor organiza-

tion or as a condition of employment, or by 
moneys obtained in any commercial 
transaction." 

SEc. 306. Section 611 of title 18, United 
Sta.tes Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 611. Contributions by Government con­

tractors 
"Whoever-
"(a) entering into any contract with the 

United States or any department or agency 
thereof either for the rendition of personal 
services or furnishing any material, supplies, 
or equipment to the United States or any 
department or agency thereof or for selling 
any land or 'building to the United States or 
any department or agency thereof, if pay­
ment for the performance of such contract 
or payment for such material, supplies, 
equipment, land, or building is to be made in 
whole or in part from funds appropriated by 
the Congress, at any time between the com­
mencement of negotiations for and the la.ter 
of (1) the completion of performance under, 
or (2) the termination of negotiations for, 
such contract or furnishing of material, sup­
plies, equipment, land or buildings, directly 
or indirectly makes any contribution of 
1noney or other thing of value, or promises 
expressly or impliedly to make any such con­
tribution, to any ;>olitica.l party, committee, 
or candidate for public office or to any per­
son for any political purpose or use; or · 

"(b) kil.owingly solicits any such contribu­
tion from any such person for any such pur­
pose during any such period; 
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or im­
prisoned not more than five years, or both.'' 

SEC. 307. The table of sections for chapter 
29 of ti-tle 18, United States Code, is amended 
by-
. (1) striking out the item relating to sec­
tion 600 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 
"608. Litnltations on contributions and ex­

penditures.''; 
(2) striking out the item relating to sec­

tion 609 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
folio 'Wing: 
"609. · Repealed."; _ 

(3) striking out the item relating to sec­
tion 611 .and inserting in lieu thereof the 
folloWing: 
"611. Contributions by Government con­

tractol'S.". 
TITLE IV-DISCLOSURE OP FEDERAL 

CAMPAIGN FUNDS 
DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 401. When used in this title---
(a) "election" means (1) a general, special, 

primary, or runoff election, (2) a conven­
tion ,or caucus of a political party held to 
nominate a candidate, (3) a primary elec­
tk>n held. for the selection of delegates to 
a national nominating convention of a po­
litical. party, ( 4) a primary election held for 
the e'mression of a preference for the nomi­
nation of persons for election to the office of 
President, and (5) the. election of delegates 
to a constitutional convention for proposing 
amendments to the Constitution of the 
United States; 

(b) "candidate" means an individual who 
seeks nomination for election, or election, to 
Federal office, whether or not such individual 
is elected, and, for purposes of this para­
graph, an individual shall be deemed to seek 
nomination for election, or election, 1f he 
has ( 1) taken the action necessary under 
law of a State to qualify himself for nomi­
nation for election, or election, to Federal 
office, or (2) received contributions or made 
expenditures, or has given his consent for 
any other person to receive contributions or 
make expenditures, with a view to bringing 
about his nomination for election, or election. 
to such office; 

(c) "Federal office" means the office of 
President or Vice President of the United 
States; or of Senator or Representative in, 
or Delegate o:- Resident Commissioner to, the 
Congress of the United States; 

(d) "political committee" means any com­
mittee, association, or organization which 
accepts contributions or makes expenditures 
during a calendar year in an aggregate 
amount exceeding $1,000; 

{e) "contribution" means-
(1) a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or 

deposit of money or anything of value (ex­
cept a loan of money by a National or State 
bank made in accordance with the applicable 
banking laws and regulations and in the 
ordinary course of business), made for the 
purpose of influencing the nomination for 
election, or ele -.uon, of any person to Federal 
office or as a presidential or vice-presidential 
elector, for the purpose of influencing the 
result of a primary held for the selection of 
delegates to a national nominating conven­
tion of a political party or for the expression 
of a preference for the nomination of persons 
for election to the office of President, or for 
the purpose of influencing the election of 
delegates to a constitutional convention for 
proposing amendments to the Constitution 
of the United States; 

(2) a contract, promise, or agreement 
whether or not legally enforceable, to make 
a contribution for any such purpose; 

(3) a transfer of funds between political 
committees; 

(4) the payment, by any person other than 
a candidate or political committee, of com­
pensation for the personal services of another 
person which are rendered to such candidate 
or committee without charge for any such 
purpose; and 

(5) notwithstanding the foregoing mean­
ings of "contribution", the word shall not 
be construed to include services provided 
without compensation by individuals volun­
teering a portion or all of their time on be­
half of a candidate or. political committee; 

(f) "expenditure" means-
(1) a purchase, payment, distribution, 

loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or 
anything of value (except a loan of money 
by a national or State bank made in accord­
ance with the applicable banking laws and 
regulations and in the ordinary course of 
business) , made for the purpose of lnfl.uenc­
ing the nomination for election, or election, 
of any person to Federal office, or as a pres­
idential and vice-presidential elector, or for 
the purpose of influencing the result of a 
primary held for the selection of delegates 
to a national nominating convention of a 
political party or for the expression of a pref­
erence for the nomination of persons for 
_election to the office of President, or for the 
purp0se of 1nfl.uencing the election of dele­
gates to a constitutional convention for pro­
posing amendments to the Constitution of 
the United States; 

(2) a contract, promise, or agreement 
whether or not legally enforceable, to make 
an expenditure, and 

(3) a transfer of funds between political 
committees; 

(g) "supervisory officer" means tr e Secre­
tary of the Senate with respect to ca tdidates 
for Senator; and the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives with respect to ca tdidates 
for Representative in, or Delegate r Resi­
dent Commissioner to, the Congre s of the 
United States; and the Comptroller General 
of the United States in any other ~se; 

(h) "person" means an individual, part­
nership, committee, association, corporation, 
labor organization, and any other c rganiza­
tion or group of persons; and 

(i) "State" means each State of tJ- e United 
States, the District of Columbia, t' e Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and any ~-erritory 
or possession of the United States. 

ORGANIZATION OF POLITICAL COMMITTEES 

SEC. 402. (a) Every political committee 
shall have a chairman and a treasurer. No 
contribution and no expenditure shall be 
accepted or made by or on behalf of pollti­
cal committee at a time when there 1s a 
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vacancy in the office of chairman or treasurer 
thereof. No expenditure shall be made for or 
on behalf of a political committee without 
the authorization of its chairman or treas­
urer, or their designated agents. 

(b) Every person who receives a contribu­
tion in excess o'f $10 for a political committee 
shall, on demand of the treasurer, a.nd in any 
event within five days after receipt of such 
contribution, render to the treasurer a de­
tailed account thereof, including the 
amount, the name and address (occupation 
and the principal place of business, if any) 
of the person making such contribution, and 
the date on which received. All funds of a 
political committee shall be segregated from, 
and may not be commingled with, any per­
sonal funds of officers, members, or associates 
of such committee. 

(c) It shall be the duty of the treasurer of 
a political committee to keep a detailed and 
exact account of-

( 1) all contributions made to or for such 
c0mmtttee: 

(2) the full name and malling address 
(occupation and the principal place of busi­
ness, if any) of every person making a con­
tribution in excess of $10, and the date and 
amount thereof; 

(3) all expenditures madf: by or on behalf 
of such committee; and 

( 4) the full name and mailing address 
(occupation and the principal place of busi­
ness, if any) of every person to whom any 
expenditure is made, the date and amount 
thereof and the name and address of, and 
office sought by, each candidate on whose 
behalf such expenditure was made. 

(d) It shall be the duty of the treasurer 
to obtain and keep a receipted bill, stating 
the particulars, for every expenditure made 
by or on behalf of a political committee in 
excess of $100 in amount, and for any such 
expenditure in a lesser amount, if the ag­
gregate amount of such expenditures to the 
same person during a calendar year exceeds 
$100. The treasurer shall preserve all re­
ceipted bills and ac-counts required to be 
kept by this section for periods of time to 
be determined by the supervisory officer. 

(e) Any political committee which solicits 
or receives contributions or makes expendi­
tures on behalf of any candidate that is not 
authorized in writing by such candidate to 
do so shall include a notice on the face or 
front page of all literature and advertise­
ments published in connection wtth such 
candidate's oampaign by such committee or 
on its behalf stating that the committee is 
not authorized by such candidate is not 
responsible for the activities of such com­
mittee. 

(f) (1) Any political committee shall in­
clude on the face or front page of all litera­
ture and advertisements soliciting funds the 
following notice : 

"A copy of our report filed with the appro­
priate supervisory officer is (or will be) avail­
able for purchase from the Superintendent 
of Documents, United States Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402." 

(2) (A) The supervisory officer shall com­
pile and furnish to the Public Printer not 
later than the last day of March of each 'year, 
an annual report for each political commit­
tee which has filed a report with him under 
this title during the period from March 10 of 
the preceding calendar year through January 
31 of the year in which such annual report 
is made available to the Public Printer. Each 
such annual report shall contain-

(!) a copy of the statement of organiza­
tion of the political conunittee required un­
der section 403, together with any amend­
ments thereto; and 

(11) a copy of each report filed by such 
committee under section 404 from March 10 
of the preceding year through January 31 
of the year in which the annual report is 
so furnished to the Public Printer. 

(B) The Public Priruter shall make copies 
of such annual reports available for sale 
to the public by the Superintendent of Docu­
ments as soon as practicable after they are 
received from the supervisory officer. 

REGISTRATION OF POLITICAL COMMITrEES" 
STATEMENTS ' 

SEc. 403. (a) Each political committee 
which anticipates receiving contributions or 
making expenditures during the calendar 
year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000 
shall file with the supervisory officer a state­
ment of org,anization, within ten days after 
its organization or, if later, ten days after the 
date on which it has information which 
causes the committee to anticipate it w111 
receive contributions or make expenditures 
in excess of $1,000. Each such committee In 
existence at the date of enactment of this 
Act shall file a statement of organization 
with the supervisory officer at such time as 
be prescribes. 

(b) The statement of organization shall 
include--

( 1) the name and address of the com­
mittee; 

(2) the names, addresses, and relation­
ships of affiliated or connected orga.nimtions· 

(3) the area, scope, or jurisdiction of th~ 
committee; 

(4) the name, address, and position of 
the custodian of books and accounts; 

( 5) the name, address, and position of 
other principal officers, including officers and 
members of the finance committee, if any; 

(6) the name, address, office sought, and 
party affiliation of (A) each candidate whom 
the committee is supporting, and (B) any 
other individual, if any, whom the com­
mittee is supporting for nomination for elec­
tion, or election, to any public omce what­
ever; or, if the committee is supporting the 
entire ticket of any r~rty, the name of the 
party; 

(7) a statement whether the committee is 
a continuing one; 

(8) the disposition of residual funds which 
will be made in the event of dissolution; 

(9) a listing of aJ.l banks, r3afety deposit 
boxes, or other repositories used; 

(10) a statement of the reports required 
to be filed by the committee with State or 
local officers, and, if so, the names, addresses, 
and positions of such persons; and 

(11) Such other Information as shall be 
required by the supvisory omcer. 

(c) Any chang~ in information previously 
submitted in a statement of organization 
shall be reported to the supervisory otllcer 
within a ten-day period following the change. 

(d) Any committee which, after having 
filed one or more statements of orga.nizatio'O., 
disbands or determines it will no longer re­
ceive contributions or make expenditures 
during the calendar year in an aggregate 
amount exceeding $1,000 shall so notify the 
supervisory officer. 

REPORTS BY POLITICAL COMMITTEES AND 
CANDIDATES 

SEc. 404. (t:.) Each treasurer of a political 
committee supporting a candidate oT candi­
dates for election to Federal office t:.nd each 
candidate for election to such office, shall file 
with the supervisory officer reports of receipts 
and expenditures on forms to be prescribed or 
approved by him. Such reports shall be filed 
on the tenth day of March, June, and Sep­
tember, in each year, and on the fifteenth 
and fifth days next preceding the date on 
which an election is held, and also by the 
thirty-first day of January. Such reports 
shall be complete as of such date as the 
supervisory officer may prescribe, which shall 
not be less than five days before the date of 
filing except .that any contribution of $5,000 
or more rece1ved after the last raport is filed 
prior to the election, shall be reported within 
forty-eight hours after its receipt. 

(b) Each report under this section shall 
disclose-

(1) the amount of cash on hand at the 
beginning of the reporting period; 

(2) the full name and mailing address 
(occupation and the principal place of busi­
ness, if any) of each person who has made 
one or more contributions to or for such 
committee or candidate (including the pur­
chase of tickets for events such as dinners 
luncheons, rallies, and similar fundraising 
events) within the calendar year in an ag­
gregate amount or value in excess of $100 
together with the amount and date of such 
contributions; 

(3) the total sum of individual contribu­
tions made to or for such committee or can­
didate during the reporting period and not 
reported under paraga-a.ph ( 2) ; 

(4) the name and address of each politi­
cal committee or candidate from which the 
reporting committee or the candidate re­
ceived, or to which that committee or can­
didate made, any transfer of funds ;together 
with the amounts and dates of all tiansfers· 

( 5) each loan to or from any person withi~ 
the calendar year in an aggregate amount or 
value in excess of $100, together with the 
full names and mailing addresses ( occupa­
tions and the principal places of business 
if any) of the lender and endorsers, if any; 
and the date and amount of such loans· 

(6) the total amount of proceeds !ron{ (A) 
the sale of tickets to each dinner, luncheon, 
rally, and other fundraising event; (B) mass 
collections made at such events; and (C) 
sales of items such as political campaign 
pins, buttons, badges, flags, emblems, hats, 
banners, literature, and similar materials· 

(7) each contribution, rebate, refund,' or 
other receipt in excess of $100 not other­
wise listed under paragraphs (2) through 
(6); 

(8) the total sum of all receipts by or for 
such committee or candidate during the re­
porting period; 

(9) the full name and mailing address 
(occupation and the principal place of busi­
ness, if any) of each person to whom an 
expenditure or expenditures have been made 
by such committee or on behalf of such com­
mittee or candidate within the calendar year 
in an aggregate amcunt or value in excess of 
$100, the amount, date, and purpose of each 
such expenditure and the name and address 
of, and office sought by, each candidate on 
whose behalf such expenditure was made; 

(10) the full name and mailing address 
(occupation and the principal place of busi­
ness, if any) of each person to whom an ex­
penditure for personal services, salaries, and 
reimbursed expenses in excess of $100 has 
been made, and which is not otherwise re­
ported, including the amount, date, and pur­
pose of such expenditure; 

( 11) the total sum of expenditures made 
by such committee or candidate during the 
calendar year; 

(12) the amount and nature of debts and 
obligations owed by or to the committee, in 
such form as the supervisory officer may pre­
scribe and a continuous reporting of their 
debts and obligations after the election at 
such periods as the supervisory officer may re­
quire until such debts and obligations are 
extinguished; and 

(13) such other information as shall be re­
quired by the supervisory officer. 

(c) The repcrts required to be filed by sub­
section (a) shall be cumulatiYe during the 
calendar year to which they relate, but where 
there has been no change in an item reported 
tn a previous report during such year, only 
the amount need be carried forward. If no 
contribu tions or expenditures nave been 
accepted or expended dl..•-tng a calendar year 
the treasurer of the political committee o; 
candidate shall file a statement to that 
effect. 
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REPORTS BY OTHERS THAN POLITICAL 

COMMITTEES 

SEc. 405. Every person (other than a polit­
icall. committee or candidate) who makes 
contributions or expenditures, other than by 
contribution to a political committee or can­
didate, in an aggregate amount in excess of 
$100 within a calendar year shall file with 
the supervisory officer a statement containing 
the information required by section 404. 
Statements required by this section shall be 
filed on the da.tes on which reports by polit­
ical committees are filed, but need not be 
cumula.tive. 

FORMAL REQUmEMENTS RESPECTING REPORTS 
AND STATEMENTS 

SEc. 406. (a) A report or statement re­
quired by this title to be filed by a treasurer 
of a political committee, a candidate, or by 
any other person, shall be verified by the oath 
or affirmation of the person filing such report 
a statement, taken before any officer author­
ized to administer oaths. 

(b) A copy of a report or statement shall 
be preserved by the person filing it for a 
period of time to be designated by the super­
visory officer in a published regulation. 

(c) The supervisory officer may, by pub­
lished regulation of general applicability, re­
lleve any category of political committees of 
the obligation to comply with section 404 if 
such committee ( 1) primarily supports per­
sons seeking State or local office, and does 
not substantially support candidates, and 
(2) does not operate in more than one State 
or on a statewide basis. 

(d) The supervisory officer shall, by pub­
lished regulations of general applicability, 
prescribe the manner in which contributions 
and expenditures in the nature of debts and 
other contracts, agreements, a.nd promises to 
make contributions or expenditures shall be 
reported. Such regulations shall provide that 
they be reported in separate schedules. In 
determining aggregate amounts of contribu­
tions and expenditures, amounts reported as 
provided in such regulations shall not be con­
sidered until actual payment is made. 

REPORTS ON CONVENTION FINANCING 

SEc. 407. Each committee or other organiza­
tion which-

(1) represents a State, or a political sub­
division thereof, or a.ny group of persons, in 
dealing with officials of a national polltical 
party with respect to matters involving a 
convention held in such State or polltical 
subdivision to nominate a candidate for the 
office of President or Vice President, or 

(2) represents a national political party in 
making arrangements for the convention of 
such party held to nominate a candidate for 
the office of President or Vice President, 
shall, within sixty days following the end of 
the convention (but not later than twenty 
days prior to the date on which presidential 
and vice-presidential electors are chosen), file 
with the Comptroller General of the United 
States a full and complete financial state­
ment, in such form and detail as he may pre­
scribe, of the sources from which it derived 
its funds, and the purposes for which such 
funds were expended. 

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 

SEc. 408. (a) It shall be the duty of the 
supervisory officer-

( 1) to develop and furnish to the person 
required by the provisions of this Act pre­
scribed forms for the making of the reports 
and statements required to be filed with 
him under this title; 

(2) to prepare, publish, and furnish to the 
person required to file such reports and 
statements a manual setting forth recom­
mended uniform methods of bookkeeping and 
reporting; 

(3) to develop a filing, coding, and cress­
indexing system consonant with the purposes 
of this title; 

(4) to make the reports and statementz, 
filed with him available for public inspec­
tion and copying, commencing as soon as 
practical but not later than the end of the 
second day following the day during which 
it was received, and to permit copying of 
any such report or statement by hand or by 
duplicating machine, as requested by any 
person, at the expense of such person: Pro­
vided, That any information copied from such 
reports and statements shall not be sold or 
utilized by any person for the purpose of 
soliciting contributions or for any commer­
cial purpose; 

( 5) to preserve such reports and statements 
for a period of ten years from date of receipt, 
except that reports and statements relating 
solely to candidates for the House of Rep­
resentatives shall be preserved for only five 
years from the date of receipt; 

(6) to compile and maintain a current 
list of all statements or parts of statements 
pertaining to each candidate; 

(7) to prepare and publish an annual re­
port including compilations of (A) total re­
ported contributions and expenditures for 
all candidates, political committees, and 
other persons during the year; (B) total 
amounts expended according to such cate­
gories as he shall determine and broken 
down into candidate, party, and nonparty ex­
penditures on the National, State, and local 
levels; (C) total amounts expended for in­
fiuencing nominations and elections stated 
separately; (D) total amounts contributed 
according to such categories of amounts as he 
shall determine and broken down into con­
tributions on the National, State, and local 
levels for candidates and political commit­
tees; and (E) aggregate amounts contributed 
by any contributor shown to have contrib­
uted in excess of $100; 

(8) to prepare and publish from time to 
time special reports comparing the various 
totals and categories of contributions a.nd 
expenditures made with respect to preceding 
elections; 

(9) to prepare and publish such other 
reports as he may deem appropriate; 

(10) to assure wide dissemination of sta­
tistics, summaries, and reports prepared 
under this title; 

(11) to make from time to time audits and 
field investigations with respect to reports 
and statements filed under the provisions of 
this title, and with respect to alleged fa.ilures 
to file any report or statement required 
under the provisions of this title; 

(12) to report apparent violations of law 
to the appropriate law enforcement authori­
ties; and 

(13) to prescribe suitable rules and regula­
tions to carry out the provisions of this title. 

(b) It shall be the further duty of the 
Comptroller General to serve as a national 
clearing house for information in respect to 
the administration of elections. In carrying 
out his duties under this subsection, the 
Comptroller General shall enter into con­
tracts for the purpose of conducting inde­
pendent studies of the administration of 
elections. Such studies shall include, but 
shall nut be limited to, studies of-

(1) the method of selection of, and the 
type of duties assigned to, officials and per­
sonnel working on boards of elections; 

(2) practices relating to the registration 
of voters; and 

(3) voting and counting methods. 
Studies made under this subsection shall 
be published by the Comptroller General and 
copies thereof shall be made available to the 
general public upon the payment of the cost 
thereof. Nothing in this subsecticn shall be 
construed to authorize the Comptroller Gen­
eral to require the inclusion of any comment 
or recommendation of the Comptruller Gen­
eral in any such study. 

(c) (1) Any person who believes a violation 
of this title has occurred may file a complaint 

with the supervisory officer. If the supervisory 
officer determines there is substantial reason 
to believe such a violation has occurred, he 
shall expeditiously make an investigation, 
which shall also include an investigation of 
reports and statements filed by the com­
plainant if he is a candidate, of the matter 
complained of. Whenever in the judgment of 
the supervisory officer, after affording due 
notice and an opportunity for a hearing, any 
person has engaged or is about to engage in 
any acts or practices which constitute or wm 
constitute a violation of any provision of this 
title or any regulation or order issued there­
under, the Attorney General on behalf of the 
United States shall institute a civil action 
for relief, including a permanent or tempo­
rary injunction, restraining order, or any 
other approprta.te order in the district court 
of the United Sta.tes for the district in which 
the person is found, resides, or transa.cts busi­
ness. Upon a proper showing thait such per­
son has engaged or is about to engage in such 
a.cts or pra.ctices, a permanent or temporary 
injunction, restraining order, or other order 
shall be granted without bond by such court. 

(2) In an action brought under paragraph 
(1) of this subsection, subpenas for witnesses 
who are required to attend a United States 
district court may run into any other dis­
trict. 

(3) Any party aggrieved by an order 
granted under paragraph ( 1) of this sub­
section may, at any time within sixty days 
after the date of entry thereof, file a petition 
!With the United States court of appeals for 
the circuit in which such person is found, re­
sides, or transacts business, for judicial re­
view of such order. 

( 4) The judgment of the court of appeals 
affirming or setting aside, in whole or in part, 
any such order of the district court shall be 
final, subject to review by the Supreme 
Court of the United States upon certiorari or 
certific&.ltion as provided in section 1254 of 
title 28 of the United States Code. 

( 5) Any action brought under this sub­
section shall be advanced on the docket of 
the court in which filed, and put ahead of 
all other actions (other than other actions 
brought under this subsection). 

PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS IN NAME 
OF ANOTHER 

SEC. 409. No person shall make a contribu­
tion in the name of another person, and no 
person shall knowingly accept a contribution 
made by one person in the name of another 
person. 

PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS 

SEc. 410. Any person who violates any of 
the provisions of this title shall be fined not 
more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more 
than one year, or both. 

EFFECT ON STATE LAW 

SEc. 411. (a) ( 1) Nothing in this Act shall 
be deemed to invalidate or make inapplicable 
any provision of any state law, except where 
compliance with such provision of law would 
result in a violation of a provision of this 
Act. 

(2} Notwithstanding paragraph (1), no 
provislon of State law shall be construed to 
prohibit a.ny person from taking a.ny action 
authorized by this Act or from making any 
expenditure which he could lawfully make 
under this Act. 

(b) The supervisory officer shall encour­
age, and cooperate with, the election offi­
cials in the several States to develop proce­
dures which will eliminate the necessity of 
multiple filings by permitting the filing of 
copies of Federal reports to satisfy the State 
requirements. 

PARTIAL INVALIDITY 

SEC. 412. If any provision of this Act, or the 
application thereof, to any person or cir­
cumstance is held invalid , the validity of the 
remainder of the Act and the application of 
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such provision to other persons and circum­
stances shall not be affected thereby. 

REPEALING CLAUSE 

SEc. 413. (a} The Federal Corrupt Practices 
Act, 1925 (2 U.S.C. 241-256), is repealed. 

(b) In case of any conviction under this 
title where the punishment inflicted does 
not 'include imprisonment, such conviction 
shall be deemed a misdemeanor conviction 
only. 

TITLE V-MISCELLANEOUS 
EXTENSION OF CREDIT BY REGULATED 

INDUSTRIES 

SEc. 501. The Civil Aeronautics Board, the 
Federal Communications Commission, and 
the Interstate Commerce Commission shall 
each promulgate, within ninety days after 
the date of enactment of th1s Act, its own 
regulations with respect to the extension of 
credit, without security, by any person regu­
la ted by such Board or Commission to any 
candidate for Federal office (as such term is 
defined in section 401 (c) of the Federal Elec­
tion Campaign Act of 1971) , or to any per­
son on behalf of such a candidate, for goods 
furnished or services rendered in connection 
with the campaign of such candidate for 
nomination for election, or election, to such 
office. 
PROHmiTION AGAINST USE OF CERTAIN FEDERAL 

FUNDS FOR ELECTION ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 502. No part of any funds appropriated 
to carry out the Economic Opportunity Act 
of 1964 shall be used to finance, directly or 
indirectly, any activity designed to mfiuence 
the outcome of any election to Federal office, 
or any voter registration activity, or to pay 
the salary of any officer or employee of the 
Office of .Economic Opportunity who, in his 
official capacity as such an officer or em­
ployee, engages in any such activity. As used 
in this section, the term "election" has the 
same meaning given such term by section 
301(a) of this Act, and the term "Federal of­
fice" has the same meaning given such term 
by section 301 (c) of this Act. 

' EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 503. Except as provided for in section 
501 of this Act, the provisions of this Act 
shall become effective on December 31, 1971, 
or sixty days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, whichever is later. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

The m~tion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. ,The question is on 

the third reading of the Senate bill. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

A similar House bill <H.R. 11060) was 
laid on the table. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that the House insist on 
its amendment to the Senate bill <S. 
382) to promote fair practices in the 
conduct of election campaigns for Fed­
era l political offices, and for other pur­
p oses, and request a conference with the 
Sen ate thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the rprrnest of the gentleman from Ohio? 
The Chair hears none and appoints the 
following conferees on all titles of the 
foregoing amendment except for titles I 
andTI: 

Messrs. HAYS, ABBITT, GRAY, HARVEY 
and DICKINSON. 

And appointed the following Members 

as managers on the part of the House on 
titles I and II: 

Messrs. STAGGERS, MACDONALD of Mas­
sachusetts, VAN DEERLIN, SPRINGER and 
DEVINE. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR CLERK TO 
MAKE TECHNICAL AND CON­
FORMING CHANGES IN ENGROSS­
MENT OF H.R. 11060 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­

mous consent that the Clerk, in the en­
grossment of the bill H.R. 11060, be 
authorized and directed to make such 
changes in section numbers, cross refer­
ences, and other technical and conform­
ing corrections as may be required to 
reflect the actions of the House. 

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

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­

mous consent that all Members may have 
5 legislative days in which to extend 
their remarks on the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

THE SCHOOL PRAYER AMENDMENT 
CONTROVERSY 

<Mr. BURLISON of Missouri asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
his ·remarks and ". include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. BURLISON of Mi,ssouri. Mr. 
Speaker, we all know of the great emo­
tion that has been stirred by the school 
prayer amendment controversy. Many 
have threatened revenge and retribution 
to those who have taken the unpopular 
side on this issue involving the very per­
sonal matter of prayer. 

A leading newspaper in my district, 
('The Southeast Missourian" of Cape 
Girardeau, Mo., has put the entire af­
fair in proper perspective and I am 
pleased to bring its editorial of Friday, 
November 26,1971, to the attention of my 
colleagues. It is reprinted below. 

THE HoNEST "No" 
It is ironic that those congressmen who 

voted aga.ins.t the school prayer amend­
ment are now to be th.a objects of a cam­
paign to defeat them for reelection in 1972. 

That, at any rate, ~ is the "Strategy an­
nounced by Mrs. Ben Ruhlin, the lady from 
CUyahoga Falls, Ohio, wbo h.as been the 
moving force behind the amendment. 

Funds will be raised to buy billboard space 
in the districts of all 162 members who, she 
says, "(a.) voted ag&inst the civil right of 
free school prayer and (b) ignored the proven 
will of the vast majority of the nation." 

It is ironic because there can be little 
doubt that, in this instance at least, 162 
pol!tlcians acted with honesty and integrity, 
which is the way religious people are sup­
posed to act. There is no way of telling how 
many of the 240 others who voted for the 
amendment did so from conscience and how 
many because it was the safe and popular 
thing to do. 

There has been so much misunderstand­
ing about this issue that some of it can 
only be laid to willful ignorance. 

The Supreme Court did not kick God out 
of the public schools; it kicked the state 
out of religion. 

The Supreme Court never banned vol­
Uilt !;U"y prayer and meditation in the public 
schools; it forbade state-written prayer and 
held that even though children coul d be ex­
cused from participation this still amounted 
to an "establishment of religion." _ 

Perhaps most important, the Supreme 
Court did not outlaw the teachl g of re­
ligion in the public schools; it opened the 
door to it. But this oportunity has been al­
most wholly ignored. 

The prayer amendment may yet be passed 
by a fut ure Congress and be ratified by the 
states. Yet what would be accomplished? 

Students would be subjected t o .J e more 
rote exercise so watered down that even many 
church leaders say it would be me:J.."lingless. 
The piety of a few people would be sa.t isfied, 
but schoolchildren would still be learning 
nothing about religion. 

In the meantime, we a.re asked t o punish 
162 congressmen for demonstrating the very 
kind of character prayer is supposed t o build. 

CIVIL RIGHTS STILL DENlED LARGE 
GROUP OF AMERICANS 

(Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given per­
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, this body 
has always shown great concern for civil 
and humanitarian rights. Howev-er, there 
is still one group of citizens that is con­
sistently denied their civil rights. That 
group is the law enforcement offi ~ers of 
this Nation, the men we call on t o a ssure 
the rights of others. -

Two recent Federal court cases clea~JY 
show that a police officer today d oes not 
enjoy the rights of due process nfforded 
all other citizen s . . I inserted fullP~ com­
mentary on the cases under extensions 
of remarks yesterday. 

However, briefly, in the first case, the 
judge ruled that a police officer as not 
entitled to legal counsel at a depart­
menta1 hearing-a hearing, mind you, 
that could result in a loss of one . iob or 
in being charged with a crime. T ~ judge 
stated that-and I quote-

If every omcer wno appeared bef- re the 
panel were to invoke the full pa. ply of 
judicial process, serious impa.irmen ::>f the 
disciplinary processes of the Chica.P" police 
department could occur." 

Is this equal justice? 
When a mob threatens to tear •tp the 

city of Washington, the courts require 
full due process for those arrest j-re­
gardless of the consequences to t ' e city 
and its citizens. 

In the second case, the court ru c d that 
a lieutenant was not entitled to rein­
statement on the force because h~ sued 
the police chief. This was a challenge to 
the authority of the chief and co ·ld re­
sult in-quote-"internal dissent'on." 

What policeman will resort t o the 
courts for settlement of grievances if he 
knows the courts will automatica y rule 
against him on the grounds he i chal­
lenging the authority of his chief ? 

The policeman today is truly a ~ cond­
class citizen. He is frustrated by t e con­
tradiction of h is position-enfG e the 
law, but the law is not for you. T c correct 
this shameful situation, I have intro­
duced legislation to guarantee civ"l rights 
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to all law enforcement officers. Over 100 
of my colleagues have cosponsored this 
measure. 

i will again reintroduce the measure 
and I hope that more of those who serve 
in this Chamber will see the urgent ne­
cessity of extending eivil rights to law 
enforcement officers. 

CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS OF 
WOMEN 

(Mr. WIGGINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, on No­
vember 22, 1971, the U.S. Supreme Court 
in Reed v. Reed (404 U.S. , 
docket No. 70-4), rendered a unanimous 
decision protecting the constitutional 
rights of women. This decision is of par­
ticular importance to this House since 
it recently passed a resolution, House 
Joint Resolution 208, proposing an 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution, 
which its sponsors claim is necessary to 
guarantee equality of rights for women. 
During that :floor debate there were 
many Members who indicated their belief 
that women are entitled to equaf rights 
under our present Constitution. Reed 
v. Reed is substantial support for that 
assertion. The facts of the case are as 
follows: 

A child died intestate-without ·a will­
in Ada County, Idaho, in March of 1967. 
His adoptive parents had separated 
prior to his death and are the parties 
involved in the action. The mother of 
the decedent was the first to file in 
probate court seeking appointment as 
administratrix of her son's estate. Prior 
to the date set for the mother's hearing, 
the father of the decedent- filed to have 
himself appointed administrator of his 
son's estate. 

The probate court decided in favor of 
the father based on an Idaho statute that 
stated when persons are equally entitled 
to administer an estate, males must be 
preferred to females. The mother ap­
pealed to the district court of the Fourth 
Judicial District of Idaho. The district 
court held that the challenged section vi­
olated the equal protection clause of the 
14th amendment. The father took a fur­
ther appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, 
which reversed the district court. The 
judgment of the Idaho Supreme Court 
was reversed by the U.S. Supreme Court 
and the case remanded for further pro­
ceedings. The issue was whether an ar­
bitrary preference estab~ished in favor 
of males violates the equal protection 
clause of the 14th amendment. The court 
held that: 

The arbitrary preference established in 
favor of males ... cannot stand in the face 
of the Fourteenth Amendment's command 
that no State deny the equal protection of 
the laws to any person within its juris­
diction. 

The Idaho statute listed the order of 
intestate succession-section 15-312, 
Idaho Code-which state<! that the ad­
ministration of the estate of a child dy­
ing without a will must be granted to the 
father or mother, and of several persons 
claiming and equally entitled to admin­
ister, males must be preferred to females. 

The reason given by the State for the lat­
ter part of this statute is: 

To eliminate one area of controversy when 
two or more persons, equally entitled under 
the statute seek letters of administration and 
thereby present the probate court with the 
issue of which one should be named. 

To this the U.S. Supreme Court re­
sponded that: 

Clearly the objective of reducing the work­
load on probate courts py eliminating one 
class of contests is not without some legiti­
macy. The crucial question, however, is 
whether the probate statute advances that 
objective in a manner consistent with the 
command of the Equal Protection Clause. We 
hold that it does not. To give a mandatory 
preiference to members of either sex over 
members of the other, merely to accomplish 
the elimina. t1on of hearings on the merits, is 
to make the very kind of arbitrary legislative 
choice forbidden by the Equal Protection 
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment; and 
whatever may be said a.s to the positive 
values of avoiding intrafamily controversy, 
the choice in this context may not lawfully 
be mandated solely on the basis of sex. 

The court pointed out that the inte­
state sta;tute in question sets up a class­
parents-and provides that different 
treatment be accorded to persons within 
that class solely on the basis of their sex. 

Mr. Speaker, the court has long held 
that persons similarly situated may be 
classified for different treatment under 
the law so long as the classification has a 
reasonable basis in fact and the classifi­
cation is necessary to achieve a proper 
legislative objective. Otherwi,se, the equal 
protection clause requires that laws be of 
like application to all persons similarly 
situated. Obviously, a father and a moth­
er as parents are similarly situated with 
regard to their child. To favor one over 
the other without a legitimate factual 
basis therefor is arbitrary and unreason­
able and thus is a violation of equal pro­
tection of· the laws. This proposition is 
the very least .that thls decision can be 
cited for. 

In m~ opinion, Mr. Speaker, this de­
cision :can properly withstand a broader 
applicatio~. r:tTaditionally, when the U.S. 
Supreme Court is -interpreting our Fed­
eral Constitution, it does so very nar­
rowly and this is done for good reason. 
So to give broader application to a par­
ticular decision is a risky exercise. How­
ever, since the Congress is seriously con­
sidering amending the Constitution with 
regard to equality of rights for women, 
it is relevant, in this instance, to try and 
derive a direction toward which the su­
preme Court is headed. 

Mr. Speaker, you will recall that when 
the House Judiciary Committee reported 
House Joint Resolution 208, amended, it 
stated that the: · 

Discriminatory features of our legal system 
could be eliminated without amending our 
Constitution if the Supreme Court were 
eventually to accord women the full benefit 
of the equal protection clause of the 14th 
Amendment. However, to date the case law 
in this area has not been thoroughly de­
veloped. 

The Reed decision is, of course, a nar­
row one, but its rationale is broad 
enough to be cited as authority for the 
proposition that women are entitled to 
the full benefit of the equal protection 
clause. This decision holds that when 
there is a classification which is inclusive 

of both sexes, different treatment of per­
sons based solely on sex may not law­
fully be mandated by a State. 

Mr. Speaker, the Reed against Reed 
decision is a significant development in 
favor of equality of rights for women. In 
applying traditional equal protection 
principles, it does not go as far as the 
proposed constitutional amendment, 
which demands an identity of treatment 
between persons without regard to the 
rationality of different treatment. Fol' 
me, this decision signifies two very im­
portant victories in the battle tr:l secure 
equality of rights of all people: First, the 
equal protection clause of the 14th 
amendment does embrace women on a 
legal parity with men; and, second, our 
judiciary is the proper forum by which 
to secure these 14th amendment 
guarantees. 

WAR IN INDIA MAY BE A REALITY 
<Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN ~.ked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
it is becoming increasingly apparent that 
full-scale war on the Indian subconti­
nent is more than a possibility. It already 
may be a reality. 

The fatest in a series of alarming press 
reports indicates that there has been 
another major intrusion into East Paki­
stan by Indian troops. As many as 40,000 
men are said to be involved in heavy 
fighting, supported by tanks and heavy 
artillery-reported to be Soviet made. 

While it is impossible to gain an ac­
curate picture of what is occurring from 
press accounts, several things are clear. 
In the first place, the Indians themselves 
have admitted they have ma-de at least 
three crossings into Pakistan territory. 
Unquestionably a serious escalation has 
taken pla'Ce. What has up until quite re­
cently 

1
been a serious, but manageable 

problE;ITh threatens to explode into all-out 
war. Under such circumstances, the 
world community must make every effort 
to avert catastrophe. 

It is clear also that Irldia's role is 
changing from one of relative pl.ssivity 
to activities whicll . appear increasinglY 
aggressive. Until recently India has been 
engaging in exerting heavY psychological 
pressure on Pakistan, presum9.bly to pre­
cipitate movement toward a political ac­
commodation in that country. During 
the past week, however, India appears 
to have decided to press for a military 
solution to her own difficultiec:: By ex­
ploiting her military superiority over 
Pakistan and sending large nu bers of 
Indian troops into East Paki '-'t" n to en­
gage Pakistan forces there, India seems 
to be inviting a military showdo,.·n. 

India's apparent decision to d·sregard 
international counsels of restraint in a 
cause for serious concern. It i~ .... roblem 
which should be faced squarely, and 
promptly, by the United Nati0'1S. Fur­
thermore, in my opinion, it c<>ll c also for 
a reevaluation by the Unite~ - t,.tes of 
continuing any further aic'l t .... India, 
whether military or econo..., ;c. The 
United St<1tes shares with th" ;<terna­
tional commullity the respo..,~' - Uity of 
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seeking to preserve the peace. An all-out 
war would be a totally unacceptable "so­
lution" to the present crisis. Even at this 
stage every effort must be made to en­
courage a pullback from the brink of 
war. 

THE COMPREHENSIVE CHn..D 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

<Mr. BRADEMAs asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, this 
week the House of Representatives is 
scheduled to vote on S. 2007, the confer­
ence report which extends the Office of 
Economic Opportunity for 2 more years 
and establishes a comprehensive child 
development program. 

As chairman of the Select Subcom­
mittee on Education of the House Com­
mittee on Education and Labor, the sub­
committee which considered the compre­
hensive child development legislation, I 
take this opportunity to call to the atten­
tion of my colleagues a number of let­
ters, articles, and statements in support 
of the child development program. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the child 
development program represents the re­
sults of much hard work and effort, on 
the part of both Democrats and Republi­
cans in both the House and the Senate, to 
shape a measure that will make good the 
commitment which President Nixon 
voiced on August 11, 1969, when he said: 

This Administration is committed to a 
new emphasis on child development in the 
first five years of life. The day care that 
would be part of this plan would be of a 
quality that will help in the development of 
the chUd and provide for his health and 
safety, and would break the poverty cycle for 
this new generation. 

AFL-<:IO ENDORSES COMPREHENSIVE CHILD 
DEVELOPMENT BILL 

For example, Mr. Speaker, here is a 
copy of the November 29, 1971, letter 
from Andrew J. Biemiller, director, De­
partment of Legislation, AFL-CIO, en­
dorsing the comprehensive child devel­
opment bill: 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL 
ORGANIZATIONS, 

Washington, D.O., November 29, 1971. 
The AFL-CIO strongly supports the House­

Senate conference report on S. 2007, legisla­
tion extending the Office of Economic Op­
portunity for two more years. 

Included within S. 2007 is creation of an 
historic comprehensive chUd development 
program and establishment of an independ­
ent National Legal Services Corporation. 

The AFL-CIO has, since its inception, sup­
ported OEO. We continue to do so. We also 
are convinced that the new legal services 
corporation, as resolved in conference, is 
beneficial legislation. 

The new comprehensive chlld development 
program meets a long-recognized national 
need. The Conference report calls for educa­
tion, health, and nutrition services to chil­
dren. Once implemented, working parents-­
as well as welfare recipients-will have de­
cent day care available for their children. 

President Nixon declared, August 11, 1969, 
that: "This Administration is committed to 
a new emphasis on child development in the 
first five years of life. The day care that 
would be part of this plan would be of a 
quality that will help in the development of 

the chUd and provide for his health and 
safety, and would break the poverty cycle 
for this new generation." 

The President's 1969 plan only covered the 
chUdren of welfare recipients. The S. 2007 
conference report provides free services for 
these chUdren and simUar services for the 
children of working parents wllling to pay 
fees established on a graduated scale accord­
ing to family income. 

Despite a rash of recent "scare" propa­
ganda, the conference report's day care pro­
gram is not mandatory. Instead, for the first 
time, comprehensive day care will be avail­
able for the children of parents who want 
something better than all custodial care--or 
no care at aU-for their chlldren. 

Such a comprehensive child development 
program has long been a goal of the AFL­
CIO and the millions of America's working 
parents with young children. 

The AFL-CIO urges you to approve the 
conference report on S. 2007, including this 
important new program. 

Sincerely yours, 
ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, 

Director, Department of Legislation. 
NEW YORK CITY HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINIS­

TRATOR ENDORSES PROGRAM 

Mr. Speaker, the former Director of 
Headstart, Jule M. Sugarman, now ad­
ministrator of Human Resources Ad­
ministration, city of New York, has writ­
ten the following letter to the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, El­
liot Richardson, in support of the com­
prehensive child development bill and 
has appended an excellent analysis of the 
bill: 

NOVEMBER 29, 1971. 
Hon. ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON, 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

Washington, D.O. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Tlrls week the Con­

gress will act upon the Conference Commit­
tee's report on the child development bill. I 
must urge you to fully support that bill in 
the Congress and to recommend to the Presi­
dent in the strongest possible terms that 
he approve it. 

This blll follows nearly three years of bi­
partisan effort involving extensive hearings 
and committee work. The vital need for child 
development services has been thoroughly 
documented. Studies financed by your De­
partment, and soon to be released, make it 
clear that child development programs can 
have substantial long-term impact. The pro­
grams authorized in this blll are wholly con­
sistent with the specific research findings 
and recommendations of those studies. There 
is great public understanding and support 
for the legislation involving a wide spectrum 
of American society. Now, as soon as the 
Congress completes its action, the President 
must act favorably. 

Recent newspaper reports have speculated 
that the bill might be vetoed by the Presi­
dent. However, no White House or Depart­
ment spokesman has confirmed or denied 
those reports and the public record is one 
of a firm President commitment to "provid­
ing all American children an opportunity for 
a healthy and stimulating development dur­
ing the first five years of life." 

Now is the time for the President to make 
clear that his Administration intends to 
honor that promise. Unfortunately, reports of 
lobbying by White House staff indicate that 
the President may not intend to honor his 
commitment. 

Among the reasons suggested for White 
House opposition is the cost of the bill. I 
think that the record needs to be much clear­
er on that point. The requirement that a 
child development council be created and 
a comprehensive child development plan pre­
pared for each community means that it will 
certainly be 12 to 18 months before any 

significant number of commumties can 
qualify for operating funds. Thus, neither 
the current nor the fiscal year 1973 budget 
is likely to be heavily affected. The first sub­
stantial effect will not take place until fiscal 
year 1974. Even then, I doubt that communi­
ties will be prepared to spend more than $2 to 
$3 hundred million above present levels. 
Surely that level of funding, or even twice 
that level, is not a great problem when com­
pared to the amounts spent on other public 
programs. 

Another reason advanced for possible op­
position is a political response by the White 
House to mail from conservative and right 
wing leaders arguing that this is part of a 
Communist plot. That is not only poppycock. 
but a slander upon the Members of Congress 
who have worked so hard to bring the bill to 
fruition. It is an attack on the very thing 
that the President and you have urged in 
connection with H.R. 1; namely, the provi­
sion of quality child care. This kind of attack 
should be promptly answered by the White 
House and HEW. 

Finally, there are those who say that the 
bill is being opposed because it does not pro­
vide a significant role for the states. No one 
who has read the bill thoroughly can make 
that charge. The language is specific requir­
ing state involvement at every stage; crea­
tion of prime sponsors, formation of com­
prehensive child development plans and 
project operation. Up to 5% of operating 
funds will be available to states to carry out 
their functions. HEW may use states to pro­
vide technical assistance and program co­
ordination. In other words, there is every 
opportunity for the states to identify prob­
lems, to help in solving them, and to point 
out to HEW that programs are not meeting 
the requirements of the Act or HEW stand­
ards. The state which fails to influence pro­
grams positively in this situation wm do so 
because of its own ineptitude rather than 
any deficiency in the law. 

Mr. Secretary, there is nothing in this bill 
which should stand in the way of approval. 
The choice for the President and yourself 
is whether to yield to reactionary and unsup­
portable arguments against the bill, or to 
make a monumental contribution to the real 
needs of children which were so eloquently 
recognized by the President in the past. 

Sincerely, 
JULE M. SUGARMAN, 

Administrator, Human Resources 
Administration, City of New 
York. 

FACTS ON THE COMPREHENSIVE CHILD 
DEVELOPMENT BILL* 

A. RIGHTS OF PARENTS 
Parental authority in relation to the child 

as well as the child development program 
in which he or she participates is assured 
ln the compromise bill. 

The Statement of Findings and Purpose 
states that comprehensive child develop­
ment programs should be available to chil­
dren whose parents or legal guardians shall 
request them regardless of economic, social 
and famUy backgrounds (Sec. 501 (a) {2) 
page 5). To ensure that services are volun­
tary, each Comprehensive Child Develop­
ment Plan submitted must include a pro­
viso that services shall be provided only 
for children whose parents or legal guardi­
ans have requested them (Sec. 515(a) (24) 
page 16). 

Section 581(a) (page 33) requires that no 
part of the bill shall be applied or con­
strued to infringe upon or usurp the moral 
or legal rights and responsibillties of par­
ents or guardians with respect to the moral, 
mental, emotional or physical development. 

• Analysis przoared bv the Human Re­
so rce.s Administration, ·city of New York. 
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of their children. Nor can invasion of pri­
vacy or abridgment of legal remedies for 
such legally protected invasion be accom­
plished. 

Specific protection provided against test­
ing without informing the parent and giv­
ing him an opportunity to except his child. 
(Sec. 580 page 2) And if a parent objects 
in writing on religious grounds to medical 
or psych ological exams or immunization 
(excep t to protect public from epidemics) 
or treatment, his child is excepted from 
such treatment. (Sec. 574(f) page 31) 

A child development plan must provide 
for regular and frequent dissemination of 
relevant information to parents and the 
community in their functional language. 
(Sec. 515 (a) (15) page 16). The plan must 
also coordinate, insofar as possible, its pro­
grams with other social programs so as to 
keep family units intact or in close prox­
imity during the day. (Sec. 515(a) (10) page 
15). 

The bill's Statement of Findings and Pur­
pose concludes that decisions on the nature 
and iunding of child development programs 
are to be made at the community level with 
the full involvement of parents and others 
in the community interested in child de­
velopment (Sec. 501 (b) page 6). 

Parent involvement in their children's 
programs is required at various decision 
makin g levels such as: 

1. I n the project: At least one half of the 
project policy committee must be parents 
and the other members, except for the spe­
cialist, must be representative of the com­
munity and approved by the parent mem­
bers, (Sec. 516(a) (2) pages 17-18). The 
committee must directly participate in the 
development and preparation of the project 
application. Trainin g, administrative ex­
penses and necessary out-of-pocket for low­
income members are required. Members of 
committees are appointed by the project 
applicant but existing Head Start agencies 
can continue their method of election, pre­
sumably. 

Functions of the project committee in­
clude approving goa.ls, policies, actions and 
procedures for the project applicant. 

The project application must also provide 
for the regular and frequent dissemination of 
information about the project to parents and 
Interested persons in the functional lan­
guage. Projects must also employ paraprofes­
sional aides and volunteers, especially par­
ents and others (Sec. 516(a) (10) page 19). 
Staff must be adequate to meet specialized 
needs of each child. (Sec. 516(a) (12) page 
19). 

2. In the Prime Sponsor through its Chlld 
Development Council: The Prime Sponsor's 
Plan must provide for direct parent partici­
pation in the conduct, overall direction and 
evaluation of programs (Sec. 515(a) (11) page 
15). The membership of the Child Develop­
ment Council must be at least Y2 parents of 
children in programs selected by Head Start 
and project policy committees. At least one­
third of the total membership must be par­
ents who are economically disadvantaged. 
(Sec. 514 (a and b) pages 13-14). The Coun­
cil's functions are similar to policy commit­
tees but it may also conduct public hear­
ings. (Sec. 514(b) (3) page 14). 

3. At the national level: 
Not less than one-half of the membership 

of the Special Committee on Federal Stand­
ards for Child Development Services to de­
velop program standards and of the Special 
Committee to develop Uniform Minimum 
Code For Facilities must be parents of chil­
dren in child development programs, Head 
Start , and day care under Title IV programs. 
Both committee memberships are to be ap­
pointed by the Secretary and report to him. 
(Sec. 534, 535, pages 23-24). 

B. RIGHTS AND ROLE OF THE STATES 
The Statement of Findings and Purpose 

states that it is essential that the planning 
and operation of child development programs 
be a partnership of parents, community and 
state and local governments with appropriate 
assistance from the Federal Government 
(Section 501 (a) (6), page 6). 

The participation of the states is encour­
aged by Section 517 that provides for special 
grants to states to carry out activities such as 
identifying the state's goals and needs, assist­
ing child development councils, encouraging 
the participation of related state agencies, 
etc. (see pages 19 and 20). Up to 5% of the 
funds allocated for use in a state are reserved 
for the state upon its application (Sec. 503 
(c), page 8). 

The Governor must have 30 to 60 days to 
review applications for designation, to offer 
recommendations to applicants and to sub­
mit comments to the Secretary (Sec. 513 (g), 
page 12). In addition, no plan or modifica­
tion of a prime sponsor shall be approved un­
less the Secretary determines that the Gov­
ernor of the State he.s had an opportunity to 
subinit comments to the prime sponsor and 
the Secretary (Sec. 515(b) (3), page 17). 

No locality or state may reduce its expend­
iture for day care or child development be­
cause of assistance under the bill (Sec. 520 
(e), page 22). 

Here, Mr. Speaker, is a memorandum 
from Mrs. Audrey 0. Blackwell, coordi­
nator for early childhood training pro­
grams in Metro Denver: 

OCTOBER 29, 1971. 
To: Mr. Burton, Member of Conference Com­

mittee on Comprehensive Child Develop­
ment Act of 1971. 

From: Mrs. Audrey 0. Blackwell, Coordi­
nator for Early Childhood Training Pro­
grams in Metro Denver. 

Subject: Provisions for training, title III 
Training of Child Development Person­
nel ·in H.R. 6748 (Brademas) and S. 
1512 (Monda.le) bills. 

I have discussed tbis legislation with 
regional and state training specialists, and 
with members of the coordinative advisory 
committee with whom I work. (See attached 
list) The following opinions have been ex­
pressed: 

1. The national contracting system used 
for Head Start training has been wasteful 
and ineffectual in this region because local 
needs are slighted, and travel and layered ad­
ministration is expensive. Therefore it is 
hoped that the legislation will specify that 
planning for training and training be done 
on a decentralized oasis, that perc;ons pres­
ently working in child development programs 
help with the planning, and that training be 
tied to a career development plan. 

2. Training funds should not be earmarked, 
as they are in the Brademas bill, without 
strong justification. However, the legislation 
should include the following kinds of train­
ing: basic, pre-service, inservice based on 
individual need, and technical assistance. All 
persons in child development centers should 
receive training, including administrators. 

3. U earmarking is justified, "professional,'' 
"non-professional," "inservice," and "tech­
nical assistance" should be defined. Also, the 
cominittee should take into consideration, 
if earmarking, that many more non-degreed 
persons will be working in child develop­
ment centers than w1l1 those with degrees, 
and that the former will have greater need 
for assistance with stipends, baby-sitting, 
and transportation. Earmarking inservice 
training monies may hamper eft'orts now 
being made to incorporate on-the-job train­
ing into credit programs. 

We hope that these opinions will be of 

value in finalizing this very important piece 
of legislation. 

Here is a letter to Secretary Richard­
son from the National Organization for 
Women: 

NOVEMBER 1, 1971. 
OPEN LETTER TO MR. ELLIOT RICHARDSON, SEC­

RETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
The National Organization for Women 

(N.O.W.) is very concerned with recent de­
velopments involving child care legislation 
currently in House/Senate Conference. We 
understand that there is a move to reduce 
the income ceiling for free child care from 
$6,900 to $4,300 or, in the least to a compro­
Inise at $5,200. We also understand that even 
the pitifully small proposed funding of $2 
billion in Senator Mondale's blll is possibly 
in jeopardy. 

We strongly urge that the $6,900 income 
level be adhered to as more realistic than any 
below that. To a family with a combined in­
come of $6,900, the normal cost of day care 
(around $2,000 per year) is still an over­
whelming financial burden. We see any low­
ering of this level as seriously jeopardizing 
the needs of the working and single parent 
who is above the currently defined poverty 
level. 

NOW has supported an original funding 
level of $5, $8 and $10 bill1on as proposed by 
Congresswomen Abzug and Chisholm. Al­
though still not approaching the goal of pro­
viding child care for all those who need it, 
this level w.a.s seen by NOW as a. more hu­
mane and realistic, albeit interim, step. More 
humane, because it would not force Iniddle 
income and poor to grovel over an amount 
of money inadequate for either of their 
needs. Realistic, because somewhere between 
$8 to $10 billion is needed to supply child 
care to preschoolers of parents already work­
ing. In addition, $7 billion alone is needed 
to provide services to all disadvantaged chll­
dren. 

NOW and other groups have had great 
hopes that the Mondale/Brademas bills were 
the beginning of a new era for child care­
that they were not merely expanshms of the 
existing Head Start program, as stated by you 
in recent testimony before the Senate Fi­
nance Committee. 

In the future, we hope that child develop­
ment services will be separated from public 
welfare programs, that they will not be de­
veloped in order to lessen public assistance 
roles, but rather as a. basic right. The child 
welfare concept of day care-as a service only 
to poor and problem fainilies-has contrib­
uted to the resistance to enlarging services 
to cover broader segments of the population 
and, concurrently, has prevented ethnic and 
socioeconomic integration of preschools. We 
cannot support programs that further sepa­
rate the poor from the rest of the population. 

In closing, we would like to reiterate that 
we have not completely support ed any of the 
current child care legislation, even in its 
originally introduced form, because none ap­
proaches our goal of universally available 
child care. The rationale for our position is 
contained in the attached NOW statement, 
"Why Feininists Want Child Care." 

Please make this communication and at·· 
tached statement a part of your deliberations 
and respond to us with some statement of 
your decision and intent. U you have any 
questions, may I refer you to our Washing­
ton, D.C., Legislative Liaison fGr Child Care, 
Vicki Latham, 18-X Ridge Rd., Greenbelt, 
Md. 20770, telephone (301) 345-1039 or 345-
5443. 

Your very truly, 
WILMA 3COTT HEIDE, 

President. 
MARY ANN STUART, 

Child Care Task Force, 
National Organization tor Women. 

- ~ --
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I insert at this point a letter from Jay 
M. Arena, M.D., president, American 
Academy of Pediatrics, Evanston, ill.: 

NoVEMBER 24, 1971. 
DEAR MR. BRADEMAS: The American Acad­

emy of Pediatrics, the national orga.n.lzation 
of board certified physicians providing care 
to children, heartily supports the adoption of 
the conference report on the Economic Op­
portunity Amendments, S. 2007. We are pa.r­
tl.cula.rly enthusiastic about the comprehen­
sive child development title of this legisla­
tiOn which proVides for the establishment of 
a D.altionral, federa.lly assisted child develop­
ment program. The Academy supports the 
ooncept of child care as a composite of com­
prehensive and coordinated services designed 
to offer a sound basis for growth and develop­
ment of the child while supporting and en­
couraging the parents in their effort to care 
for their children. We are of the opinion 
S. 2007 would provide a sound legisla.tive 
basis for the establishment of such a pro­
gram. 

The Academy endorses the section of the 
child development title which provides for 
looaJ. administration of child care programs. 
We recommended. in testimony before Sell:81te 
and House committees that the major re­
sponsibility for planning and delivery of 
child developmeillt programs is most appro­
priwtely placed at the community level. we 
believe the conference report is equitable, 
and will allow for possible funding of most 
jurisdictions which apply for prime sponsor­
ship responslblllty. Jurisdictions which are 
able to plan and opera;te a quality child care 
program should be given this opportunity. 

We are in complete agreemenrt; with the 
concept of funding priority to ongoing Head­
start programs. The provision furthet" assur­
ing looaJ. reView of Headsta.rt programs is an 
additional strength of the conference report. 
The extension of the excellent programs like 
Head.start to all low income families desirous 
of ohild development serVices will be fa­
cilitated by the enactment of this legislation. 

The level for eligib1llty for free child care 
services decided upon by the conferees is 
reasonable, and will not place an undue 
fl.nanoia.l hardship on poor and near poor 
families who wish to utilize the child care 
programs. 

In summary, we believe the child develop­
ment title of the Economic Opportunity 
Amendments provides a realistic framework 
in which child development programs can 
opat'lalte that a.re re>ponsive to the needs of 
indiVidual children and communities. We 
sincerely urge your support for the adoption 
of the conference report on the Econonlic 
Opportunity Amendments of 1971. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAY M. ARENA, M.D., 

President, American Academy oj Pedi­
atrics, Evanston, Ill. 

I here insert a resolution of the Cali­
fornia Council of Parent Participation 
Nursery Schools, Inc.: 
CALIFORNIA COUNCIL OF PARENT PARTICIPATION 

NURSERY SCHOOLS, INC. 
October 28,1971. 

Whereas, we of the California Council of 
Parent Part1c1pa.t1on Nursery Schools are a. 
statewide group of parents who recognize the 
necessity for parent in\·clvement in the edu­
cation of young children; and 

Whereas, for the greatest benefit to all 
children, the following must become a real­
ity: (1) a sound eclogical balance (2) good 
mental health care and (3) good physical 
health care; therefore, be it 

Resolved, That CCPPNS support passage of 
legislation providing for a sound ecological 
balance and good mental and physical health 
care. 

Whereas, we agree with many authorities 
that most of a child's learning patterns are 
set in the first five years; and 

Whereas, recognizing this. we feel that all 
preschool children need enriching experi­
ences outside as well as inside the home; and 

Whereas, these experiences should include 
a group of peers, a variety of media and play 
equipment, and an opportunity to relate 
comfortably to adults; and 

Whereas, all parents must have adequate, 
safe care for their children, whether it be 
part-day, ail-day or night-time care; there­
fore, be it 

Resolved, That a variety of preschool pro­
grams and fac111ties providing enriching ex­
periences and adequate safe care, which meet 
the highest standards, be made available to 
all famliies throughout the state of Cali­
fornia. 

Resolved, That CCPPNS support the pas­
sage of legislation providing these serVices 
until all the children who need them are 
served. 

Whereas, recognizing that the parent is the 
primary influence during the first five years 
of life; and 

Whereas, parent involvement provides con­
tinuity between the enrichment program and 
the home; therefore, be it 

Resolved, That parent involvement in the 
organization and educational aspects must 
be built into all pre-school programs. 

Resolved, That teachers must be trained 
to work with both pa1·ents and children. 

NEWSPAPER EDITORIALS 

Mr. Speaker, a number of newspaper 
editors in a number of papers have en­
dorsed the comprehensive child develop­
ment bill and I insert a number of these 
editorials at this point in the RECORD: 

[From the New York Times, July 18, 1971] 

A NEW DEAL FOR CHILDREN 
A bipartisan group of Congressmen, led by 

John Brademas, Indiana Democrat, and Og­
den Reid, New York Republican, bas spon­
sored an important bill which would offer 
pre-school care and education to all children 
at least from the age of two. 

The COmprehensive Child Development 
Act, which has been approved unanimously 
by a subcommittee of the House Committee 
on Education and Labor, could usher in a 
new era in American child care. By helping 
to close the gap between the children of the 
rich and the poor, it may hold the key to 
prevention of the massive retardation for 
which the existing school systems have found 
no remedy. 

The advantage of this measure over an 
Administration proposal to extend similar 
day care privileges to children of welfare fam­
ilies is that it does not limit the benefits of 
early pre-school physical, educational and 
psychological development only to the de­
prived. Although disadvantaged children 
would be given absolute priority, middle­
class youngsters could, in return for modest 
fees adjusted to their parents' income. share 
in the natural extension of American edu­
cation. The children of the more afiluent al­
ready enjoy many of these advantages, either 
in expensive nursery schools or in the home. 

The proposal includes Federal funding for 
public and private nonprofit agencies other 
than the schools, thereby promising greater 
diversity of ideas and action in a field that 
has already given rise to much promising ex­
perimentation outside the traditional educa.­
tlon system. 

With its concern for all children, the act 
reduces the danger of creating another edu­
cational ghetto for the underprivileged. This 
is important because pre-school programs can 
so easily be turned into cheap, unimagina­
tive and stultifying babysitting arrangements 
merely to get children temporarily out of 
their parents' way. Giving all mothers, in-

cluc:Ung those with educational sophistica­
tion and political influence, a stake in truly 
imaginative child development centers is a 
way of creating an instant support force to 
fight for high quality and expert staffing. 
The act properly extends the American edu­
cation commitment to those early years of 
growth in which the seeds of success or 
failure, and of frustration or happiness, are 
so often sown. 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 4, 1971] 

A NEW CHANCE FOR CHILDREN 
There is no way of figuring the United 

States Congress. Sometimes they take their 
own sweet time over major social legislation. 
The passage of Medicare took a whole gen­
eration of pressure, debate and publicity. At 
other times the wheels of change turn quickly 
and almost silently. We may witness this 
second phenomenon in the current session 
if-as now seems at least possible-Congress 
passes a COmprehensive Chlid Development 
Act. This piece of legislation could be as 
important a breakthrough for the young as 
Medicare was for the old. 

The Senate Committee on Labor and Pub­
lic Welfare has reported, as a new title of the 
Economic Opportunity Act, a Comprehensive 
Child Development BUl, sponsored by Sena­
tor Mondale and 29 of his colleagues from 
both sides of the aisle. A somewhat similar 
bUl is being shepherded along on the House 
side by Congressmen Bradema.s and Reid. 

The Mondale BUI would provide federal 
funds for locally administered child develop­
ment programs of an extremely comprehen­
sive sort. The emphasis would be on child 
development centers for pre-school children, 
which would be much more than day care 
centers. They would aim to provide a stimu­
lating educational experience, as well as 
health services and attention to nutrition. 
Funds could also be used for infant care, 
after-school activities for older children, par­
ent education programs and a variety of 
other activities. Parents would have a strong 
voice in the decision-making process through 
a series of local child development councils. 
Priority would be given to low income groups, 
but this is not just a program for welfare 
families. Services would be extended to all 
children, with special emphasis on children 
of working mothers and single parents. Fam­
ilies with incomes above a certain level would 
pay part of the cost. 

Although some details might be improved, 
it is our view that the Mondale Bill em­
bodies a highly constructive new approach 
to the well-being of children. It gets away 
from the dismal question of whether mothers 
should be forced to work--of course not, par­
ticipation would be voluntary-and recog­
nizes the fact that millions of mothers do 
work and more would like to if they could 
only make satisfactory arrangements for their 
children. 

As every working mother knows, unless 
she is lucky enough to have a trusted relative 
down the street, it is almost impossible to 
find a good child care setup in most com­
munities at any price. All-day programs for 
preschool children, even where available, are 
usually dreary, under-staffed, custodial ar­
rangements that promise little more than to 
keep the child from physical harm, if that. 
Good nursery schools provide intellectual 
stimulation and creative play programs, but 
the private ones are expensive, the public 
ones are usually restricted to the very poor, 
and hardly any are geared to the needs of 
working mothers. Most nursery schools oper­
ate three to six hours a day, send the child 
home if he has a snifile and close down for the 
whole summer. Even when the child reaches 
school age the average working mother is 
constantly worrying over makeshift arrange­
ments for coping with after-school hours, ill­
ness and the long vacations. Those nice 
pictures of children learning and playing 
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happily and safely while their mothers work 
always seem to be taken in Scandinavia or 
Israel or Eastern Europe. 

The Comprehensive Child Development 
Blll is a recognition that good child-care ar­
rangements are not just a concern of the 
poor, but of vast numbers of middle-income 
families. Indeed, the main reason why "day 
care" has such a dismal image and such in­
adequate support may be that it has mis­
takenly been regarded as just "something 
for the poor." A law giving the non-poor a 
stake in good public programs may be needed 
to break out of the current mold. It could 
also provide an opportunity for mixing chil­
dren from different economic and racial 
groups and for genuine cooperation among 
d.iverse groups of parents. Bringing in the 
non-poor does not have to mean that services 
are free to everybody. One can have a sliding 
scale of fees for those who can afford them. 

But the most important thing about this 
bill is that it is not a day-care blll; it is a 
child-development bill. It is not primarily 
intended to free mothers to work, but to pro­
vide comprehensive development services for 
children, whether their mothers work or not. 
This shift of emphasis to the child and his 
well-being may be the bill's most important 
feature. Day care of the custodial variety is 
probably not a good national investment even 
in the strict economic sense. But there is ac­
cumulating evidence that the early years of 
life are crucial-that stimulating the natural 
curiosity of children a.nd developing their 
creativity and self-confidence can make a 
vital difference. This blll just might provide 
a vehicle for a new national effort to make 
childhood livable. 

(From the Courier-Journal, Sept. 13, 1971] 

MAKING DAY CARE FAR MORE THAN JUST FREE­
DOM FOR MOM 

Not the least intriguing aspect of the Sen­
ate's approval four days ago of a national 
ohild development plan is that so few Amer­
icans have been aware of just how monu­
mental a piece of legislation this is. The day­
care movement, which had been picking up 
stea.m as a way to emancipate women and 
help families ea.rn their way off welfare, 
would now become a program aimed largely 
at increasing the abllity of this nation's 
children to get more out of life. 

As one of the bill's sponsors, Sena.tor Man­
dale of Minnesota, said three months ago: 
"This is social legislation in a class with 
Medicare. Yet it is happening without any 
initiatives from the executive branch and 
without much public notice. It's like spon­
taneous combustion." 

Head Start set the pattern of federal fi­
nancing for something more than day nurs­
eries where working mothers could leave 
their offspring. But fewer than 100,000 chil­
dren-all of poverty-level families--were en­
rolled last year in this comprehensive pro­
gram of health, educational and social serv­
ices. And fewer than 700,000 children attend 
licensed day care centers, while 800,000 more 
are dropped off dally at nursery "schools" 
that seldom offer more than an adult super­
visor or two, toys, playground equipment and 
a spartan lunch. 

OPEN TO ALL FAMILIES 

Yet 3.7 million mothers with children un-
der 5 now work, and by 1980 the number is 

. expected to reach 5.3 million. SO within this 
deca.de we'll need to at least triple the na­
tion's day-care capacity. 

This need would be met in part by the 
Senate bill, with its anticipated spending of 
$13 billion over the first three years of the 
program. But almost more important is 
lts emphasis both on compreh ensive care like 
Head Start's, going far beyond the custodial 
role of most pre-school nurseries, and on its 
extension to all families, not just the poor. 

As part of his welfare reform program, 
Presid1.mt Nixon has urged an expansion of 

day-care services to welfare famllles, as an 
essential part of enabling these people to 
take job-training and then go to work. But 
this still would be basically manpower­
oriented, a device to free working mothers. 

The importance of the Senate bill is that 
it goes beyond this concept to become child­
oriented as well, and to extend these services 
to families above the poverty line. Poor 
people would pay nothing; families that 
could afford to pay something would do so 
on a sliding scale. 

The point of this, as The New York Times 
observed editorially in July, is that "by help­
ing to close the gap between the children of 
the rich and the poor, it may hold the key 
to prevention of the massive retardation for 
which the existing school systems have found 
no remedy ... Although disadvantaged chil­
dren would be given absolute priority, mid­
dle-class youngsters could, in return for 
modest fees ... share in the natural e:lctien­
sion of American educa.tion." 

That's an important start on removing the 
stigma of social pathology from federal sup­
port of day care, and on extending to more 
American children the kind of superior nur­
sery-school advantages that hitherto have 
been available only to the a1Huent. 

The men and women in Congress who have 
led the bipartisan struggle for this epic leg­
islation can't rest yet. Indiana's Representa­
tive John Brademas and others still must 
persuade the House to follow the Senate's 
lead. But 117 years after opening of the 
first day nursery in this country, we now 
seem ready at last to think of this care not 
simply as organized baby-sitting (except for 
the afHuent few) b•tt as something all par­
ents will want for their children. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 14, 1971] 

FoR MOTHER AND CHILD 

The child development bill, passed by the 
Senate 49 to 12, offers to all American moth­
ers the kind of daily care for their children 
that used to be available only to the very 
rich, and more recently some of the very 
poor. The measure would underwrite the es­
tablishment of professionally staffed day-c?..;re 
centers for preschool children, free of charge 
for the poor and on a pay-as-you-can basis 
for middle-class famiUes. 

Day care, with its combined physical, psy­
chological a.nd educational emphasis on 
child development, has long been routine in 
many other countries. Its belated accept­
ance in the United States comes as a special 
ray of hope for the children of urban and 
rural slums; but it also is clearly an essen­
tial ingredient in any effort to bring greater 
equality of opportunities to women who 
want to work while raising their families. 
This is particularly true when trained and 
reliable domestic help is in short supply and 
not considered a tax-deductible business ex­
pense, even to the extent that such help is 
available. 

The only danger in a massive day-care pro­
gram is that its rapid expansion, plus short­
ages of suitable personnel, may turn it into 
a vast baby-sitting venture designed simply 
to get children out of the way. As a safeguard 
against such a perversion of the program, 
the bill's provision for training high-quality 
staff an d planning effective programs will 
require top priority. 

A bipartisan companion bill in the House 
has been sponsored by John Brademas, Dem­
ocrat of Indiana, and Ogden Reid, Republi­
can of New York. It deserves speedy enact­
ment. 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, 
Sept. 29, 1970] 

"LATCH-KEY" OR DAY CARE? 

We shall u n doubtedly be hearing more and 
more of day-care centers for working moth­
ers, whether the mothers be on welfare or 
financially independent. The Nixon admin-

istration sees the day-care idea as popular 
with blue-collar workers, whom it wishes to 
woo. Women's Lib people see the centers as 
one more step in "liberating" women. 

And there's the fact that a number o'f day· · 
care franchise operators are setting up cen­
ters in Florida, Rhode Island, Missouri and 
elsewhere. 

A mother's presence in the home is an in­
valuable factor in the wise and moral up­
bringing of her children. But what of situ­
ations where the mother is obliged to work 
to make ends meet? Or where she is deter­
mined to work to broaden her life? It is 
estimated that four million American chil­
dren under six years of age have working 
mothers. In 1965 a report to Congress said 
that nearly one million "latch-key" chil­
dren looked after themselves while their 
mothers worked. This was hardly good child 
care. 

Many better-off 'families have had day­
care centers functioning for years-but they 
are called nursery schools. Their existence 
spotlights the point that a good day-care 
center is more than a baby-sitting service. It 
must also be a place where the early educa­
tional, social, and cultural development of 
the child begins, under qualified person­
nel. 

At present high costs and sparse facilities 
have meant that American day-care centers 
cater to only 640,000 children, according to 
Editorial Research Reports. During the 1969 
fiscal year, $35 million was appropriated for 
day care for preschool children of welfare 
mothers who took jobs or training. An exten­
sion of the antipoverty program would pro­
vide $50 million in fiscal 1971. The Nixon 
administration's wel'fare reform plan, when 
finally enacted, would provide $386 mUllion, 
to reach 150,000 more preschool and 300,000 
school-age children. 

This program would be limited to welfare 
mothers being trained for jobs. However a 
task force under Assistant Labor Secretary 
Rosow recommends child-care services for 
the working wives of any and all blue-collar 
workers. 

The heart of the problem is that the num­
ber of working mothers with young children 
doubled from 1960 to 1969. Faced with this 
situation, officials have to decide whether to 
have enough day-care centers or to have 
children roamin g the streets, a prey to every 
wrong influence. 

(From the La Porte Herald-Argus, Oct. 13, 
1971] 

D AY CARE CENTERS 

Congress has adopted an Economic Oppor­
tunity Act which includes a far-reaching day 
care center funding program. 

The Federal government, by this act of 
Congress, is get ting into the business of 
raising children almost as deeply as some 
mothers. 

That's not to say day care center financial 
assistance is not needed. It is needed. To­
day's working mother faces the necessity of 
leaving small children in competerut hands 
during the working day. 

The day car e center business is expanding 
in the private sector. But a crit ical sh ortage 
of adequately staffed and reliable centers 
exists in the metropolitan areas. And in many 
rural regions of t he country, a da y care cen­
ter is unheard -of . 

Wil~ tbe Congress really finance the pro­
gram it has adopted? House members ap­
peared to raise that question. The Senate 
earlier had approved a day care center meas­
ure which provided free services to families 
with incomes under $6,690 a year. 

The House cut that figure. The House­
passed bill sets the family income at $ 4 ,320 a. 
year, and sever al experts still insist Congress 
will be wise t o appropriate $2 b illion the 
first year to meet the day care cen ter obli­
gation. 
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Apparently that substantial figure is evi­
dence of how badly daytime care centers­
good ones, reliable agencie&-are needed. 

A Chicago survey taken recenltly revealed 
that about 12,500 children are enrolled daily 
in day care centers there. Surveyors said an 
estimated 300,000 children a.re eligible for a 
day care program, mostly from welfare fam­
ilies. Thalt would explain why the Congress 
needs to appropriate nearly $2 billion for the 
first year of 1the program. 

Last year's White House Conference on 
Children provided sad accounts of the in­
adequacies of day care centers in the nation's 
big cities. 

From the sound of the repo11ts, some cen­
ters were more like warehouses for storing 
children than wen-.staffed agencies tra.ined 
and skilled in the art of caring for the 
youngsters. 

Perhaps not much news will be made by 
Congres.s as it goes about funding d.ts new 
day care center creation, but many of the 
nation's women will be vitally inlterested. 

Chances are that women from several lib­
eration groups will keep their eyes peeled 
on Congress' action in this area. 

These "liberated women," inoldentally, 
have been known to make congressmen step 
lively. Figure them as .the day care center 
"watchdogs." 

(From the New York Times, Nov. 29, 1971) 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT IN DANGER 

Two major education bills that enjoy bi­
partisan support in Congress are threatened 
by the Administration's fiscal meatgrinder. 
The Child Development Act is on the brink 
of obliteration; higher education aid faces 
either postponement or fiscal anemia. 

The child-care measure is in danger of a 
Presidential veto unless its supporters sur­
render to the White House demand that its 
benefits be limited to children of welfare fam­
llies. Even so, the bill may be stalled to help 
push welfare reform legislation through the 
Congress later. 

Backers of the measure who had originally 
envisioned a dramatic new approach to child 
development--free of charge for the children 
both of welfare families and of the working 
poor, and available at a fee to middle-class 
youngsters-have already reluctantly scaled 
down the scope of their plan. In a com­
promise which seemed to have the approval 
of Health, Education, and Welfare Secretary 
Elliot Richardson, they agreed to limit free 
services to families below the $4,320-income 
level, with a graduated fee structure for all 
others. 

It now appears that Mr. Richardson under­
estimated the power of the Administration's 
budget-cutters and political manipulators. 
It is questionable whether anything better 
than a baby-sitting service flor the poorest 
children-or indeed anything at all-will 
emerge. 

OTHER ARTICLES 
Mr. Speaker, at this point I insert 

other articles and statements concerning 
the comprehensive child development 
bill: 
[From the Washington Post, Dec. 20, 1970) 

CHILD CARE PROGRAM URGED 
(By George Lardner Jr.) 

The White House Conference on Children 
called yesterday for federal funding of com­
prehensive child care programs, a guaranteed 
fa.mily J.ncome and immedli.ate steps to root 
out racism in America. 

Delegates to the six-day meeting put these 
measures at the top of their "overriding 
concerns" for children in the current decade, 
the Conference's national chairman, Stephen 
Hess, reported at a news conference. 

Most delegates gave No. 1 importance to 
a "reordering of national priorities begin-

ning with a guaranteed basic family income 
adequate for the needs of children." 

As further steps, they recommended a 
doubling of federal spending devoted to chil­
dren in the decade ahead and an increase of 
at least 50 per cent in the proportion of the 
gross national product now allocated to pub­
lic expenditures for children and youth. 

Some of the conferees who had submitted 
the proposition for a vote had wanted it to 
include calls for an end to the war in Viet­
nam and abandonment of such programs as 
the supersoillic transport, but these were lef!t 
out. The explanation given yesterday was 
that the sponsors wanted to avoid any sug­
gestion that heavier spending on socia.l wel­
fare programs could wait until the war was 
over or the SST scuttled. 

The balloting was held Friday, the final 
day of the conference, but officials said the 
results were held up by the complex method 
used to tally the v6tes. 

Hess voiced enthusiasm about the results, 
although only 1,912 dele~ates took part in 
the voting. Many others left early to go home, 
Hess said, and others refrained from voting 
because they wanted equal importance at­
tached to all the Conference proposals. 

Conference offic18lls had estimalted that 
4,000 delegwtes were at the sessions, held 
each decade since 1909, but yesterday Hess 
put the attendran.ce at less than 3,700. 

The recommendaltion for federal funding 
of comprehensive child care programs is ex­
pected to give impetus to legislation along 
these lines already proposed in Congress. The 
delegates emphasized that the programs 
should include hera.JJth care, early childhood 
education a.nd social services, and not be 
limited to custodial day care. 

ll'hey ·also said th81t enough federal !funds 
should be supplied immediately to provide 
for 500,000 children and then increased Ito 
encompass andther 250,000 children each 
year until all families in need are reached. 

The ohild care proposal won No. 1 rank­
ing among the 16 "overriding concerns" un­
der rthe weighted method of counting ballots 
recommended to 1Conference officials by the 
American IArbi,tration Association . .Dt c'WID..e 
out No. 3 when only ftrst ... pl'S.Ce votes were 
co united. 

The CialJ. for a reordering of priorities be­
ginnling 'W'Lth a gururanlteed if.amily income 
1'181llked No. 3 under tbhe weighted method, al­
though it was !No. 1 in first-place votes. 

R.anking second, no matter how rthe votes 
were counted, w.as the Oonference caM for 
"the development of programs to eliminalte 
the racism which cripples all children." 

Hess said he considered the Conference 
"an unquaHii'led success." 

The ohairm'an of the black oa.uous at the 
Conference, Dr. Charles G. Hurst, president 
of Malcolm X CoLlege in Chicago, said he, too, 
was "very pleased" !With the sessions. 

The delegates a.lso voted on a list of 25 
recommendations for remedial lae't1on, with 
each vdter listing the six he considered most 
i·mportant. 

The most popular was a call to "provide 
opportunities for every child to lea.I'ID., grow, 
and Hve creatively by reordering national 
priorities." 

The next five, in order, were recommenda­
tions to: 

"Redesign education to achieve individu­
alized, humanized, child-centered loorning," 
inol udi·ng establtshment of a National -In­
stitute of Education. 

Establish "citizen community action 
gn-oups" to implement the conference's rec­
ommendations. 

Reform the system of justice for children, 
including steps to "emphasize prevention 
and protecti'On" and to "replace !large d.nsti­
tutions with small, homelike faciHties." 

Underscore tlhe "rights of children, in­
cluding basic needs and education, rand re­
quire legaJ. and other acC<YUn1:Jabil11iy of 1n-

d!ividuals and agencies responsible for pro­
viciing them." 

Establish "a Child Advocacy Agency fi­
nanced by the federal government 'Ml.d other 
sources, with ful1l ethnic, cultural, raci811 tand 
sexual ·repTesenmtion." 

Conference officials indicated it 'Will take 
Sit least sevem.l monlths to put together 11. 
final Conference report, including all the 
explanatory materials .and voluminous !back­
ground pa.pers, for su:bmiss1on to President 
Nixon. Much of it has yet to be wrltten. 

[From the South Bend (Ind.) Tribune, 
Mar. 7, 1971] 

CHILD CARE CENTERS WIN SUPPORT 
(By Susan K. Singer, Ph. D.) 

As a citizen, a mother, and a clinical psy­
chologist I feel that I must respond to your 
article Feb. 24, "Psychiatrist Raps Day Care 
Centers." Dr. Eades' assertions that day care 
centers would destroy the family and serve 
as tools for the political indoctrination of 
children are blatant appeals to fear and un­
reason. 

Research on the effects of pre-school at­
tendance has shown that it is generally ben­
eficlaJ to social and intellectual development 
in children. Dr. Eades' statement that Brit­
ish orphans in WW II suffered in institutions 
has no relevance to the question of day care 
here and now. That was a situation involv­
ing complete separation from the family dur­
ing a period of extreme stress. 

We are talking about places where chil­
dren can stay while their parents are work­
ing. Many mothers must work in order to 
sustain their families. And there are fami­
lies in which mothers have died or are ab­
sent, and fathers need a place to leave chil­
dren while they work. 

Well-staffed, well-equipped day care centers 
provide a.n excellent service to such families, 
much better than haphazaa-d baby-sitting 
arrangements or leaving children with older 
brothers and sisters. 

I agree with Dr. Eades that children need 
love and emotional security within their 
families. But there is no reason to fear that 
a child will be harmed by spending part of 
his day in a well-run day care center. In­
stead of condemning day care centers and 
those who would use them our efforts should 
be directed to seeing that they are well­
staffed, well-equipped, and set up so as to 
best meet the needs of children. 

THE DAY-CARE TRAP 

(By Kevin P. Phillips) 
WASHINGTON.-As more and more U.S. 

mothers take jobs outside the home, they 
rure creating a ,tremendous demand for day­
care f.a.cilirties where they can leave their 
pre-school-age children from, s:ay, 8 A.M. to 
6 P.M. 

Now that Oongress is finally about to a~t 
on oproposaas for Federal assistance to beef 
up inadequate day care, Republicans are 
concerned that a little-known funCitiolll8.ry 
in rthe Federal Office of Mla.n:agement and 
Budget is blocking the Ni:x:on Administra­
tion's indorsement of enlarged day care, 
and in the p'l'ocess perhaps maneuvering the 
President into a dangerous political rtrap. 

Next Friday, May 21, Health, Edue'atlon 
and Welfare Secretary Elliot Richtardson will 
preseDJt othe Administl"'ation's day-care views 
Ito the House Select Subcommittee on Educa­
tion. Then on May 27 he will repealt them to 
a joint meeting of two Senate subcomlllit­
tees. As the first dlllte approaches, whalt 
Richardson will say remains conjectural, al­
though his personal sentiments are clear. 

Like m.ost House Republicans, Richardson 
flavors legislation to expand day-oa.re facil­
iJties under the guidance of state govern­
ments, and with a.n eye towe.rds insuring the 
effective pa.l'!ticipation of middle-in'COill.e 
families. Indeed, the HEW Secretary has 
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actively helped Congressional Republicans 
to develop this ~pproa.ch. Many Democr'Sjts, 
on the other hand, favor a new, multi-billion 
dollar day-oare program under the control 
of neighborhood aCition-!type groups that 
would orient services towards low-inoome 
and welfare mothers even ·though others 
would be technically eligible. The GOP will 
support this approach, but would prefer the 
former. 

So far, however, the Federal Office of Man­
agement .and Budget has suooessfully 
thwarted HEW support of any MditionaJl 
day care, and Congressional Republicans 
are ooncerned rtha.t OMB may succeed in 
blocking (or watering down) Secretary 
Richardson's pro-day-care testimony. 

The chief mover and shaker of OMB's 
hostility to expanded day care is Richard 
P. Nathan, one of the office's twelve assistant 
directors. Nathan's logic is simple: He has 
been trying to safeguard the Administra­
tion's Family Assistance Plan, which includes 
a small day-care provision, from the detri­
mental competition of a separate, larger day­
care bill. (Nathan's personal concern reflects 
the fact that he headed the 1968-69 Presi­
dential task force that blue-printed FAP.) 
But this worry no longer seems valid inas­
much as the House Ways and Means Com­
mittee just last week cleared FAP as part 
of a much larger Christmas tree package with 
enough goodies to probably assure its pas­
sage. 

Republicans on the House Education and 
Labor Committee believe that if the Adminis­
tration will support a reasonable day-care 
program oriented towards effective middle­
income participation, then such a popular 
program might win Congressional enact­
ment. They are also worried about the result 
1f the Administration follows OMB advice. 
In this case, they say, Congress is likely to 
go its own way and pass a multi-billion dol­
lar, "neighborhood action" type of day care 
aimed at low-income groups. Some Demo­
crats, they add, are trying to trap the Presi­
dent with a budget-busting day-care biil he 
cannot veto without "being against the little 
children." 

The statistical case for day care is over­
whelming. At present, there are roughly 14 
million working women, mostly housewives, 
with children under 6. Day-care fac111ties 
are few and far between. 

The toughest circumstances confront wom­
en who are heads of households and who 
must also work. Female-headed households 
have a median income of $4,000 per year 
as opposed to the $11,000 median income 
of families headed by men. Many divorcees 
and widows able to earn only a marginal 
living find their circumstances particularly 
pressing because of the difficulty of first find­
ing day-care facilities and then paying their 
high rates. 

Politically, President Nixon should be leap­
ing for this issue. Welfare mothers are hardly 
likely to vote for him, but working mothers, 
a huge slice of the electorate, are extremely 
reachable on the subject of day care--espe­
cially young women, aged 18-35, among 
whom the President is weak, according to the 
polls. 

Under these circumstances, if HEW Secre­
tary Richardson fails to testify on behalf of 
a major expansion of day-care facilities, it 
will be vivid testimony to the extraordinary 
behind-the-scenes influence of the capital's 
budget bureaucrats. 

[From lthe Washington Star, May 24, 1971] 
CHILD CARE PLAN CONSIDERED FOR HIGHER 

INCOME FAMILIES 
(By James Welsh) 

The Nixon administration, caught in a 
politica,.l squeeze, is considering a plan that 
would provide free child-care services not 
only for welfare mothel'IS but for a higher­
income group of the working class. 

Secretary of Health, Educa;tion and Welfare 
Elliot L. Richardson, who was to have testi­
fied Friday before a House subcom.mittee on 
the controversial issue of day care, abruptly 
cancelled his appearance the evening before. 
He is now scheduled to testify this week. 

"We haven't quite got it .together yet," 
said one of his rt;op aides in explaining the 
postponement. 

At issue, in part, is whether the White 
House is willing to e:lttend its day-care com­
mitment to millions of families in the lower­
middle income range, families in which many 
wives work. 

LIMIT ON COMMITMENT 
So far it has not done so, preferring to 

limit the commitment to its efforts, con­
tained in the Family AS&ist&nce Plan, to ge.t 
welfare ~ecLpients to work. 

But it is faced with Democratic alterna­
tives in both the House and Senate tha.t 
would go far beyond ·that, offering free day 
care to a. family of four with an income of 
$6,900 and partial subsidies to families above 
that income mark. 

In the meantime, the White House has 
embraced a principle in day care financing 
thalt will surprise many Uberals. 

It has decided, where possible, tha.t mothers 
should be able to use a "voucher payment 
method" in spending federal day care assist­
ance to purchase day care services. 

This would extend a maximum of con­
sumer control, giving mothers hundreds or 
lthousands of do.l·lars each of purchasing 
power in lthe day care field. Wlth vouchers, 
they could shop in 'the open market for the 
day care program •they belleve would best suit 
rthelr children. 

The day care issue has polltical significance 
thwt is readily recognized by admin1str6ition 
officials. 

$1,600 PER CHILD 

Government programs in recent years gen­
erally have failed to reach the working class 
in the $4,000-to-$10,000 income range. Most 
observers believe a massive day-care program 
would be highly attractive to this group. 

But such a program would be enormously 
expensive. HEW now is using the figure of 
$1,600 as the cost of ali-day, year-round 
care of one child, and the cost of a large, 
national program would run into the billions 
of dollars. 

Administration insiders say Richardson 
may well get the go-ahead to offer a new, 
expanded proposal. Said one : 

"It's up in the air at this point. Do we 
go further, and how much further? And 
that's not the only question. Another is one 
of nuts-and-bolts administration. What's the 
•best way to run a program that could in­
volve thousands of day-care centers and 
agencies running programs for millions of 
pre-school and school-age children?' 

"The Democrats have come up with what 
looks like a sexy system. But we're not sure. 
A program like this, if it's not established 
right, could turn into an administrative 
nightmare." 

The administration's position on vouchers 
for day care was stated in a largely ignored 
part of President Nixon's response last week 
to a series of demands by the Black Caucus 
in the House. It said: 

"The administration presently favors the 
voucher system because it will give the con­
sumer control of the funds and thus of the 
programs." 

At another point, the document said: 
"Too many federal programs targeted on 

the disadvantaged have resulted in exces­
sive administrative costs and reduced bene­
fits for the intended recipients. By using 
vouchers, the full amount of the individual's 
grant Will be available for the purchase of 
services." 

An HEW official today confirmed the ad­
ministration's decision to go with the vouch­
er system. 

This is not, however, at the heart of the 
dilemma facing the White House in taking 
a position on legislation House and Senate 
Democrats have introduced. 

DEMANDS FOR REFORM 
Both Republlcans and Democrats have 

hurried into the issue because of the de­
mands of welfare reform that the White 
House and Congress are pressing. Everyone 
concerned agrees that one of the great bar­
riers to putting welfare mothers to work 
is the difficulty of their finding day-care 
services they can afford. 

The Family Assistance Plan, now going 
to the House floor after its approval by the 
Ways and Means Committee, provides $386 
million in federal funds to help establish a 
day-care system. 

Measures introduced by both Sen. Walter 
Mondale, D-Minn., and Rep. John Brademas, 
D. Ind., would offer free day care for chil­
dren where the income for a family of four 
is less than $6,900, far above the cutoff point 
for subsidies under the Family Assistance 
Plan. 

The Mondale bill would provide $13 bil­
lion over four years for day care, while the 
Brademas bill contains no fixed spending 
authorization. The Mondale bill also con­
tains strong provisions for parent control 
of what kinds of day care programs are estab­
lished, along with greater opportunities for 
cities to complete with states as prime spon­
sors of day-care facilities. 

Of the two bills, the White House favors 
the Brademas legislation. But it would ra.ther 
have its own proposals, and that is what is 
at stake in the debate taking place within 
the administration. 

LETTERS AND TELEGRAMS FROM INDIVIDUALS 
Mr. Speaker, I have had many letter 

and telegrams from individuals across 
the country and I have inserted several 
of them: 

NOVEMBER 6, 1971. 
DEAR HONORABLE Sm: I must admire your 

courage to put such a benefit before our 
children-perhaps you are aware that too 
many of our children suffer in steel cages 
on a worse than animal level of existence­
! for one do not consider this red but rather 
a moment of truth which will lead to other 
truths. I would hope that the present Repub­
lican administration would stop branding so­
cial progress and due progress of social events 
on a communist level but that is the old 
speak of principle and meaning of self satis­
faction of 99 out of every 100 Republicans 
I ever met--an old iron fist in the velvet glove 
at any price-you have justified democracy as 
an instrument that our children must share 
in be it by law, due progress of social events 
or a course of greater social events leading to 
a higher state of equality among our children. 

As an advocate of the founding of a na­
tional institute of philosophy NIP-I would 
ask your opinion and possible support as 
I believe that such a course of action would 
bind the people together in unity of purpose 
that being a more equal state of being for 
all our people. Unity of purpose and a shar­
ing in of other men's ideals with mutual re­
spect borne out of one's own something be­
yond the self should bring a greater time of 
social progress of social events. I do believe 
we must bring this into being before the sick 
sick philosophy of punish the poor and 
minority-punish the innocent child becomes 
more of a policy than a philosophy. 

Men must come together to reason to­
gether to see that all that is pink in the 
Republican opinion is more social justice 
than the red they would make of it to avoid 
a time of truth, peace and equality among 
all people-we must give our children new 
hope-as one that was raised in a steel cage 
much in an animal level of existence I say 
give greater hope that lesser children will to 
endure such things from the past in their 
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future which is the only hope that our Amer­
ican children know. 

How I would like to work against the pres­
ent administration to set the record straight 
that we can forgive when we see children 
on an animal level of existence but we can 
never forget until this type of plight is ended 
for all children for all time-it is a rather 
bitter experience to be raised in such matters 
and see society the tools of it lead children 
into times of crime and the time of prison 
and death because of what society would 
make of children innocent yet guilty by na­
ture of birth such as color or being in real 
poverty-we serve to alter the course of such 
past events refusing to forget even though 
we serve to preserve the good things of so 
great a nation and people. 

Sincerely, 

SALEM, OREG. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

FRANK J. SCHEMMEL. 

NOVEMBER 8, 1971. 

MR. PRESIDENT: During a Family Day Care 
Orientation meeting at M.I.T., the people 
who signed their names on the attached list 
indicated support for the OEO extension bill, 
particularly the child care provisions which 
Senator Mondale and Congressman Brade­
mas introduced. 

These people hope you will sign the OEO 
extension bill and support it so that the 
necessary monies will be appropriated. 

Respectfully yours, 
DANIEL JAFFE. 

CAMBRIDGE, MASS. 

NOVEMBER 17, 1971. 
DEAR CoNGRESSMAN BRADEMAS: I want to 

thank you for championing the Comprehen­
sive Child C81re Development Bill H.R. 6748. 

I reali:re it is being held up over the al­
location of money. 

Please hang in there & don't compromise. 
I'd like to write Senator Walter Mondale 
& ask the same of him on S. 2007, but I don't 
have another air mall stamp! 

Thank you again for your concern. 
Very truly yours, 

JOYCE SULLIVAN. 
LODI, CALIF. 

NOVEMBER 22, 1971. 
DEAR MR. BRADEMAS: As a concerned spe­

Cialist in early childhood education, I would 
like to commend you for your efforts in de­
velopmeillt and support of the comprehensive 
child care bill (H.R. 6748). 

I realize that the new bill emerging from 
the House-Senate Oonference Oommittee has 
a new f81Ce but hope thrut you will continue 
support--some "f81Ce-lifted" bill is 'better 
than nothing at all. 

The parts that greatly concern me is 1.) 
the fact th81t a family of four whose income 
is approximately $7,000 Will, in all proba­
bility, not enroll a preschool child in day care 
services that cost approximately $300 a year. 
That family will probably have other pri­
ority for that amount of money. These people 
should be beneficiaries of free child care serv­
ices. 2.) Also it troubles me that parents 
really have sole control of the governing 
board of the child care facility. I do not 
deempha.si:re their importance, but by all 
means a professional child ca11e specialist 
should be a Must on each board. 

Can you suggest to whom I might write a 
letter or letters to voice concern and support 
of the child care bill? I have already sent one 
to President Nixon. 

Sincerely, 
VICKI ARNOLT, 

Doctoral Fellow, 
Indiana State University. 

NOVEMBER 23, 1971. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BRADEMAS: The prOVi­

sions for child care reported out by the 
Senate-House conference oomm.lttee an the 
OEO bill, although not as good as they mightt 
have been, do represent PTQgress. The serv­
ices, funds, and administration that would be 
made available would be a worthwhile ad­
vance toward beginning to meet a substan­
tial part of the need for comprehensive child 
care in this country. 

Therefore, I respectfully urge your support 
fOT this legislation when it is considered by 
the House. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOUIS P. DOLBEARE, 

Manager, 
Subcontracted Day Care Services. 

PHILADELPHIA, PA. 

NOVEMBER 23, 1971. 
DEAR SIR: Since the Bills: H.R. 6748 and 

S. 2007 have been passed for "Child Care 
Development", we, members of Beverly 
Womens' Club (the local chapter of the 
National Emma Lazarus Federation of Jewish 
Women), ask you to use your official power 
to obtain the allocated sum of 2 bUlion dol­
lars for this most necessary project. 

We also hope you will prevail upon your 
colleagues to help appropriate this necessary 
fund. 

Thank you, 
Respectfully yours, 

Mrs. DoRA H. SHAPIRO. 
Los ANGELES, CALIF. 

NOVEMBER 29, 1971. 
Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS: Please see that the 

Bill 2-W-007 goes through so we get Child 
Care Centers which is so urgent in the now 
society. 

Thanking you we remain, 
The EMMA LAZARUS. 

Los ANGELES, CALIF. 

BENTON HARBOR, MICH., 
November 20, 1971. 

Representative JOHN BRADEMAS: 
Commend you for your efforts on the com­

prehensive child development bill (S. 23007) • 
We are urging its support by writing and wir­
ing numerous Members of the House and 
Senate. 

DoN RANUM, 
President, Twin Cities Area 

Child Care Centers, Inc. 

ENCINO, CALIF., 
November 15, 1971. 

Representative JOHN BRADEMAS: 
Urge you successfully conclude fight for 

signing uncompromised version S. 2007 and 
H.R. 6748 into law. 

FLORENCE TEMKIN. 

LOS ANGELES, CALIF., 
November 11, 1971. 

Representative JOHN BRADEMAS: 
Urge you maintain funding level in com­

prehensive child development bills. Chal­
lenge Nixon veto. 

RUTH EHRLICK. 

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio <Mr. MILLER) is recog­
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to­
day we should take note of Amertca's 
great accomplishments and in so doing 
renew our faith and confidence in our­
selves as individuals and as a nation. 

The rate of production output-per­
man-hour is determined by dividing the 
total hours of employment into the 
annual gross national product. The out­
put-per-man-hour increases with better 
and more productive facilities. The out­
put-per-man-hour, according to the 
Handbook of Labor Statistics, has in­
creased since 1959 at rates indicated on 
the scale: 

How OUTPUT PER MAN -HouR INcREASES 
YEAR BY YEAR 

Percentage of increase over previous 
year: 

1959 ------------------------------ 5.71 
1960 ------------------------------ 1.74 
1961 ---------------------~ -------- 2.27 
1962 ------------------------------ 5.93 
1963 ------------~----------------- 4.02 
1964 • 4. 88 
1965 4.09 
1966 1.39 
1967 .68 
1968 5.28 

A DISGRACEFUL DISPLAY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Georgia <Mr. BLACKBURN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, 
Richard Nixon, not George Meany or any 
other AFL-CIO official, is the President 
of the United States. Elected by .the peo­
ple, he is creating a sound economy for 
the people. Yet, the President cannot 
restore the economy without the coopera­
iton of the people. I call to the attention 
of my colleagues an editorial from the 
Columbus, Ga., Ledger which condemns 
those officials at the AFL-CIO convention 
whose inexcusable treatment of Presi­
dent Nixon disgraced the offices they 
hold. Commending President Nixon for 
his efforts, the editorial continues: 

We admire the President for his firmness. 
We admire him for seeing his responsibility 
and making it known in no uncertain terms. 

The entire editorial follows: 
TOWARD THE NATION'S PRESIDENT-A 

DISGRACEFUL DISPLAY 
The hierarchy of the AFL-CIO is blatantly 

attempting to place itself above the govern­
ment of the United States and a majority 
of ,the people of this country. 

This has manifested itself in many ways 
in recent days. 

Every AmeTioan should feel the sting of the 
back-handed slap applied to President Nixon 
by AFL--CIO officials when he went to Miami 
lMt Friday to address the convention on his 
wage-price control program. 

First, these officials did not accord the of­
fice of President of the United States those 
courtesies usually reserved for the Chief Ex­
ecutive of this country. 

These labor leaders, particularly AFL-CIO 
President George Meany, showed disrespect 
not only for President Nixon, but for the 
office. 

For instance, when President Nixon left 
the speaker's platform, Meany said to the 
delegates: "We will now proceed with Act 2." 
How impoll te. How crude and coarse. 

Further, the labor leaders would not ap­
prove the playing of the traditional "Hail to 
'the 'Chief" as t.he President of the United. 
States entered the hall. Additionally, A.Fir­
CIO officials overruled White House aides 
who had wanted Nixon's appearance an­
nounced over the loud-speaker as he en­
tered. 
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These people acted in a manner W'holely 

unacce~table to most Americans. 
They have come to the point of such power 

that they believe they are more powerful 
than the country, the government and the 
President of the United St-ates all put to­
gether. 

They have come to the point they won't 
hesitate to put their selfish intexem above 
the welfare and good of the country as a 
whole. 

They have come to the point they won't 
hesitate t o attempt to black-jack :the Presi­
dent of the United States into doing their 
bidding, into giving in to their attempts, at 
the risk of doing great harm to the entire 
nation. 

But even in the f-ace of the humiliating 
experience aiCcorded the Chief Executive, 
President Nixon stood firm, stood his ground. 

"We want the participation of labor," 
President Nixon told the delega.tes who voted 
to refuse cooperation with his Pay Board's 
wage controls. 

"But whether we get that participation or 
not, it i•s my obligation a;s President of lthe 
United States to make this program of stop­
ping the rise in the cost of liv1ng succeed, 
and to the extent th-at my powers allow it, 
I shall do exactly rtmat," the P.resident added. 

We admire the President for his firmness. 
We admire him for seeing his responsibil­

ity and making it known in no uncertain 
terms. 

Labor is more to blame than anyone else 
for the economic mess in which we find our­
selves. Yet it is labor whioh would send this 
country down a road of more chaos, more 
infiation. It is a selfish, unthinking action, 
bordering on anti-Americanism. 

At any rate, rthe whole shabby display at 
Miami Beach last Friday not only was an 
affront to President Nixon personally, but to 
the office of Chief Executive of the United 
States. 

. The American people will see this lack of 
common courtesy for what it is-an attempt 
to embarrass the President into giving in to 
labor at a time when he is trying to bring 
the economy under control. 

COMMISSION FOR THE PRESERVA­
TION OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE 
RESOURCES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Texas (Mr. GoNZALEZ) is rec­
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am 
reintroducing today a bill to establish a 
National Commission for the Preserva­
tion of Foreign Language Resources, and 
urge your consideration and support. 

Because of the need we have for more 
effective communication among various 
peoples with diverse linguistic, and cul­
tural heritages, I feel it is immensely im­
portant that we preserve and study for­
eign languages. Consequently, I have 
proposed in the past, and propose again 
a Presidential commission which would 
provide a systematic approach to identi­
fying and compiling our foreign lan­
guage resources-thus, fortifying the 
link between our peo:t:'les now, and in the 
future. 

Our knowledge of such languages as 
Czechoslovak, Bulgarian, Rumanian, 
Russian, Arabic, Swedish, Norwegian, 
Finnish, Japanese, Mandarin, Canton­
ese, and Hindi is in woefully short sup­
ply, and yet we do not utilize our citi­
zens who might know these crtticallan­
guages. The knowledge which our non-

English-speaking or bilingual citizens 
possess of their languages and cultures 
should be considered as a priceless na­
tional resource. In effect, this commis­
sion would help cult ivate this resource 
by: 

First. Developing national policy for 
the identification, preservation and im­
provement of national foreign language 
resow·ces. 

Second. Evolving an active program for 
the conservation of the foreign language 
resources of the United States. 

Third. Serving as consultant and co­
ordinator to National and State profes­
sional educational associations for the 
development and implementation of pro­
grams and activities designed to preserve 
and identify national foreign language 
resources. 

Fourth. Identifying information 
needed to inventory foreign language 
resources, and coordinate the develop­
ment of this data with the various 
executive departments. 

Fifth. Providing data on national 
foreign language resources to Federal, 
State, and -local government agencies; 
educational systems, colleges, univer­
sities, and private businesses, in accord­
ance with demonstrated needs and the 
national interest. 

The commission would provide a re­
port to the Congress and the President 
annually, on the results of its program. 

I first became interested in this pro­
posal a few years ago when I conferred 
with Dr. Jacques M. P. Wilson, then 
chairman of the foreign l•anguages de­
partment of Our Lady of the Lake Col­
lege in San Antonio. Dr. Wilson is now 
with the modern languages department 
at the University of Miami. Dr. Wilson's 
statement of support was most enlight­
ening and informative, and relates the 
paradox which exists in our "nonutiliza­
tion" of non-English language skills 
which our citizens have. 

I appreciated Dr. Wilson's assistance 
in shaping the legislation I have intro­
duced, and suggest that you take time to 
read his statement: 
STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF A Bn.L To EsTAB­

LISH THE NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE RE­

SOURCES 

(By Dr. Jacques M. P. Wilson) 
Never before in this nation's history has 

there been such a pressing demand for in­
dividuals qualified to communicate With the 
world community in their native tongues. 
Man's destiny-indeed his absolute survi­
val-is to an unprecedented degree depend­
ent upon his ability to develop effective in­
tercommunication in the family of nations. 
The vital questions of our time cannot be 
safely resolved by military force. Survival in 
•this thermonuclear age depends a.s it never 
has before upon the ability to communicate 
effectively with other peoples in their lan­
guages and on discussing the issues and 
problems which beset us without filtering 
them through the admittedly imperfect 
tools of translation and interpretation. 

Our national interest forced us to develop 
and utilize our non-English resources to 
meet World War II military commitments. 
Thousands of speakers of non-English lan­
guages were pressed into service to accom­
plish tasks such as teaching languages, pre­
paring radio and press releases, intercepting 

radio transmissions, censoring mail, and 
hundreds of other duties too numerous to 
mention. The nation suddenly realized the 
value of thls hldden resource possessed by 
our non-English speakers. 

Ooncomitant with the utilization of the 
non-English language skills of these citi­
zens, our nation's educators began to ques­
tion the effectiveness of foreign language in­
struction at all levels of the educational 
structure. It became immedirutely apparent 
that the reading and translating objectives 
of foreign language instruction in high 
schools and colleges did not produce the 
skills and aptitudes needed by our nation. 
A rarity indeed was the foreign language 
student who developed the proficiency ap­
proximating that of a native speaker. Few 
were the college or high school students 
able to understand the foreign language 
they studied when spoken by a native speak­
er. Fewer yet were those able to converse in­
telligently in a foreign language. The num­
ber was pitifully small who could write ac­
ceptably in a foreign language. 

While we needed non-English resources in 
such languages as: Czechoslovakian, Bul­
garian, Rumanian, Russian, Arabic, Portu­
guese, Swedish, Norwegian, Finnish, Italian, 
Tagalog, Jap3.Ilese, Mandarin, cantonese and 
Hindi to name but a few, we discovered that 
most secondary school and college curricula 
offered: French, German and Spanish. Very 
few school systems or institutions of higher 
education helped those who spoke non­
English languages to preserve the linguistic 
and cultural heritage of the ethnic group to 
which they belonged. Our twentieth century 
educational philosophy was a reflecltion of an 
18th and 19th century ideal that the United 
States is a melting pot; that we embrace all 
who come to our shores as equals-but that 
they must forget their past: their culture, 
their traditions, their heritage and become 
homogenized copies of Mr. Babbit on Main 
Street, U.S.A. Our 19th century culture de­
veloped what amounted to an ethic that 
the individual who spoke with a "foreign" 
a.ccent hadn't become quite completely 
Americanized. Those who spoke a non­
English language at home were looked upon 
with suspicion and as somehow slightly 
un-Am.erican. 

Teachers and educators reflected the pre­
vailing opinion by systematically discourag­
ing pupils and students from using or pre­
serving the language and cui ture of the 
ethnic group to which they belonged. The 
schools' rejection of the home language, of 
those who spoke languages other than Eng­
lish, subconsciously denigrated their cul­
ture. Our local and state educational policies 
were monolingual and monocultural. We 
were a safe, secure continental island, sep­
arat-ed i'rom the rest of the world by bro,ad 
oceans. In our dealings with those from other 
shores, we used English, and in many cases 
still do. Yet, as Joshua A. Fishman, in his 
study Language Loyalty in the United States, 
points out, at the national level, America. 
has rarely implemented policies to "hasten 
the linguistic and cultural enfeeblement of 
its immigrant groups. . . . Immigrant mi­
norities were never forbidden to organize and 
maintain their own communities, organiza­
tions, schools or publications." 

After the end of World War II, the mo­
ment ary recognition given those who pos­
sessed non-English language resources sub­
sided. Some forward-looking educators and 
linguists, capitalizing on the advances in 
foreign language teaching technology pio­
neered by the Army Language School and 
other such projects, beg.an conducting re­
search in the development of foreign lan­
guage teaching m aterials, the training of for­
eign language teachers, and the updating of 
our school and college curricula. In general, 
foreign langusge teaching returned to the 
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pre-World War II rut from which it had 
given promise to emerge. With the exception 
of a few cosmopolitan urban centers in the 
nation, our value systems still reflected a 
degree of mistrust of those who spoke an­
other language than English. If not quite 
un-American, they certainly were not as 
"fully" Americ,a.n as those of white, Anglo­
Saxon, English-speaking, Protestant, ethnic' 
origin. 

The advent of the first Russian Sputnik 
jarred the nation's leaders from their com­
placency. Since then, this country has made 
significant strides in expanding its reservoir 
of foreign language skills. Under the authori­
zation contained in the National Defense 
Education Aot, ·basic research in the field of 
foreign language teaching was subsidized. 
Thousands of teachers received crash train­
ing in hundreds of NDEA Institutes designed 
to improve their own qualifications in the 
languages they taught, .as well as to receive 
training in the moot up-to-date and scien­
tific methodology of teaching foreign lan­
guages. Thousands of scholars were given 
opportunities to pursue advanced study in 
hundreds of languages classified .as "critical" 
or "exotic" in terms of our national need. 

As a result of the leadership of Congress, 
and the U.S. Office of Education, an aroused 
foreign language teaching profession has 
striven to expand our non-English language 
resources. Millions have been spent support­
ing programs which have been generally 
well-designed and carefully implemented. 
The entire national academic structure re­
flects the new value placed on acquisition of 
foreign language skills. Yet, .at this time we 
have only attempted to do half the job. 

In this nation, there are millions of in­
dividuals who speak other languages. Some 
are completely bi-lingual; others have yet 
to learn English. Each year many migrate 
to our shores and bring with them additional 
non-English language skills, language re­
sources which are desperately needed. The 
nation's attitudes to these resources have 
changed but little since the 19th Century. 
Non-English speaking, non-Anglo-Saxon 
ethnic groups are still pressured to forget 
t he past, to forget their cultural heritage, 
to forget their language. No systematic pro­
gram exists to identify and inventory these 
resources. No agency or branch of govern­
ment is charged with the responsibllity of 
encouraging social, educational and political 
associations, educational institutions and 
educational systems at th'e state and local 
level to develop programs to preserve these 
priceless resources in our natdonal interest. 

In a democratic society such as ours, edu­
cational policy, whether at the national, 
state, or local level, should be based on the 
needs and well-being of the individual as 
well as the needs of the state. The failure 
to dignify the home language and home 
culture of the pupils has damaged the self­
concept of speakers of other languages. 
Eventually, this attitude forced children to 
reject their home language. It has been re­
peatedly demonstrated that those who went 
through such an experience reach adulthood 
without acquiring literacy in their mother 
tongue. In such cases, their home language 
is practically useless for any professional or 
technical utilization where language profi­
ciency is important. A valuable resource is 
thus wasted; but more importantly, an indi­
vidual has been psychologically damaged in 
the process. Instead of bi-cultural, bi-lingual 
children, it has produced generations of citi­
zens who are 1Jlnguistic cripples, who are 
neither functiona;l in their home culture, nor 
the dominant culture of this nation. 

It is my strong conviction that Congress 
should take the initiative and establish a 
Presidential CoUlllllission for the preservation 
of the non-English language resources of this 
nation. This Commission should be a panel 
of leading educators, scholars who have made 
notable contributions in the field of bi-cul-

tural and bi-lingual education. Through the 
Commission's statement, policies, and pro­
grams it can insure not only the preserva­
tion of an important strategic national re­
source, but a valuable counterpart to exist­
ing programs for the development of foreign 
language skills in this country. Truly, it can 
be said-It makes little sense to spend count­
less millions to teach people language skills 
in one segment of the population, while the 
same system unwittingly works systemati­
cally to stamp out these same, as well as 
other non-English language skills, in other 
ethnic groups. I respectfully urge the 90th 
Congress to support this greatly needed and 
long over-due legislation. 

RAn. PASSENGER SERVICE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
woman from Connecticut <Mrs. GRAsso) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Speaker, the Na­
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation­
Amtrak-was created, we are told to up­
grade America's deteriorating rail pas­
senger service. By making the Nation's 
train service more efficient, effective, and 
convenient, Amtrak's goal is to again 
make popular a mode of transportation 
which has been long neglected. 

This program of improving rail pas­
senger service is certainly a sound and 
needed one. To be sure, some train runs 
around the country were superfluous and 
wasteful. Good management--with ana­
tional perspective-is essential in order 
to determine the demand for rail pas­
senger service, to trim waste, and to pro­
vide service dependability. However, 
from its inception Amtrak has employed 
a seeming arbitrary, capricious, and 
piecemeal procedure of reaching deci­
sions on when and where to provide pas­
senger service-most often at the ex­
pense of its customers. 

During July, I called for a full con­
gressional investigation into Amtrak's 
arbitrary manner of adding routes to 
the basic national railroad passenger 
service system. When the Amtrak system 
was created, some States were left totally 
without rail passenger service. However, 
passenger service was reinstated in 
Montana, as well as between Washing­
ton, D.C., and West Virginia. 

Efforts to reinstate other vital pas­
senger service routes proved unsuccess­
ful--such as the discontinued rail pas­
senger service by two pairs of Penn Cen­
tral trains which run through portions 
of my Sixth Congressional District be­
tween Pittsfield, Mass., and New York 
City. Unless Amtrak deals fairly with 
all parts of the Nation in the selection 
of routes, it cannot become a success. 

More recently, I have been appalled 
and distressed by the needless lack of 
consideration shown to many of my con­
stituents-in the towns of Enfield, 
Windsor Locks, and elsewhere--who 
commute to Hartford on Amtrak-oper­
ated Springfield to Hartford passenger 
trains. New train timetables which went 
into effect on November 14 place great 
hardships on these commuters. 

Under previous timetables, residents of 
Enfield and Windsor Locks could take a 
commuter train to Hartford at 7:04 a.m. 
and 7:13 a.m. respectively, arriving in 
Hartford at 7:36a.m. Coming home from 

work, Enfield ·and Windsor Locks com­
muters could leave Hartford at 4:55 
p.m. and arrive in their home towns at 
5:24 p.m. and 5:36 p.m. respectively. 

However, new train schedules penalize 
many commuters in this area by forcing 
them to arrive in Hartford a full hour 
earlier than prevdously, often before 
their offices open. On the return trip, 
many commuters must wait in Hartford 
until 7 p.m.-after most people have 
earoen dinner-before a train is ava4lable 
to take them home. Efforts of the State 
dePa.rtment of transportation have 
helped to restore reasonable commuter 
service to one town, similar to that pro­
vided under the old timetables. But resi­
dents of Windsor Locks and other com­
munities must subject themselves to a 
grueling and idiotic commuter schedule. 
By scheduling its commuter trains earlier 
in the morning and later in the evening, 
and by adding a new train both morning 
and evening which stops at only one 
point, Amtrak has succeeded in making 
its commuter service both inadequate 
and inefficient. 

Distorted and inadequate Amtrak com­
muter service is not restricted to the 
communities of northern Connecticut. 
Many complaints are heard on train runs 
south of Hartford and throughout Con­
necticut, as well as across the country. 
One detailed letter to the editor in Sun­
day's edition of the Washington Post 
complains that schedules for overnight 
runs betwen Chicago and each of the 
following cities-New York, Washington, 
New Orleans, and Denver-are "incon­
venient" to most who utilize the service. 
In addition to formulating attractive 
service schedules to lure the business 
trade, the writer suggests that Amtrak 
institute competitive prices to appeal to 
potential customers. Presently, the one­
way coach fare by rail between Chicago 
and New York is $51, while the air coach 
fare is $59. A one-way roomette costs 
$98, while a first-class air ticket costs $76. 

Amtrak, which is in severe financial 
disarray, is presently seeking $170 million 
from Congress to continue operations. 
Amtrak has already received a $40 mil­
lion Federal grant-and one wonders 
how this money has been used to benefit 
rail passengers. In recent House Trans­
portation Subcommittee hearings, Am­
trak officials were asked for a detailed 
accounting of such items as a $3.8 mil­
lion payment for consultant fees and a 
$500 a month expense for limousine serv­
ice. 

Amtrak's reason for existence is to 
make rail travel "a good thing again," 
as the saying goes. Thus far, Amtrak is 
a long way from fulfilling its purpose­
and in some cases is providing poorer 
service than was the case in the pre-Am­
trak era. I have called on the vice presi­
dent for operations of the National Rail­
road Passenger Corp. to reinstate the 
train service which has proven itself 
to be most satisfactory to Connecticut 
commuters. In addition, it is my hope 
that Amtrak will draw together an en-
lightened management team willing and 
eager to institute innovation ideas to 
attract rail passenger transportation 
business. 

If Amtrak is unwilling or unable to 
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perform this service for the American 
people as we seek to upgrade our Nation's 
transportation systems generally, then 
the future of rail passenger service and 
the future of Amtrak is precarious in­
deed. 

MISS JEAN MANNING OF NASH­
VILLE'S NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH 
CORPS 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­

der of the House, the gentleman from 
Tennessee <Mr. FuLTON) is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

!vir. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Speak­
er, 'Of the many federally supported pro­
grams which operate in my district the 
Neighborhood Youth Corps of Nash­
ville's Metropolitan Action Commission 
is one of the most successful and out­
standing. 

For the current fiscal year the metro­
politan NYC program has 331 in-school 
slots wherein students are assigned to 
work, usually in school libraries and 
cafeterias, while being paid for 9 hours 
work a week at a rate of $1.60 an hour. 

The out-of-school program for 16- and 
17 -year-old dropouts offers a combina­
tion of remedial education, skill train­
ing, and work experience plus a weekly 
stipend while training. In the past 
month five enrollees have completed their 
training and are, today, gainfully em­
ployed. 

The Neighborhood Youth Corps does 
not dwell entirely on the development of 
skills for the training and encourage­
ment of enrollees. Many facets of an 
individual's ability and talents are 
touched and encouraged. 

An outstanding example of this re­
cently was demonstrated by enrollee Miss 
Jean Manning who produced two very 
meaningful pieces of poetry, "I Am 
Black" and "This House" which I ask 
unanimous consent to include in the 
RECORD at this point and commend to 
the attention of my colleagues: 

I AM BLACK 

(By Jean Manning) 
Just because one's hair is straight, and his 

skin a little lighter than others, 
Then we call him white 
Just because one's hair is of a different na­

ture and his skin a little darker than 
others, 

Then we call him black 
No man is actually black or white because 

his skin is dark or light. 
My skin is dark, so I am classified as black, 
But I believe that if every man would come 

together; 
Open their eyes, and take a good look at 

each other, 
They would soon realize we are all sisters 

and brothers. 
No matter the color of our skin or the nature 

of our hair; 
And if every man would join in brotherhood, 

blacks and whites would be sisters and 
brothers--everywhere. 

THIS HousE 
(By Jean Manning) 

They always say there's no place like home; 
No matter how far we travel and roam, 
But the condition It's in is really a. sin; 
When my father comes home, I can't give 

him a hug, 
Because I can' t get through for all of the 

bugs; 

When it rains, through the walls water seeps, 
And the whole darn ceilings, are nothing but 

!leaks. 
When you go to rub your feet on the mat, 

you just can't rub for stepping on rats; 
There are holes ·in the floor and cracks in 

the door, 
The walls need painting where the curtains 

are hanging; 
Still I love this house with the holes in the 

floor, 
But the day it falls down, it won't be a. home 

anymore. 

WORSENING TRADE PICTURE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE) 
is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, this weekend the newspapers 
reported what I feel to be probably the 
most ominous news on the economic 
scene since the 1930's. Figures released 
this weekend indicate that in October 
our Nation's foreign trade deficit reached 
the staggering figure for 1 month of 
$821,400,000. This trading deficit, the 
imbalance between out imports and our 
exports, is the worst without any ques­
tion since the end of World War II and 
probably has not been rivaled since the 
depression of the 1930's. 

When in September the trade surplus 
registered a $265,400,000 surplus, I felt 
that the press and the administration 
were being very hasty in their optimistic 
reactions. I felt at the time that the 
figure was a fluke and probably had 
more to do with the dock strike than the 
administration's wage-price freeze or 
anything else. After all, the annual rate 
of deficit for the first 8 months of the 
year was already considerably in the 
red. 

Imports in 1971 have increased at the 
unbelievable rate of 14 percent, while 
exports have only managed to increase 3 
percent from the 1970 total. This in­
creased reliance on imports has become 
a trend which almost approaches an in­
built import bias in recent months. Many 
of us have been warning on the floor of 
this House that this was the trend for 
years now, but our warnings have gone 
unheard. 

Maybe now that this country has a 10-
month trading deficit of $1,492,100,000 
so far this year, this will do more to jog 
the national consciousness into action 
than any speeches by a Congressman 
could ever do. When compared to the 
trading surplus of $2,553,800,000 that 
was chalked up in 1970 I think the mag­
nitude of this Nation's dismal trade per­
formance is understandable. 

We can no longer afford to stand idly 
by and allow the flooding of our do­
mestic markets with cheap foreign im­
ports month after month. We no longer 
can take comfort in the income earned 
in overseas investments by American 
firms. We must, in fact, substitute order­
ly growth for wholesale flooding of our 
domestic market. The unemployment 
figures require it, the balance-of-trade 
figures require it, and the balance-of­
payment figures for the third quarter re­
quire it. 

Tho: e whD t .:- ke false comfort and pro-

claim that the cause of last month's ex­
ceedingly bad performance is solely the 
dock strike and its effects are grabbing 
at straws and expecting to be redeemed 
in the process. The underlying problems 
of this Naltion's balance-of-trade per­
formance are much more deep rooted 
than a temporary dock strike. 

This deficit is much more than a tem­
porary aberration in the figures. I do 
not know who has searched the ships 
waiting in our harbors filled with for­
eign goods waiting to come into this 
country, and determined that they pos­
sess less dollar value than the goods sit­
ting on our docks waiting to leave the 
country. 

Such figures are not available and any 
estimates are based more on guesswork 
than hard facts. What I am saying, 
though, is based on past experience. I 
am willing to wager that there are many 
more imports waiting to come into this 
country once the striking dockworkers 
go back to work than exports waiting to 
leave. This is clearly the message I see 
in this Nation's trade performance prior 
to the dock strike. 

My feeling is that an anticipation of 
the dock strike shipments were ac­
celerated in September producing the 
first favorable trade balance since March 
and the furthest I will go is to admit 
that this probably explains some of the 
marked decline in exports evidenced in 
October. 

Government spokesmen who were go­
ing so f·ar as to admit the possibility of 
a $1 billion trade deficit a few months 
ago are now admi'tting that it might wen 
end up closer to $2 billion. Information 
on the effect of the imports surcharge in 
all of this is understandably sketchy at 
this p0int, but the fact 'that collections 
under the surcharge seem to be mount­
ing, while imports continue to grow apa-ee 
seems to me to give a preliminary con­
firmation of the opinion expressed by 
many of us that the 10 percent sur­
chaJ:1ge was not going to do the trick. I 
think the time has come for Congress to 
put first things first and get down to a 
complete review of this Nation's foreign 
trade policies before we experience an­
other year like this. 

I think it is time everyone in Congress 
started reading the financial pages very 
carefully because buried here and there 
in the corners of those pages are news 
releases which I feel go a good distance 
to eXpl1aining some of the causes of our 
trading problems. A few days before the 
release of the October trade figures was 
an announcement that Genesco, former­
ly the General Shoe Co., and one of this 
Nation's largest producers of shoes, has 
entered into a joint venture with a Tokyo 
firm to obltain Japanese textiles even 
more inexpensively than at the moment. 
The article I am including in the REcoRD 
makes two interesting points: First, that 
Genesco is a substantial user of Japa­
nese textiles and, second, that Genesco 
owns 2,500 retail stores in the United 
States. 

Let me add tJo this that i.t is clear from 
other ·sources that Genesco is a major 
importer of foreign shoes, with manu­
facturing subsidiaries of its own overseas. 
With lihis kind of increasing dependence 
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upon foreign textiles and shoes, as is 
documented here in the case of but one 
major American company, is it any won­
der that we have rising unemployment 
in America's shoe and textile industry? 
The 10-percent import surcharge is 
clearly not helping either these unem­
ployed workers or preventing increases 
in imports. At the price they a r e import­
ing shoes into this country, a 10-percent 
import surcharge is ndt going to have 
any noticeable effect. 

I feel that to some extent the free 
trade lobby is not going to take my word 
on this about the need for a serious re­
view for foreign trade and something ap­
proaching the Foreign Trade and Invest­
ment Act of 1972 which I introduced a 
few weeks ago and will shortly refile with 
additional cosponsors. Perhaps they will 
pay more attention to a recent speech 
by the chairman of the board of Gen­
eral Electric Co., one of their own multi­
national corporations, a speech which 
was reprinted in Forbes magazine No­
vember 15, 1971. 

While the chairman of the board of 
General Electric doubtless is not in 
agreement with me on my solution to the 
problem, I feel that his analysis of the 
problem of poor export performance and 
the relative ease with which foreign im­
ports find their way into our markets, is 
one of the best I have seen in any pub­
lication. These are not the musings of an 
academic but rather the conclusions of 
an experienced businessman of the world. 
His documentation of the extent to which 
other countries have been very careful to 
protect their domestic industries from 
disruptive imports and the difficulty 
Ame1ican exporters have in bidding and 
quoting competitively in foreign markets 
should be required reading for anyone 
who has doubts about just how much 
of a one way street our present trade poli­
cies are. The referred to articles follow: 

[From Forbes magazine, Nov. 15, 1971] 
GENERAL ELECTRIC CHAmMAN FRED BORCH 

LAYS IT ON THE LINE 

One must approach a subject of such 
seriousness as the United States' foreign 
economic posture with a certain amount of 
disclaimer. I should say at the outset that I 
do not claim expertise on extractive mate­
rials or agriculture; rather, I speak to you 
from the viewpoint Of a manufacturer with 
operations in most of the major countries of 
the world, and with several hundred mil­
lions of exports to those countries. Events in 
international trade have been particularly 
disappointing to one who represents a com­
pany that has consistently favored commerce 
between countries with a minimum of re­
strictive barriers and protectionist measures. 
We probably coined the expression, "free, 
fa.ir trade," many years ago, though I am not 
sure of that. But we still believe in that ob­
jective for the U.S. and its trading partners, 
and are disturbed to note how far the trad­
ing nations of the world have drifted from 
trade tha.t is both free and fair. 

I must apologize for the fact that I am 
going to use a lot of numbers in this talk, 
but I see no alternative when I find that 
intelligent men on both sides of both oceans 
have been discussing the United States' trade 
situation with more emotion than facts. 

One of the numbers that has been :flashing 
a red alert for some time now is the U.S. 
trade balance with other countries. Obvious­
ly, if the United States is going to have any 
kind! of equilibrium in our balance of pay­
ments we've got to have a trade and inveat-

ment balance sufficient to cover all the other 
imbalances that spring from military expen­
ditures abroad, U.S. tourists abroad, foreign 
economic aid, and so on. An obviously unac­
ceptable alternative would be to resign our­
selves to the fact that our favorable trade 
balance can never be restored, and then re­
strict foreign travel, foreign investment, im­
ports and foreign aid accordingly. 

So, let us look at our trade balance. As you 
know, the U.S. trade surplus declined from 
some $7 billion in 1964 to approximately $2 
billion last year. As of August 1971 our cu­
mulative current tr.ade balance was in deficit 
for the fifth consecut ive month, and total­
led almost $1 billion in the red. If we wind 
up with a negative balance for the year, it 
will be the first time since 1893. 

Now, let's cover the subject of our private 
investments balance offshore. We have all 
heard that American investments offshore are 
having a dire effect on the U.S. balance of 
payments-let's take a look. In 1964 the 
direct private investment by U.S. companies 
offshore reached a cumulative total of $47 
billion; investment during the year was $2.3 
billion, while income returned from this in­
vestment was $4.7 blllion-or about twice 
the annual capital outflow. In 1970 the cu­
mulative total reached $69 billion; the out­
fiow for the year of our direct investments 
abroad was $4.4 billion while the return on 
this investment to the U.S. was $7.9 billion! 

Now, if we take the overall commercial pic­
ture-the combination of trade and return 
on investment--we find that, in 1964, the re­
turn on investment comfortably supple­
mented a substantial trade balance in hold­
ing down claims against the dollar; today re­
turn from investments is our last remaining 
positive item of significance. 

Labor officials, and others, who wax rhe­
torical about the dire effects of U.S. foreign 
investments on the U.S. balance of payments 
and U.S. job's should look at these figures, 
which show that as our trade balance deter­
iorated rapi<lly, the return from our foreign 
investments accelerated-and a good thing 
it did, otherwise the dollar would be in a lot 
worse shape than it is today. And then they 
should go behind the numbers to find out 
why it was necessary to make these invest­
ments in the first place. 

So in spite of the rhetoric on both sides 
of both oceans having to do with the dire 
effects of U.S. private investments offshore 
on our balance of payments, the figures 
show that much of this is "hogwash"--or 
in more polite terms, let us tag it as "False 
Rhetoric No. 1." We are thus drawn to the 
conclusion that the real problem with the 
dollar and the U.S. balance of payments is 
the drastic slippage in our trade, and that's 
what we should be discussing. 

Which brings us to our second point: Why 
the drastic change in our trade balance? 
Again, we are told on both sides of both 
oceans that it's because of U.S. infiation, 
that we should get our own house in order. 
Let's take a look. 

This is what happened to domestic con­
sumer price levels in major industrial coun­
tries between 1964 and 1970. [n the U.S. the 
domestic consumer price index rose 25% 
from 1964 to 1970. Let's admit that's bad. 
But let's take a look at what happened to 
each of our major trading partners: Japan, 
40%; France, 27 %; Germany, 17 %; Italy, 
21%; U.K., 31%-a range of from 17% to 
40 %, with only Germany appreciably below 
our 25 % . And none of these countries had 
their Vietnams, and its infiationary impact. 

From which the conclusion can reasonably 
be drawn that in:flation is not the main cause 
in the reversal of the U.S. trade balance. 
Everyone had infiation, but not everyone had 
trade balance problems to the same degree. 
Let's tag this one as "False Rhetoric No. 2." 

So then what is the cause of the massive 
change in our trade balance? Well, of course, 
then it must be, according to our concerned 

friends on both sides of the oceans, U.S. 
productivity, or the lack thereof, that is 
the culprit. And, we must admit, at first 
glance they could be right. In the U.S., pro-
9-uctivity-in terms of output per man­
hour-increased 14% between 1964 and 1970. 
Among our major trading countries the in­
crease ranged from 22 % in the U.K. to 99% 
in Japan. 

So, it is certainly true that output per 
man-hour in other countries has grown much 
more rapidly than in the U.S. in recent years. 
It should! All other industrial countries have 
much greater incentives to modernize their 
manufacturing facilities to increase produc­
tivity-via their tax structures, such as our 
pre-1969 investment tax credit of 7 %, much 
more rapid depreciation for tax purposes, 
and so forth. The disadvantage under which 
our man ufacturing industries have operated 
since 1968 in this respect is clearly illustrated 
by the fact that the U.S. rules, until very 
recently, allowed an average tax cost recov­
ery of under 8 % in the first year, as com­
pared with an average of 32 % for the five 
countries mentioned; 34 % for us vs. 63% 
for them at the end of three years; and 66% 
for us compared to 93% for them at the 
end of seven years. 

These tax cost recovery allowances are 
typical of the incentives offered in other 
countries for the purpose of increasing pro­
duotive investment. So, in view of our na­
tional interest, it is pertinent to ask why 
other industrial countries have done these 
things: Certainly not to give a "bonanza to 
business," a.s critics of President Nixon's 
proposals have contended, but to improve 
productivity, strengthen and grow their eco­
nomies, and thereby maintain a fuller level 
of employment. 

And it is appropriate to note that the 
pending investment tax credit of 7%, if 
passed by Congress together with a cutback 
in ADR, as seems moot likely at the moment, 
will still leave us well short of equality with 
other countries in this regard. 

So on this subject, we can now say, well 
we probably have the answer then; produc­
tivity has gone much faster for them than 
it has for us. But before we accept that, let's 
take a further look at what really counts, 
namely, unit labor costs in manufacturing, 
which are a combined measure of output and 
totaJ employment costs. 

It will come as no surprise that our wage 
and salary costs have been going up at a rate 
that exceeds productivity-between 1964 and 
1970 unit labor coots in the U.S. rose by 
nearly 20 %, much of the rise occurring dur­
ing 1969-70. 

Surely the other industrialized countries 
haven't experienced this sort of situation­
or have they? Well, it comes down to this: 
Italy is very close to our 20% increase in 
these costs; France 1s marginally !ower at 
about 16% and Japan-a circumstance I'll 
get to in a moment--is recognizably lower 
at a 12% unit labor cost increase. But [look 
at) two of our biggest trading partners: Ger­
many, 26 %; and Britain, almost 33%-all 
markedly higher than the U.S. 

I should emphasize that these costs are 
stated in terms of national currencies rather 
than U.S. dollars, thus eliminating the dis­
tortions of revaluations both up and down 
that have occurred in these countries. 

Now, a word on Japan. The big divergence 
really occurs in 1969 and 1970, when our own 
unit labor costs shot up. Before tha;t, Japa­
nese unit labor cost rises paralleled ours. De­
spite this generally comparable unit labor 
cost picture for the Japanese, they neverthe­
less turned around 0ur two-way trade to 
their advantage by 1965. 

Thus, the differences in unit labor cost 
trends do not seem to account for the mas­
sive change in our U.S. trade balance, and 
to tag U.S. productivity, or the lack thereof, 
as the chief culprit would seem to qualify as 
"False Rhetoric No.3." At this point, we can 
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then suggest that as bad as infi.ation is, 815 
bad as our productivity fall-off is--both for 
our domestic economy and for all of our citi­
zens--neither is the ms.in cause for our trade 
imbalance. 

So then we come down to the core of the 
problem: What is the real reason for the seri­
ous U.S. trade situation? It is my thesis, as 
a manufacturer, that it boils down to the 
fact that other countries have placed in­
ternational trade as a top national priority 
and have adopted structural policies to pro­
mote their trade balances and their balance 
of payments. 'I1he success of these policies is 
reflected in the degree to which they have 
been able to shield their export prices from 
the inflation in their domestic e<:onomies. 

Thus, in the U.S., the export price index has 
almost kept pace with the domestic price in­
dex from 1964 to 197o-namely a 25% rise 
domestic and 20 % rise export--for a spread 
of 5 points. But the rise in export indices of 
all but one of the other countries doesn't 
begin to approach the rise in their domestic 
indices during this period. In Italy, for ex­
ample, the domestic price index rose 21% 
while the export price index rose only 9 %--a 
spread of 12 points. In Japan the spread is 
32 points. In France and England (both de­
valued their currencies-thus lowering the 
price of their exports) we see spreads of 19 
and 21. And only Germany (as a result of 
upvaluation) kept her spread to 3 points. So, 
we have the U.S. at 5 points, and the five 
others ranging from 3 to 32. 

How could they thus insulate their export 
pricing from their domestic economies? Let 
me suggest at least three reasons. 

First, they had the freedom to devalue 
their currencies when their trade and their 
balance of payments got in trouble. Both 
England and France took advantage of this 
ability to devalue over the last several years 
With the result that their export prices were 
reduced and their import prices increased. 
Meanwhile, for good technical reasons under 
the International Monetary Fund, the U.S. 
was unable to institute similar compensatory 
competitive steps. So here we have one major 
reason some of the other countries have 
been able to offset their inflation and in­
creased unit labor costs whereas we have 
not been able to. 

By the same token, a number of other 
countries with consistently favorable bal­
ances have not done the reverse to the degree 
they should have; namely, reval.ued upwards, 
notably Japan. With this picture, I would 
give high marks to the Administration for its 
current emphasis on upvaluing other cur­
rencies and cutting loose from gold. 

The second structural reason they could 
maintain the differential between their ex­
port pri.ces and their domestic prices--in 
favor of their experts-is that they have 
been very oareful to prote<:t those domestic 
industries that they consider important to 
their economy, or to their employment, from 
what they consider might be disruptive 1m~ 
ports. Let me give two examples, among 
mi3.Ily, of how this is done. 

The first example is the allocation of the 
available business by their government pro­
curing agencies to their domestic manu­
facturers at prices that guarantee an accept­
able return on investment. The result is high 
prices :t1or such equipment in the home coun­
try. This en.ables the manufa.cturer to adopt 
pricing practices which result in quotes in 
third markets and the U.S. significantly lower 
(10% to 50%) than the prices paid by their 
own government customers. 

In my opinion, the attempt to keep other 
countries' government procurement practices 
more in line With those of the United States, 
1! the U.S. market Is to remaln open to t:hem, 
is long overdue, since the modest 6 % Buy 
American penalty is an inadequate remedy. 
If, for example, we were free to bid, to go in 
there and seriously quote our own domestic 
prices, which we are not, we would be very 

competitive. And, at the least, it would bring 
out into the open, for the attention of their 
own taxpayer-consumers, the differentials 
they pay for this two-price system. 

If our trading partners would follow the 
same kind of open bidding that our TV A 
[Tennessee Valley Authority] does, as re­
quired by law, resulting in purchasing tens 
of millions of dollars worth of electrical 
equipment offshore each year. I, for one, 
would gladly give up the Buy American 6% 
for the open bidding and the salutary effect 
it would have on this form of dual pricing. 
Until agreement is reached on open procure­
ment, country by country, our government 
should no longer entertain bids from those 
who insist on closed procurement in their 
own country. 

The second example of how foreign govern­
ments prote<:t their own domestic industries 
is by moving in, in one form or another, when 
their own private enterprises can't cut it. 
We have seen this happen in steel, airlines, 
nuclear reactors, computers, commercial air­
craft, jet engines. When the government 
steps in, the competitive rules change. 

Of course, under this g10Vernment umbrella, 
there is little need to be responsible for 
earnings, and there is no requirement that 
dividends be paid to nonexistent stock­
holders. Financing can be obtained from the 
country's treasury or nationalized financial 
institutions at concessionary rates or even 
Without costs. Pricing, espe<:ially for export, 
can be jiggered for political purposes rather 
than economic realities, but such manage­
ment nevertheless escapes the shadow of 
bankruptcy. 

Privately owned companies find it ex­
tremely hard-not to say impossible-to 
stand up against such competition. It is 
sobering to note that some of those state­
owned industries are now selling half of 
their production into export. And in the 
years immediately ahead, such competition 
is going to grow, and with it so Will the size 
of the problem. These state-owned industries 
don't meet the economic criteria as we 
understand them, can insulate themselves 
from the disciplines of the marketplace, and 
by virtue of their semi-sovereign nature 
possess advantages not enjoyed by private 
concerns. 

How we, in this country, are going to be 
able to handle such competition-domestic­
ally and internationally-poses some difficult 
and sticky choices for ourselves and our own 
government. Probably we shall have to de­
pend on the almost continuous efforts of our 
commercial diplomats to persuade the gov­
ernments behind such state-owned busi­
nesses that their industries must behave ac­
cording to the usual rules of economics. But, 
as we know, the art of diplomacy doesn't 
always work. So I suspect we will have to 
revitalize the use of our countervailing duty 
laws and, perhaps through new legislation, 
see to it that the President possesses fast­
acting retaliatory powers. 

So much for some of the ways that coun­
tries protect those domestic industries that 
they consider important to their economies. 
Let us turn now to the third, and to me the 
most significant of all the reasons why the 
U.S. will remain at a groWing and perma­
nent disadvantage as these structural dif­
ferences exist and proliferate-the different 
tax: policies of our major trading partners. 

If we look at the tax structures of many 
of these countries, we find a wide variety of 
incentives designed to promote exports. The 
extent to which such foreign countries have 
lowered their net income taxes on export 
income has recently been documented in 
hearings before the Congress. American 
businessmen should read these documents 
to get some idea of how serious this matter 
has become. While our tax officials undertook 
a massive effort beginning in 1962 to make 
sure that export income of U.S. corporations 
was taxed here in full, foreign countries 

have continued to permit the shifting of 
export income to a tax haven subsidiary, for 
example, or given extra deductions for costs 
tied to exports, such as extraordinary de­
preciation deductions for export related as­
sets. In our country, the Administration has 
proposed to counter this practice by favoring 
export income on a tightly controlled basi& 
under the DISC [Domestic International 
Sales Corps] proposal, but the proposal is 
not well understood in Congress and the di­
rection has been to try to water it down, far 
below the effective level of an export incen­
tive, and then to kill it. 

Now let's turn to border taxes and export 
rebates. 

Let me say that I smile ruefully at much 
of the hue and cry on both sides of both 
oceans at rthe imposition of what some call 
the "trade wall" of the 10% surcharge. To­
day's sound and fury absolutely fascinates 
me as a manufacturer who has spent many 
years trying to scale the import tax walls of 
other countries, where the rates of their bor­
der taxes range from 11% in Germany to 
23% in France, and where the peaks for elec­
trical appliance and TV imports reach 20% 
in Japan clear up to 36%% in England. You, 
here in Detroit, have the same problem With 
automobiles where the border tax rate rises 
to 33% % in France, 36%% in the U.K., 
40% in Japan. And now we are in the process 
of repealing our relatively modest 7 % au"to­
motive excise tax:. 

If I seem to have strong opin.ions on the 
equity of these situations, it is because I 
believe that the most important of the trade­
affecting measures built into the structure by 
our trading partners is the heavy reliance on 
indirect taxes that are not reflooted in the 
price of their exports and are imposed at the 
border on imports. 

When the GATT [General Agreement on 
Tariffs & Trade] rules were written some 25 
years ago, they provided that the member 
countries could exempt their exports from 
indirect taxes--which, then, were understood 
to be mainly sales and excise taxes~and 
charge an appropriate compensruting border 
tax on imports. SimuLtaneously, the GATT 
rules forbade both export rebates and border 
levies for direct taxes-that is, those imposed 
on personal and corporate income, and for 
social security contributions. 

What we did not foresee was rthe full im­
pact of the difference in tax structures in 
Europe and Japan relying heavily on high 
rate indirect taxes, With a simultaneous shift 
in thi-s country away from indirect taxes to­
ward almost total reliance on the income tax 
as a source of national revenue. Excluding 
social security contributions, some 85 % of 
Federal revenues come from the income tax, 
which cannot be rebated at the border under 
the GATT rules. 

As a result of these opposing tax structures, 
we face the following situation. On products 
sold in his own country, the European manu­
facturer charges his domestic customer on a 
basis which reflects his tax burden, whether 
this burden is made up of income taxes, so­
cial security taxes, value added taxes, and 
whatever else. The mix, as these taxes are 
paid and colle<:~d. happens to be what each 
country determines for itself. In the U.S., the 
manufacturer's domestic price also reflects 
the mix of all taxes imposed by all our levels 
of government. 

But there the similarity ends. For when the 
European manufacturer exports to the U.S. or 
elsewhere, his government rebates or waives 
the actual total amount of his Indirect taxes 
that are included in his domestic price. His 
product then reaches the United States where 
it crosses the border free of U.S. taxes--or 
did, before Aug. 15. Thus, his exportt product 
price reflects domestic price, less the big 
domestic rebate, and no U.S. tax. 

Now, let's turn the coin over. When the 
United States manufacturer exports to Eu­
rope, his price reflects the burden of all U.S. 
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taxes that can be ascribed to production and 
sale and there is no rebate from the U.S. 
Treasury for any of these. But at the Euro­
pean border the goods become subject to a 
tax equal to the local indireqt tax rates­
which I just mentioned as ranging from 11 % 
to 36% %. And, as if that were not enough, 
the border tax is usually imposed on the 
landed cost, including the European customs 
duty. There is no corresponding burden on 
domesrt;ic sales. This is just a bit of addi­
tional salt rubbed into the wound. 

This combination of the U.S. and foreign 
tax burdens clearly imposes a trade disad­
vantage on our exports. I am fully aware from 
the testimony before the Williams Commis­
sion and studies made elsewhere that econo­
mists are not agreed on .the measure of thds 
disadvantage; nor can they agree on just how 
to measure the extent to which European ex­
port tax rebates inflate imports to this coun­
try. But they do agree that the system has 
this table-tilting effect, and the higher the 
rat e of the foreign TVA [added value tax], 
the more decisive the effect will be. I a.m. con­
vinced that it is high time to recognize this 
tax structure tilting as a major cause of our 
trade balance troubles. 

Let us then go forward in time to 1972-73, 
and let us assume the major European indus­
trial countries will all have harmonized their 
value-added tax at a rate of 15% or more. A 
European manufacturer exporting to the U.S. 
will therefore reflect in his export pr.ice only 
a small portion of .his national tax burden 
and social costs--and none of the U.S. fed­
eral tax burden. The American exporter to 
Europe, however, will-just as before--find 
that his landed price covers his full share of 
U.S. taxes and, at the border, a contribution 
t o Europe's tax take of something around 
15 % . 

For these reasons-an d in spite of the hue 
and cry on both sides of the waters about 
"economic overkill"-! believe that all three 
m easures as proposed by the President were 
necessary. Revaluation without the invesrt;­
ment tax credit; the investment tax credit 
without the 10 % surcharge; the surcharge 
wLt hout the tax investment credit or revalu­
ation-would have failed to face up to at 
least one or the other of the structural dif­
ferences that currently disadvantage us. 

Much of the controversy aboUjt "economic 
overkill" is centered on the 10% surcharge. 
How long should it remain? I propose that 
major industrial nations of the world should 
agree on a basic pril'lciple of overriding im­
portance; namely, that there will no longer 
be any import surtaxes or expor.t subsidies 
on goods crossing their borders. If a coun­
try feels the need for protection, let's call 
it protection and approach it by the tariff 
route which is open for all to see and where 
t he legitimate threat of retaliation is enough 
to cause any country to pause. Until this 
principle is agreed upon, I would not want 
to see us as completely disadvantaged as we 
h ave been in the past, by having the 10 % 
surch.a.rge removed. 

It is particularly unfortunate that Canada, 
which has a tax structure similar to ours, 
was caught in a line of fire that was essen­
tially aimed at the trade-distorting practices 
of others. They, our Latin American neigh­
bors and perhaps other developing countries 
should be exempt. 

But without an agreement from our major 
tmding partners to work toward the equi­
table removal of structural disadvantages of 
whatever name, I regretfully come to the 
conclusion that even with the currency 
revaluations now being discussed, the United 
States may still find itself in a position 
where its trade balance w111 be inadequate 
to cope with the overall balance-of-pay­
ments problems. 

I have come to this conclusion with great 
co:r; cern. as one who has long maintained 
that international trade, on the broadest 
possible basis, and with the fewest possible 

restrictions, was the real economic hope for 
the world. I still believe this with a deep 
personal conviction and I will continue to 
fight for the removal of trade distorting and 
restricting practices wherever we find them, 
including right here at home. 

But, as we have seen, the old economic 
rules of the game no longer seem to apply. It 
was never envisioned that "the invisible 
hand" of classic economic theory would con­
tain a wide variety of table-tilting practices. 
Until relative equ111brium and stability can 
be restored, until the unhappy results of 
border tax walls are swept away by the two­
way flow of goods over as small and low an 
obstacle course as nations can agree on, it 
may be necessary to adopt a whole new ap­
proach to negotiating-substituting "deeds" 
for "theories and words." 

Thank you for hearing me out. I have 
spoken today as one who has his own serious 
responsib111ties to General Electric employ­
ees and shareowners, and who feels very 
strongly about the very formidable barriers 
to free, fair trade being raised in the world 
today, and who believes that trade cannot 
long remain "free" unless it is also fair. 

[From ·the Washington Star, Nov. 23, 1971] 
GENESCO, TOKYO FIRM STUDY JOINT VENTURE 

NEW YoRK.-Genesco, Inc., one of the 
biggest apparel producers and retailers, and 
c. Itoh & Co., a Japanese trading firm which 
is also among the world's biggest textile 
companies, are considering joint business 
activities. 

The project, which could lead to creation 
of a jointly owned textile company in the 
United States, was disclosed in a New York 
Times interview with Franklin M. Jarman, 
chairman and chief executive officer of 
Genesco. 

The project would enable Genesco, 
formerly the General Shoe Co., to obtain 
Itoh fabrics without higher costs already 
brought about by the floating of the Japa­
nese yen. The project is subject to a defini­
tive plan to be worked out by next July. 

Genesco owns 2 ,500 retail stores in the 
United States, including Bonwit Teller, Henri 
Bendel, S. H. Kress, I. Miller and the Hardy, 
Flagg and Jarman shoe stores. 

Itoh produces and markets a variety of 
consumer goods with curernt annual sales 
of about $8 billion, including about $4 bil­
lion in textiles. 

"We've established joint task forces to 
study our planned arrangement to work on 
a project in the United States market," Jar­
man said. He said Genesco and Itoh had 
started talks on mutual projects last March. 

Genesco is a substantial user of Itoh's tex­
tiles and is now paying 9 percent more in 
costs for such goods because of the floating 
yen. It expects another proposed revaluation 
could add as much as 20 percent more to 
such expenses, Jarman said. 

Jarman said the two task forces are study­
ing the feasib111ty of Genesco's entry, with 
Itoh, into the Asian and European markets, 
the latter venture aimed at selling textiles 
and apparel to East European countries. 

APPROPRIATIONS DENIAL, ONLY 
ROUTE TO END WAR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Wisconsin <Mr. AsPIN) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to explain my vote against the 1971 mili­
tary appropriations bill. 

While I have at times voted for 
amendments to defense spending, I have 
not voted against the whole defense 
budget. But the courts have declared the 
war in Vietnam as constitutional be-

cause the Congress has appropriated the 
necessary funds. The Court has shifted 
full responsibility for the war upon the 
Congress and the Executive. 

If it takes the defeat of '8iil entire mili­
tary appropriation bill to end the war, 
then I vote "no." I cannot in good con­
science vote for legislation that con­
tinues this immoral and nnnecessary 
conflict in Vietnam. 

In Orlando 'against Laird, the U.S. 
court of ·appeals declared on April 20, 
1971, that: 

Congress has ratified the executive's :Lni­
Uatives by appropri8/tllng billions of dollars 
to cwrry out military operations in South­
east Asia.-Both branches colmboraroed in 
the endeavor and neither could long main­
tain such a war without .the concurrence and 
cooperation of the other. 

I, for one, will no longer ratify or col­
laborate in what I believe is a senseless 
war that Should never have started. I 
refuse to concur or to cooperate in our 
continued interference in Southeast 
Asia. 

In Orlando against Laird, which was 
denied a writ of certiorari by the Su­
preme Court on October 12, 1971, the 
mandate of the Court is clear. It is only 
by cutting off the funds that we can have 
this war declared illegal and ended. 

This House had an opportunity while 
considering this defense budget to cut 
off funds for the war in Southeast Asia. 
The Boland amendment, which I sup­
ported, would have cut off funds for 
"military combat or military support op­
erations in or over South Vietnam, North 
Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia after June 1, 
1972" provided that prisoners of war 
were returned and an accounting made 
of all Americans missing in action. Un­
fortunately, that amendment was de­
feated by a vote of 238 to 163. The de­
feat of the Boland amendment and the 
court's decision in Orlando against 
Laird, leave me no other choice as are­
sponsible public official but to vote 
against this military appropriations bill. 

The American people have spoken out 
against the war in Southeast Asia. The 
Harris survey that was published in the 
Washington Post on November 8, re­
vealed that "by nearly 3 to 1 the Ameri­
can people favor 'getting completely out' 
of Vietnam by next May." Of those sur­
veyed, 62 percent supported complete 
withdrawal of all American forces-­
combat and support troops---!by next 
May. Only 21 percent of those ques­
tioned were opposed to total withdrawal. 
Even if a Communist takeover would 
result from our withdrawal, 55 percent 
of the American people were opposed to 
leaving a residual force of 50,000 non­
combat troops. Continued use of U.S. 
bombers and helicopters to support the 
South Vietnamese army was opposed by 
57 percent. The giving of $1 billion mili­
tary assistance to South Vietnam ·an­
nually was opposed by 70 percent of the 
respondents. 

It is a sad day when the Members of 
this House are so obviously out of step 
with the sentiments of the overwhelming 
majority of the American people who 
oppose the war. 

The courts a nd the Americ;m p eople 
have spoken. If the only way to end the 
war is to cut off the appro~Jriation for 
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the entire defense budge.t, then I join 
with the majority of the American peo­
ple who oppose this war and vote "no" 
on the 1971 military appropriations. 

EULOGIES TO THE LATE J. HOW­
ARD EDMONDSON, FORMER GOV­
ERNOR OF OKLAHOMA 
(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, as I am 
sure all the Members know, the young­
est man ever to be elected Governor of 
Oklahoma at the age of 33, J. Howard 
Edmondson, the brother of our colleague 
En EDMONDSON, died recently of a heart 
attack at the age of 46. His funeral eulo­
gies were delivered by his son, James 
Howard Edmondson, Jr., and his broth­
er En. They have described their father 
and brother more accurately than any 
of the many great men and women who 
praised him or journalists who wrote 
of his brilliant, sometimes stormy, ca­
reer. I have no power to add to the 
portrait they have drawn; I include their 
remarks for the information of those 
who did not know the late Governor 
and Senator, and the concurrence, I am 
sure, of those who did. 

The eulogies follow: 
EULOGY 

(By Ed Edmondson) 
My brother and I, and many others in 

this house of God today, have been inspired 
by the moving words of Theodore Roosevelt 
who said many years ago, "It is not the 
critic who counts, not the man who points 
out how the strong man stumbled, or where 
the doer of deeds could have done them bet­
ter. The credit belongs to the man who is 
actively in the arena, whose face ts marred 
by dust and sweat and blood, w'ho strives 
valiantly, who errs and comes short aga.ln 
and again, who knows the great enthusiasm, 
the great devotions, and spends himself 1n 
a wol'thy cause-who, at the best, knows 1n 
the end the triumph of high achievement, 
and who, at the worst, if he falls, at least 
falls while daring greatly, so that his place 
shall never be with those cold and tlmld 
souls who know neither defeat nor victory." 

I believe my brother and Teddy Roose­
velt, had they lived at the same time and 
place, would have been great friends. There 
was nothing cold nor timid about James 
Howard Edmondson. He was a man who 
knew the joy of daring greatly, and who 
-spent himself in more than one worthy 
-cause. He was a man who knew both defeat 
and victory, and in my belief, stood even 
taller in defeat than he did in victory. 

Someone has said that a man who is loved 
is usually a man with a nickname. Our dad 
bad a nickname for my brother when he 
was only a toddler. He called him "Man," 
and I believe he was a man in the best 
sense of the word, throughout his life. Oth­
ers called him "Nugget," not only because 
be was known to be hardheaded on occa­
sion, but more because he was pure gold 
as a human being who cared for other hu­
man beings and did what he could as a 
man and as a public servant to make this 
world of ours a better place for man. To 
some, who worked .closely with him, of 
course, Howard was always known as "Gov." 

Howard Edmondson loved his home, his 
family, his friends, his state and his country. 
He gave generously of himself to all of these 
loves. He loved the political arena, and all 
-the storm and strife and struggle of that 
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arena, and he stood tall and spoke his mind 
and defended his loyalties in the strongest 
winds of that arena. 

But he did not see politics as a game or a 
hobby. For him it was the place where the 
action is, in the center of the struggle where 
the destinies of men and of nations are de­
cided, and he cheerfully and tirelessly and 
inspiringly met the responsibilities of leader­
ship and of citizenship in that struggle. 

He loved young people, and he loved to 
join them and be with them, to encourage 
them to enter the political arena.. One elec­
tion which he relished above many was the 
one in which his own young daughter was 
elected precinct chairman in an affectionate 
family contest with her daddy. 

The example which he set as our Governor 
in fighting hard and well to carry out his 
public campaign commitments in their en­
tirety was, and is, an inspiration to all in 
public service. 

The monuments to his public service are 
many-as County Attorney, Governor and 
Senator, but I wllllea.ve their enumeration to 
others. 

As his brother, I am convinced he was the 
finest brother a man ever had. I know that 
his loving wife, and children, mother, sisters, 
and all members of our entire family share 
the sense of irreparable loss that is in my 
heart today. H1s two-year-old grandson is 
just as lost and just as sad at heart as we. 

As for his friends, I can only say this-! 
have never seen more friends grieve, and 
share with the family their sorrow and their 
love than I have seen the last three days in 
November. In love of friends our cup runneth 
over. 

The Father of us all who often moves in 
mysterious and awesome ways has taken 
from us at 46 one of the finest and most 
loved of men. The memory and the joy of his 
brave splrlt and his love for family and his 
fellow man remain to warm and Inspire all of 
us for all time to come. 

EuLOGY 
(By James Howard Edmondson, Jr., Nov. 19, 

1971) 
In behalf of my mother, my wife, my sis­

ters, my father's mother, his brother and 
sisters, and family, I want to express what we 
feel as we honor my dad today. 

We loved him as a husband, father, son, 
and a brother. He was my closest friend. we 
have been deeply shocked, and it seems un­
bearably saddened, yet we are privileged to 
have been a. great part of his life, to have 
touched him, and to have been touched by 
him. 

His capacity to love and to give was with­
out equal. Dad and I had the same birthdate. 
On our last birthday, we shared this 
thought--that to enlarge or illustrate this 
power and effect of love is to set a candle 
in the sun. 

Not so long ago, in the Congress of the 
United States, my father said these words 
about his President and his friend, and they 
express our feelings about Da.d: 

"I marveled at his grace his dignity his 
wit. • ' 

"I trusted his words. 
"His deeds projected the devotion of a 

man endowed with rare understanding--of 
himself, of his family, of his nation, of his 
world, which ts a better place because of him. 

"The silence his passing leaves 1s more 
deafening than all the applause his presence 
brought." 

As he lived, we adored him. He will always 
be with us. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S THREAT TO 
VETO TAX BILL 

(Mr. ALBERT, at the request of Mr. 
McFALL, was granted permission to ex-

tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD.) 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the Presi­
dent's veto threat of the tax bill comes 
with ~ll grace. When measured against 
the dismal record of economic perform­
ance which has been infiicted upon this 
Nation since January 1969 the Presi­
dent's pronouncement bord~rs on intel­
lectual arrogance. That the President 
and his economic advisers would still at 
this late hour endeavor to place upon 
this administration the mantle of eco­
nomic infallibility is incredible. 

President Nixon's administrwtion for 
2% !ears in ~he face of a deepening re­
ces~10n! gro~mg unemployment, and gal­
lopmg inflation, did little other than is­
sue Madison A venue versions of Mr 
Hoover's "Prosperity is just around th~ 
comer." Only on August 15 did a com­
bination of ghastly economic news and 
political reality force the President to 
move. He has submitted legislative rec­
ommendations to the Congress aimed at 
reviving the economy. Congress has 
moved with dispatch and cooperation on 
those recommendations. Yet we have 
been. subject to a continuous barrage of 
carpmg and nagging criticism by admin­
istration spokesmen because of our re­
fusal in the case of either the tax bill 
or phase II to accept administration­
drafted legislation without so much as 
dott~ng an "I" or crossing a "T." The 
President's veto threat of yesterday was 
but the culmination of these "the Presi­
dent knows best" pronouncements. I 
would respectfully remind the Chief Ex­
ecutive that the Congress is a coequal 
branch of government. And it certainly 
does not need any more lectures from the 
executive branch as to whwt this Nation 
needs in the way of economic stimulation 
legislation. The record of the Democratic 
92d Congress in the economic field 11.s 
against that of this administration stands 
as Gulliver to the Lilliputians. 

GUN CONTROL-REVERSED 
PRIORITIES 

<M:· <?LEVELAND asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, despite 
the wave of violent crime that is now 
sweeping America's cities, proponents of 
strict gun control-or gun confiscation­
continue to ignore the fact that what is 
really needed is tough !treatment of crim­
inals who use guns in crime. 

I have long supported strict manda­
tory prison sentences for all' who use 
guns in committing crimes. An essential 
part of this policy is the need for judges 
who are willing to strictly enforce these 
strict laws. Law-abiding Americans are 
simply fed up with judges who are len­
ient to the point that ~they are under­
mining respect for our laws. 

In fact, as we recently pointed out in 
excellent editorials in two newspapers in 
my district, the Nashua Telegraph and 
the Claremont Daily Eagle, law-abiding 
American sportsmen deeply resent efforts 
to place controls on the ownership and 
use of guns rut the same time that they 
see criminals being treated with velvet 
gloves and excessive leniency. 
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These two editorials make the very 

valid point that the priorities of gun con­
trol advocates are backward. The first 
thing that should be done is to crack 
down hard on abusers of guns. Unless 
and until that is done, gun owners feel 
it is ridiculous to pass laws and regula­
tions which serve only to hamper the 
activities of respectable citizens who own 
and use guns with responsibility. 

It is because I believe so strongly in 
mandatory, nonsuspendable sentences 
for persons committing crimes involving 
the use of a gun that I voted for the Gun 
Control Act of 1968 when it first passed 
the House. It came to the House floor 
containing these mandatory, nonsus­
pendable sentences, so I voted for the 
Gun Control Act in order to get the 
stricter trea;tment of abusers of guns. 
However, the Senate deleted the non­
suspendable, mandatory sentence provi­
sions. So, when the Gun Control Act of 
1968 returned to the House I voted 
against it. 

The two fine editorials, from the 
Nashua Telegraph and the Claremont 
Daily Eagle follow: 
[Fr.om the Nashua. (N.H.) Telegraph, Oct. 19, 

1971] 
FUTILE GUN !CONTROL LAws 

Judging by recent figures concerttld.ng the 
killing of policemen, sweeping gun control 
laws, aimed at depriV'ing the 18/W 'aib1ding of 
the right of gun ownership, would lbe a.'bout 
as effective as outla'Wling the rising of the sun. 
These figures show that of the arrested killers 
of policemen, '2'1 per cent had been arrested 
previously 'am.d 57 per cent had been con­
victed, mostly of crimes of violent:e. This 
means that it ·was a.'lrea.dy illegal! tfor most of 
them to have guns under federa.l lMV and 
many sta.te or local leJws. 

Between 15 and 20 per cent of the police­
men muxdered with handguns were killed 
with their own !han~uns. which their assa.U­
a.n'ts Simltohed B~Way from them. This could be 
the consequence of "Don'·t 'Shoot" orders 
given police .In some cities. In the past three 
yeMS, Black Pa.n'tb.ers ba.ve murdered nine 
l'a/W officers and wounded 66 more with gun­
shots. Most of the guns traced to them were 
found to !ha.ve been acquired lby theft. 

The simple tract, as pointed ou't tn "The 
Almerica.n Rdfiema.n", is ·that, "Most police 
killings are committed lby criminals with 
illegal guns. Rather than rpa.ssing a.nother !aw 
for them Ito tgn.ore and lbrea.k, 'the solution 1s 
to put them in ja.i!l. There are enough laws 
now under which tbat can be done w1'thout 
lbedevlllng the millions of •honest ci·tizens who 
OWin guns." 

The rtght of gun ownership is one of the 
most !Ull!da.men1Ja.l and traditional of Ameri­
ca.n freedoms. A gun is a. ·compa.nton of 1"811loh­
ers, farmers, trappers, woodsmen and sports­
men. Those who would strike down the right 
d! gun ownerShip tor these m1111dnS of ~e­
sponsilble cttizens lin the name of ourlblng 
crime are committing the greatest disservice 
to the 'basic principles CJ! our Almerican phi­
losophy of individual. freedom. 

[From the Claremont (N.H.) Daily E3,g'le, 
Nov. 2, 1971] 

JUSTIFIED RESENTMENT 

Advocates of measures to deprive law-abid­
ing private citizens of the right of gun own­
ership have a problem. 

They find themselves confronted with a 
growing body of irate Americans who are 
sick and tired of seeing criminals riding 
roughshod over the sanctity of person and 
property while those who uphold the law are 
castigated •by the politicians as if they were 
criminals simply because they oppose 
abridgement of firearm ownership. 

Typical of the reaction of gun-owning 
sportsmen and concerned citizens to sweep­
ing 18.Iltigun measures was apparent in the 
state of Connecticut when several gun control 
bills were being considered by the state's 
General Assembly. 

Some 4,000 hunters, target shooters, gun 
collectors and ordinary !freedom-loving in­
dividuals packed the state ca.pitol to make 
known their views. 

Typical of these views was the comment 
of one opponent of the anti-gun proposals, 
who happened to ibe a. woman. 

She said: 
"Sportsmen resent being told they must 

have an ID card, perinits and licenses to 
enjoy their sport. 

"They are tired of seeing persons who use 
firearms in crime go free, while law-abiding 
citizens are ha.I'QSSed." 

The gun control legislation e.lrea.dy on the 
books has not .been effective in curbing crime, 
and there is little reason to believe further 
legislation would help the situation. 

That is why gun control advocates that 
tar the law-abiding and the criminal with 
the same brush are finding growing pU!bllc 
resentment toward: 

(a.) Lenient treatment of criminals. 
(b) ·Proposals to disarm the law-abiding 

citizen. 

:MR. GORDON K. BROWN POINTS 
OUT JAPANESE GOVERNMENT AID 
TO TEXTilE INDUSTRY AS UN­
FAIR TRADE 
(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
a,t this point in the RECORD and to in­
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, re­
cently, a constituent and good friend, 
Mr. Gordon K. Brown of West Swanzey, 
N.H., sent me an extract from the Daily 
News Record, dated October 18, 1971, 
which is printed in New York City. 

This article again points out the un­
fair trade advantage gained when for 
eign competitors are subsidized and 
otherwise assisted by their respective 
governments. In marked contrast, when 
proposals are put forth to assist domestic 
industries against unfair competition 
from imports, bureaucmtic proponents 
of ''free trade" rally in opposition. 

The article strongly reinforces my po­
sition as recorded on August 5, 1971, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 29829 and 29830. 

The item demonstmtes the degree of 
assistance, in one instance, extended by 
a government to help its textile industry. 
I would like to see "fair trade" become 
our objective, since "free trade" as pres­
ently practiced is not fair. 

The article follows: 
JAPAN To Am INDUSTRY 

ToKYO.-The Japanese Government said it 
would take positive measures to aid the tex­
tile industry :following the settlement of the 
longstanding United States-Japan textile 
dispute. 

The Government plans: 
Purchase surplus textile machinery; 
Extend low-interest loans ;to industry to 

finance inventories; 
Defer or rebate corporate taxes; 
Extend loans for change of business; and 
Buy up surplus stocks from the market. 
Despite these measures, the textile agree-

ment is certain to draw fire from the textile 
industry, which 1s determined to fight back. 
It is viewed as almost certain that the Textile 
Federation would file a.dm.in.istra.tive suits 
against the Government. 

The industry also has threatened not to 
cooperate with the Government in imple­
menting the agreement. This mises the prob­
lem of how the quota. allocations and other 
administrative steps will be handled for 3,150 
trading companies and 130,000 manufactur­
ers involved. 

SECRETARY LAIRD REFUTES 
SENATOR HARTKE 

<Mr. MINSHALL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, such 
wide publicity has been given to reckless 
and politically motivated charges by a 
Member of the other body regarding 
President Nixon's promise to end our 
participation in the Vietnam war, that 
I feel it essential and in the best inter­
ests of our Nation to include in the 
RECORD the following exchange of cor­
respondence: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D .C., September 30, 1971. 

Hon. VANCE HARTKE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR VANCE: I have been concerned by 
news reports which quote you a.s making the 
following statement: "But never has a.n 
American President lied so blatantly for so 
long a.s has Richard Nixon on the war in 
Vietnam." I realize, of course, that the 
quotation may not have been correctly re­
ported; the news reports indicate the remark 
was made in California on Saturday, Septem­
ber 25, 1971. 

I feel certain that as a member of the 
Senate you are :fully aware that a. charge 
that the President has lied to the American 
people about his steps to terminate U. S . 
participation in Vietnam fighting simply is 
not supportable by the facts. The record 
shows clearly and conclusively that President 
Nixon has kept every single promise he has 
made to our people regarding Vietnam and 
that in the process has successfully reversed 
the escalation policies he inherited and dras­
tically reduced the level of U. S. forces in 
Southeast Asia.. 

When the President took office there was 
an authorized troop level of 549,500 American 
servicemen and women in Vietnam; casualty 
rates were a. vera.ging around 300 Americans 
kllled per week; and there was no compre­
hensive plan to end the United States in­
volvement in the war. 

At the present time, more than 300,000 
troops have been withdrawn :from Vietnam, 
and U.S. casualties have been averaging less 
than 20 per week in recent months. In addi­
tion, a.t the President's direction we are con­
tinuing to withdraw Americans a.t an average 
rate of more than 14,000 per month. Most 
importantly, the United States has helped 
train and equip the South Vietnamese, 
through Vietna.miza.tion, so they can carry 
almost the entire burden of the defense of 
their country against Communist aggression. 
In a. word, this country has done everything 
President Nixon has said we would do. 

In June of 1969, the President announced 
a reduction in the troop ce1ling of 25,000 men 
from Vietnam.. These withdrawals were com­
pleted. a.s scheduled by the end of August, 
1969. 

In September of 1969, the President an­
nounced a.n additional redeployment of 40,000 
troops. These withdrawals were completed by 
December 15 of that year. 

In December of 1969, the President an­
nounced a.n additional 50,000 troop reduction. 
These withdrawals were completed as ached­

. uled by April 15, 1970. 
In April of 1970, the President announced 
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a 150,000 troop reduction. These withdrawals 
were completed by April of this year. 

On April 7 of this year, the President an­
nounced an increase in the rate of American 
withdrawals which wlll result in at least 
100,000 more American troops being brought 
home from Vietnam by December 1. That 
schedule is presently being met and by all 
indications will exceed the President's ex­
pectations. 

The President has promised another an­
nouncement of further withdrawals in No­
vember and as with all of his other announce­
ments, we in the Department of Defense will 
meet or beat the commitment our Com­
mander-in-Chief makes. 

On the negotiating front, President Nixon 
has gone to exhaustive lengths to reach a 
settlement of the war at the Paris Peace 
Talks and in other channels. He has stated 
publicly on many occasions that the United 
States never will give up hope or stop try­
ing to achieve a solution to the war through 
peaceful negotiations. In pursuance of that 
goal the President has offered the most com­
prehensive proposals for the settlement of 
differences in Indochina. His position has 
been restated on countless occasions-at 
Presidential news conferences, in newspaper 
interviews and in public speeches. 

It is very clear from the record that this 
Administration has never raised false hopes 
about Vietnam nor made promises it couldn't 
deliver. 

As Secretary of Defense, I am proud of the 
record and proud of promises kept. I would 
hope all federal officials could share that sat­
isfaction and stand by our President as we 
continue his plan to end U.S. involvement in 
this war. 

But, as I said, perhaps you were misquoted. 
Sincerely, 

MELVIN LAIRD. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washington, D.C., October 2, 1971. 
Hon. MELVIN LAIRD, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MEL: I have your letter concerning 
the news report that I said President Nixon 
has lied blatantly about the war in Vietnam. 
You indicate your disagreement. Let me give 
you some instances of deliberate deception by 
the President about the war. 

Your letter speaks of his reversal of "the 
escalation policies he inherited"; President 
Nixon himself has repeatedly spoken of the 
war as something started by somebody else 
and merely "inherited" by him. Yet the facts 
are the opposite. You know he worked with 
Secretary Dulles in 1954 to get us to help 
the French in Vietnam, even if this meant 
sending U.S. troops. I remind you of his April 
16, 1954, speech to the Society of Newspaper 
Editors in which he said we could not afford 
further retreat in Asia and "if this govern­
ment cannot avoid it, the Administration 
must face up to the situation and dispatch 
forces." And you know of the Dulles-Nixon 
rejection of the July 1954 Geneva agreements 
and their injection of U.S. forces into South 
Vietnam in violation of those agreements. 
Mr. Nixon was one of the leaders who started 
the w-ar-not an inheritor. 

Furthermore, President Nixon was not the 
one who reversed our unfortunate escalation 
of the war. Itt was Lyndon Johnson who re­
versed it when he stopped our bombing of 
North Vietnam and developed an under­
standing that led to the Paris peace talks. 

President Nixon merely followed Presi­
dent Johnson's de-escalation. Of course, Mr. 
Nixon is now apparently reversing the re­
versal by resuming the bombings on a large 
scale and thus escalating our m111ta.ry at­
tacks, to the tune of 200 sorties in one day. 

Let me remind you of Mr. Nixon's state­
ments during his 1968 campaign that he had 
"a plan to end the war". As intended, this 

was interpreted by the public as a promise 
to end the war rather soon. 

Suppose, instead, that Candidate Nixon 
had said throughout the 1968 campaign that 
he had a plan to end American ground 
forces combat in the war after four more 
years and 20,000 American lives. Do you think 
for a moment that he would have been 
elected President? 

Could he have kept his promise to end the 
war? As early as May 14, 1969, President 
Nixon told the American people that he 
could have ended the war immediately after 
his inauguration. "This," he said, "would 
have been the easy thing to do .• .'' 

But he chose not to do so. He chose to con­
tinue the killing for what is now almost 
three more years. And although American 
combat infantrymen may all be out by this 
time next year, to the war itself, as you well 
know, there is no end in sight. American air 
and naval forces w1ll continue to devastate 
the lands of Indochina, killing and making 
homeless tens of thousands of innocent 
civilians in the process. And a conscript army 
of South Vietnamese, supplied and paid for 
one hundred percent by American tax dol­
lars, will continue to k111 and be k1lled in a 
merciless civil war between rival dictator­
ships in Saigon and Hanoi. 

The futile raids to release U.S. POWs, in 
North Vietnam and cambodia, reflected ter­
rible misinformation-unless the purpose 
was to deceive the American public. Since 
there is evidence that you and Mr. Nixon 
knew the POWs had already been moved, I 
am inclined to accept "calculated deception" 
as the purpose. Likewise with the Cambo­
dian invasion. The President ballyhooed that 
as a great expedition to capture the enemy 
headquarters, the planning centers, and 
troops about to invade Vietnam. He found 
no headquarters, no planning centers, and 
no troops of significance. Was that an op­
eration of stupidity or an attempt to mis­
lead the American people into believing that 
progress was being made? 

The Laos invasion 1llustrates a central 
theme of Nixon on the war. You remember 
that an Act of Congress prohibited American 
troops being on the ground in Laos. And so 
our newspapers carried stories of American 
forces stopping at the boundary line and 
thereafter doing their shooting and bombing 
from the air, keeping their feet above the 
ground except for occasional forays. Perhaps 
you obeyed the law, but if you did, it was 
pretty tricky, was it not? We were there, 
egging on the South Vietnamese and shoot­
ing from planes, but stlll we were not there. 
Incidentally, 46% of our citizens said at 
that time in a public opinion poll that they 
did not believe you. Trickiness is eventually 
self-defeating. 

The President's repeated remarks about his 
solicitude for American POWs is another at­
tempt to deceive. He raised this issue a year 
ago to justify continuing the war. But I 
know from my Visits to Paris last spring that 
the North Vietnamese and Vietcong were 
willing to release our POWs 1f we agreed to 
get out of Vietnam. The Senate called for 
this type of arrangement in the Mansfield 
amendment last June and again on Septem­
ber 30. If the President had been will1ng to 
accept this policy, the war would be over, 
and the POWs enroute home in a matter of 
weeks. Despite his remarks, he is the one who 
is keeping them in prison. 

This past week the President appeared be­
fore the relatives of our POWs in a cruel act 
of deception. In an emotional voice, he told 
of his alleged concern and efforts and hinted 
that he was doing more to obtain their re­
lease than he could reveal publicly. I frankly 
do not believe this. I think that the junior 
Senator from Kansas and Chairman of the 
Republican National Committee, Bob Dole, 
honestly reflected the Administration's policy 
when he told the meeting that he would not 

advocate the release of U.S. POWs at the 
expense of the Saigon government. 

This is the crux of the matter. President 
Nixon's main purpose is to keep in power the 
dictatorship now propped up by our arms in 
South Vietnam. To put it another way, his 
main purpose is to caiTy out the Nixon­
Dulles objectives in 1954 to impose a French 
or American colonial government on the 
people of Vietnam. That is why he turned 
down the policy offered by the Senate. That 
is why he rejected the Paris proposals--and, 
incidentally, timed that rejection so that it 
would be swallowed up in larger news stories, 
and the public would not realize that he 
had rejected an offer for peace and release 
of POWs. That is manipulating public in­
formation. 

Mel, I am sorry to be so blunt about this. 
but I want you to know that there is ample 
evidence concerning the deception practiced 
by the President on Vietnam. 

Sincerely yours, 
VANCE HARTKE, 

U.S. Senator. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., November 29, 1971. 

Hon. VANCE HARTKE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR VANCE: Thank you for your letter of 
October 2, 1971. I had hoped that my previ­
ous letter would have clarlfl.e4 for you the 
basic plan of this Administration in wind­
ing down and terminating U.S. involvement 
in the war in Vietnam. 

Apparently, you remain confused. More 
import-ant to me as Secretary of Defense, you 
are confusing some sincere Americans around 
the country <by giving wide criculatlon to the 
totally unfounded and unwaiTanted -allega­
tion that President Nixon has blatantly Ued 
to the American people concerning Viet­
nam. 

I am rtherefore responding at this time to 
your letter so that, in any further dis­
semination, you will be able to include my 
specific comments on the additional er­
roneous allegations contained in your letter 
of October 2nd. 

My ftrst impulse was to reply immediately 
to your letter. However, I felt it would 
serve no useful purpose to perpetuate a 
"dialogue" when it is clear you will con­
tinue to insist tha.t policies with which you 
may honestly disagree must have arisen from 
devious and base motives on the part of 
those who undertake those policies. On an 
issue as grave and serious as war and peace, 
I hoped-Japparently mistakenly-that re­
sponsllble men could restrain their impulses 
to engage 1n "ad hominem" attacks in favor 
of a search a.n.d constructive deba-te not on 
the past but on what policies can most like­
ly lead to peace in the future. 

We will not resolve in an exchange of 
correspondence which men or what specific 
policies or policy utterances were historical­
ly responsible for leading America into a 
land war on the Asian Continent. Since be­
coming Secretary of Defense, I have sought 
to sift the debate in America from "Why 
Vietnam" to the more pertinent question 
of "Why Vietnamization." I think we have 
largely tbeen successful in doing that. As the 
end of all American involvement in the 
fighting draws near, we are able more and 
more to focus our attention on the difficult 
questions of national security beyond Viet­
nam. In my view, that is what the debate in 
America should be about today. 

I was frankly surprised to see you refer to 
the President's statement in 1968 in New 
Hampshire that he had a "plan" to end the 
war as further documentation of your charge. 

He did indeed have a. plan and we have 
been proceeding according to that plan not 
only in Vietnam but in all aspects of our 
foreign policy. 

I frankly find it incomprehensible that you 
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as a public servant would malign another 
public official for conceiving a plan for peace 
and then proceeding to carry it out. 

Basically, there are two concepts involved 
which are not difficult to understand unless 
one deliberately chooses to misunderstand 
them. One involves the Nixon Administra­
tion's plan to terminate American combat 
involvement--ground, air and sear-in the 
war in Vietnam. The other involves our Com­
mander-in-Chief's plan to bring about last­
ing peace. 

With regard to terminating U.S. involve­
ment in the war in Vietnam, I spelled out in 
part how far we have come along that road 
in my letter of September 30th. Since that 
letter additional thousands of American 
troops have come home and the President set 
a new troop ceiling of 139,000 for next 
February 1, a total reduction of more than 
400,000 from the troop ce111ng of 549,500 that 
existed when we assumed office. 

The de-escalation, or winding down of 
the war, has most emphatically included the 
level of air attack sorties. They are now 
down to about a third of what they aver­
aged in 1968, and have been trending down­
ward rather steadlly since our start of Vlet­
namization in 1969. And it has included other 
actions which I did not mention, such as 
turning over naval responsibllities--actions 
which also are being accomplished on or 
ahead of schedule. 

With regard to who is responsible for the 
de-escalation policies we have been pursuing 
since 1969, I would remind you that we were 
moving in the opposite direction from bring­
ing troops home when President Nixon as­
sumed office. In crediting the previous Ad­
ministration with starting an inexorable de­
escalation process with its announcement of 
a bombing halt on November 1, 1968, you 
seem to have forgotten that the then Sec­
retary of Defense, Clark Clifford, 36 days 
before and 40 days after the bombing halt-­
to cite two examples-emphatically asserted 
that there were no plans to withdraw any 
American troops, that in fact, we were stlll 
bullding toward the authorized ceutng of 
549,500 American troops in Vietnam, and 
that there was no prospect in the foreseeable 
future of bringing any American troops 
home. To quote from his December 10, 1968 
press conference, Secretary Clifford said, "Let 
me reiterate that at the present time there 
is no plan for any net reduction in our 
troop level in Vietnam." 

You may reca.LI. ~t I disagreed with the 
inflexible policy Of ever-increasing troop lev­
els at the time. I publicly predicted in Sep­
tember, 1968, that thousands of American 
troops could be withdrawn in 1969. The pre­
dlotion was made on President Nllxon's air­
craft to representatives of the news media 
between Boise, Idaho, and Bismarck, North 
Dalrota. It was made after lengthy discus­
sions with Mr. Nixon, in the preceding days 
and weeks, on the details of the pla.n-which 
he referred to in New Ha.m.pshllre a.nd which 
lwter, after he became President, ca.m.e to be 
known as Vletna.mization and the Nixon 
Doctrine. 

You ma.y feel it 1s wrong to plllt first prt­
Qrlty on terminating U.S. involvement in 
the war while simultaneously trying to 
achieve peace in Vietnam through negotia­
tions. Apparently you do and you are cer­
tainly entitled to thait view. 

I happen to disagree and I believe the 
American people do too. 

The dther concept which I mentioned is 
the Nixon Administra tion's •plan <to end the 
war, as contrasted to simply ending Ame~­
ca.n involvement in the war-or to state it 
positively and fully, to bring about lasting 
peace. In fact, tbe New York Times account 
of Mr. Nixon's pledge to end the war of 
March 5, 1968, quotes Mr. Nixon as follows: 

"I pledge . . . new leadership w11l end the 
war and win the peace. . . ." 

The New York Times flll'ither quoted Mr. 
Nixon as saying he had "no push button 
techniques," but thalt the war can be ended 

1f "we mob111ze our economic and political 
and diplomatic leadership." 

'IIhe complementary twin 'tracks of Viet­
namizaltion and negotiations comprise and 
have comprised major elements of President 
Nlixon's plan to end the war and win the 
peace. But that pla.n goes fa.r beyond con­
sideralbions of Vietnam alone. Both the 
President and other major spokesmen of his 
Ad.minlStration have been pointing this out 
r~Wher frequently and emphaticaLly since 
1969. I will offer just two quotes to illus­
trate. The first wa.s taken from my first De­
fense Repoot to Congress early in 1970: 

"Vietna.mlization ds both a means to an 
end and a beglnnlng: a means to end the 
American involvemenlt in Vietnam. and to 
make a. credible beg1n.nlng on our new pol­
loy for peace and increased self-reliance 1n 
Asia. This first step dn implementing the 
Nixon Doctrine is of critical importance in 
ending the war. Moreover, success of the 
Nixon Doctrine can help remove the need 
for slmllM American ground combat in­
volvement 1n future Asia.n; wars, an lim­
portant objective of our new strategy." 

Attar restating thaJt in my second Defense 
Report to Congress tthls past March, I went 
on to say: 

"Our single objective in South Vietnam 
has been and remains to help that country 
insure self-determination and become ca­
pable of maintaining security and insuring 
its own future. At the same time, we seek 
methodically to terminate American combat 
involvement in Indochina in such a way 
that the prospects for effective self-defense-­
and, more hopefuly, the prospects for lasting 
peace in the a.rear--will be enhanced by the 
orderly way in which we leave.'' 

To put this in a.s straightforward a. manner 
as I can, the Nixon plan to end the war is 
bound up in the entire fabric a! the Presi­
dent's Foreign Policy and the complementary 
National Security Strategy of Realistic De­
terrence. These new approaches have been 
conceived and implemented with the purpose 
of moving from an era. of confrontation to 
negotiations and in order to foster conditions 
for what our Co.tnlll.a.Ilder-in-Chief so often 
has referred to as a "full generwtion of 
peace." 

Of course, no one can gua.ra.ntee the future 
course of world events or ensure absolute 
success. But the probabULty of success would 
be grea.lty reduced 1f we lack understanding 
and support from Congress and the American 
people. Enhancing the prospects for success 
can also entail such conltroversial decisions 
as the Cambodia and Laotian operations and 
a willingness sometimes to take extra risks 
for peace. It can also involve other risks such 
as the bold attempt to free our prisoners of 
war in the Son Tay raid, even 1f the chance 
is only 50-50 that prisoners will be there. 

One final point, Vance. You seem preoccu­
pied with holding the President to absolute 
consistency 1n every word he has uttered over 
a period that spa.ns more than 17 years. This 
prompts me to raise a. question of consistency 
between two pwra.graphs in your letter of 
October 2nd. 

On the one hand, you say (pa.ra.gra.ph 4, 
page 2) that "there 1s no end in sight" to 
the war even if all American combat infan­
trymen are out by next year. You predict 
the fighting will continue between North and 
South into the indefinite future. 

But, on the other hand, you say "the war 
would (already) be over" (paragraph 2, page 
3) if the President had accepted the Mans­
field troop withdrawal a.znendm.ent. 

And although :those two contradictory 
staltements appear 1n the same short letter, I 
find it hard to <8.SSign devious motives to you 
or to believe that you were seeking deliber­
ately to deceive me or the American people. 

I do feel compelled, however, because you 
are spreading erroneous information by dis­
tributing my personal letter to you and your 
misleading reply, to make this correspond­
ence available to the public. 

Va.nce, I am sorry to be so blunt about 

this, but I believe deeply that the best inter­
ests oi the American people and of lasting 
peace would better be served 1f all of us tried 
to confine our dialogue to the substantive 
issues and to the facts, instead of resorting 
to what we used to call in our college de­
bating classes "ad heminem" attacks. 

Sincerely, 
MELVIN LAIRD. 

REPRESENTATIVE CAREY OF NEW 
YORK JOINS WITH CHAIRMAN OF 
WAYS AND MEANS CO:MMITI'EE IN 
INTRODUCING INTERGOVERN­
MENTAL FISCAL COORDINATION 
ACT OF .1971 

<Mr. CAREY of New York asked and 
was given permission to extend his re­
marks at this point in the RECORD and to 
include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased to join today with the dis­
tinguished chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee in introducing the In­
tergovernmental Fiscal Coordination Act 
of 1971. 

This is a timely and responsive bill. It 
addresses itself to the needs of the cities. 
It recognizes the realities of the severe 
fiscal crisis existing in all too many of 
our local governments, which are carry­
ing excessive burdens in meeting prob­
lems which are truly national in scope. 

The Mills bill also involves the States 
as copartners with the Federal Govern­
ment in undergirding the interests of the 
localities. Payments are made to States 
to provide an incentive for States making 
use of the individual income tax. To 
fail to take into consideration this key 
factor of State revenue-raising effort 
would mean that States which now are 
not utilizing their tax resources would 
share equally well with States that are 
taxing themselves up to the hilt and, in­
deed, beyond their means. 

This legislation is of a size which is 
manageable in terms of Federal obliga­
tions, and, although I wish it were more 
generous, it obviously bears in mind the 
prospect of a record deficit in the na­
tional budget. In other words, this bill 
provides as much assistance as the Fed­
eral Government can afford, yet it brings 
into local hands far more than State and 
local governments can afford to raise 
themselves. It is at least a stop gap in 
response to the defeats that have been 
suffered by State and local bond issues. 

I am particularly pleased that the form 
of the bill setting forth grants directed 
to specified programs is much in accord 
with the legislation I introduced with 13 
Members of the New York delegation in 
May of this year, the General Grant 
Revenue Return Act. Our bill also pro­
vided for grants within specific areas 
which both local governments and the 
National QQvernment consider to be 
"high priority activities: public safety, 
environmental protection, public trans­
portation, youth recreation programs, 
health financial administration, and 
related capital programs." 

Some will argue that the Mills bill 
imitates the Nixon revenue-sharing pro­
gram. On the contrary I maintain that 
this bill reflects the sound judgment of 
the Ways and Means Committee and its 
distinguished chairman, arrived after 
weeks of testimony and careful con-
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sideration of the various plans generally 
referred to as revenue sharing, revenue 
shifting, tax credits, and so forth. 

The Intergovernmental Fiscal Co­
ordination Act avoids the unworkable 
and badly contrived mechanisms of the 
Nixon revenue-sharing bill. For example, 
the Nixon plan would discharge money in 
so many different directions that its im­
pact would not be measurable. Miniscule 
provisions for scores of small and un­
related programs would have little im­
pact on solving the pressing problems of 
the cities; taxpayers would have the right 
to feel that their dollars were being 
utilized in a frivolous way. 

Most importantly, the Mills bill aims 
and direct funds to specific areas accord­
ing to need-as did my own bill. In ad­
dition to the distribution of money on a 
per capita basis, the bill provides for a 
need formula which takes into account 
the number of low-income families. This 
stress formula follows the important 
principle of "distributive justice," that 
is, to gather from all according to their 
means and distribute to each in ac­
cordance with his needs. 

The final title of the Mills bill provides 
for a system of Federal collection of 
State individual income taxes. There are 
many redundancies in tax collections 
now since almost all jurisdictions 
throughout the country are imposing 
identical or similar taxes-income, sales, 
estates, and so forth. There is no reason 
why we could not cut down the paper 
work and excessive bureaucracy brought 
upon the Governmen.t and the individual 
taxpayer. This multiplication of tax col­
lection systems may be about to destroy 
our principal tax resource-the taxpay­
er himself-since he must financially 
support the inefficiencies of our present 
tax collection system. I am pleased that 
this sorely needed coordination of the 
collection of Federal, State, and local in­
come taxes was also included in the Gen­
eral Revenue Return Act. Section 6 of 
that bill provided for the creation of a 
Federal-State-Local Income Tax Com­
mission. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend 
Chairman Mills for his sound judgment 
in drafting such an ingenious and work­
able piece of legislation. I strongly urge 
my colleagues to gjve this bill the careful 
consideration and support which it de­
serves. 

MAURICE J. O'ROURKE 
<Mr. RYAN asked and was given per­

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I 
brought to the attention of the House the 
fact that Maurice J. O'Rourke, a devoted 
public official and longtime friend, died of 
a heart attack on November 27. 

As president of the New York City 
Board of Elections, Marcy O'Rourke 
opened the political process to many who 
had previously been denied a full share 
in American life. His dedication rto mak­
ing our electoral system work was un­
wavering. And as a result of his leader­
ship, we have moved closer to the dream 
of America that we all share. 

The mark Marcy O'Rourke has had on 

the political process was the subject of an 
editorial published in this morning's New 
York Times. I commend it to the atten­
tion of my colleagues: 

[From the New York Times, Nov. 30, 1971] 
A MEMORIAL FOR MR. O'ROURKE 

Affable, ebullient, energetic, Maurice J. 
O'Rourke was more than merely president of 
the New York City Board of Elections; for 
many years he was the board, working full­
time at what some considered a. pa.rt-tlme job. 
He could be found from early dawn to late 
at night during every election period, trying 
personally to make certain that the local ma­
chinery of democracy functioned fairly and 
smoothly. 

Yet no one knew better than he--or ex­
pressed the view more forcefully-that the 
Board of Elections itself stands as a. polltlca.l 
anachronism desperately in need of overhaul. 
Since the turn of the century, when Manhat­
tan and Brooklyn dominated the new five­
borough city, the Board of Elections has been 
composed of four members, one from each of 
the major political parties and one from each 
of these two boroughs. A recent court decision 
has held that the board as now composed 
unconstltutiona.lly discriminates against the 
voters in the city's three other boroughs. 

It remains our view, as It was Mr. 
O'Rourke's, that simply to expand the board's 
membership without making other funda­
mental changes would only make bad matters 
worse. It would increase the opportunity for 
political patronage which already undermines 
the board's effectiveness. 

Only Mr. O'Rourke's fierce dedication to the 
Integrity of the electoral process enabled the 
board to function as well as it has in recent 
years when, by Federal law and Constitu­
tional Amendment, the number of eligible 
voters has been vastly expanded. Both a. capi­
tal "D" Democrat and a. small "d" democrat. 
Mr O'Rourke could have no more fitting me­
mortal than leglsia.tive approval of the elec­
toral reforms he so stoutly advocated during 
many years of service to his fellow citizens. 

WILLARD EDWARDS' 50TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

<Mr. CRANE asked and was given per­
mission to address the House for 1 min­
ute and to revise and eX:tend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, Members of 
Congress have been fortunate through 
the years to have the wisdom and guid­
ance of many fine newspaper reporters 
81t their fingertips through the various 
newspapers delivered daily on Capitol 
Hill and through the many reprints of 
newspaper articles included in the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

One such reporter, whose byline is al­
most as familiar in the RECORD as it is 
in the Chicago Tribune, is Willard 
Edwards, the very distinguished colum­
nist whose comments appear regularly 
on the editorial pages of the Chicago 
Tribune. 

Today is Mr. Edwards' 50th anniver­
sary as a repovter and I am sure my col­
leagues join me in extending congratu­
lations to him on this occasion, as well as 
best wishes for many years to come. 

We should be grateful for his many 
wise comments in the past and I hope we 
will continue to reap the benefits of .h1s 
experience and talents. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab­

sence was gmnted to: 
Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. for today 

<at the request of Mr. BoGGs), on account 
of official business. 

Mr. RoYBAL <at the request of Mr. 
O'NEILL), for 'today, on account of of­
ficial business. 

Mr. GuBsER <at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD) , on account of death in 
family. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis­
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. GIBBONS, for 1 hour, on December 
8, 1971, and to revise and extend his re­
marks and include extraneous matter. 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. McKINNEY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex­
traneous material: ) 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio, for 5 minutes. 
today. 

Mr. BLACKBURN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CRANE, for 30 minutes, December 

1, 1971. 
(The following Members <at the re­

quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex­
traneous material:) 

Mr. GONZALEZ, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mrs. GRASso, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. FULTON of Tennessee, for 10 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts, for 15 

minutes, today. 
Mr. AsPIN, for 5 minutes. today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. MADDEN and to include a speech. 
Mr. FuQUA and to include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. MITCHELL and to include extra­

neous matter. 
Mr. GROSS. 
(The following Members <at the re­

quest of Mr. McKINNEY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MINsHALL in two instances. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL in three instances. 
Mr. STEIGER Of Wisconsin. 
Mr. SPRINGER in three instances. 
Mr. ANDERSON of lllinois in four in-

stances. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. McDoNALD of Michigan. 
Mr. HosMER in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. 
Mr. SCHERLE. 
Mr. KEMP in two instances. 
Mr. ZWACH. 
Mr. STEELE in 10 instances. 
Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. 
Mr. VANDER JAGT in two instances. 
Mr. McKINNEY. 
Mr. BRAY in two instances. 
Mr. TERRY. 
Mr. R~m of New York. 
Mr. VEYSEY. 
Mr. AsHBROOK in two instances. 
Mr. ARCHER. 
Mr. LUJAN. 
Mr. BOB WILSON. 
<The following Members <at the re­

quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
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Mr. KYROS in four instances. 
Mr. MITCHELL. 
Mr. DING ELL in two instances. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. RoGERS in three instances. 
Mr. KL uczYNSKI in three instances. 
Mr. FouNTAIN in three instances. 
Mr. HAGAN in three instances. 
Mr. ScHEUER in four instances. 
Mr. BEGICH in five instances. 
Mr. BINGHAM in two instances. 
Mrs. SuLLIVAN in two instances. 
Mr. FLOOD in two instances. 
Mr. CASEY of Texas in two instances. 
Mr. BIAGGI in five instances. 
Mr. HARRINGTON. 
Mr. DANIEL of Virginia in two instances. 
Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. 
Mr. JAMES V. STANTON in two instances. 
Mr. KocH in three instances. 
Mr. RoYBAL in four instances. 
Mr. PATTEN. 
Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. 
Mr. WALDIE in six instances. 
Mr. YATES in two instances. 
Mr. NICHOLs in two instances. 
Mr. MURPHY of New York. 
Mr. MooRHEAD in five instances. 
Mr. RYAN in three instances. 
Mr. REuss in six instances. 
Mr. YOUNG of Texas. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

<at 7 o'clock and 41 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, December 1, 1971, at 12 
o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 

communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1323. A letter from the Secretary of Com­
merce, transmiting the 97th quarterly report 
on export control, covering the third quarter 
o! 1971, pursuant to the Export Administra­
tion Act of 1969; to the Committee on Bank­
ing and Currency. 

1324. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a copy of a pro-. 
posed grant agreemnt with Montana College 
of Mineral Science and Technology Founda­
tion, Butte, Mont., for a survey of under .. 
ground mine heat sources and control meth­
ods, pursuant to Public Law 89-672; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1325. A letter from the Director, Adminis­
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting 
a. draft of proposed legislation to amend title 
18 of the United States Code to provide for 
an appeal from certain orders by a defendant 
who has pleaded guilty, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1326. A letter from the Director, Adminis­
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, trans­
mitting a. draft of proposed legislation 
to amend chapter 313 of title 18 of the United 
States Code; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

1327. A letter from the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a report 
of grants approved by his office during the 
quarter ended September 30, 1971, which are 
financed wholly with Federal funds and sub­
ject to the reporting requirements of section 
1120(b) of the Social Security Act; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI­
VATE 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: 

Mr. A!SPINALL: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on S. 29. (Rept. No. 9-2-
685) . Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SISK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 717. Resolution waiving points 
of order against consideration of H.R. 11932. 
A bill making appropriations for the gov­
ernment of the District of Columbia. and 
other activities char,gea'ble in whole or in 
part against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 92-686). Re­
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee on Public 
Works. H.R. 9886. A bill to amend the act 
of July 24, 1956, to authorize the Secre­
tary of the Army to contract with the city 
of Arlington, Tex., for the use of water sup­
ply storage in the Benbrook Reservoir (Rept. 
No. 92-687). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GARM!ATZ: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 9756. A 'bill to 
amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as 
amended; with amendments (Rept. No. 92-
688). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MAHON: Committee on Appropria­
tions: H.R. 11955. A blll making supple­
mental appropriations for the fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1972, and for other purposes. 
(Rept. No. 92-689). Referred to the Commit­
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee on Public 
Works S. 1237. An act to provide financial 
assistance for the reconstruction pr repair of 
private nonprofit medical care facilities 
which are damaged or destroyed by a major 
disaster; with an amendment (Rept. No. 92-
690). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee on Public 
Works. S. 2887. A bill authorizing additional 
appropriations for prosecution of projects in 
certain comprehensive river basin plans for 
fiood control, navigation, and for other pur­
poses; with an amendment (Rept. No. 92-
691). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee on Public 
Works. House Joint Resolution 893. Joint 
resolution to amend the Disaster Relief Act 
of 1970 to authorize disaster loans with re­
spect to certain losses, arising as the result 
of recent natural disasters, and for other 
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 92-
692). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ASPINALL (for himself, Mr. 
SAYLOR, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. SKUBITZ, 
Mr. RYAN, Mr. RUPPE, Mr. MELCHER, 
Mr. RONCALIO, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
ABOUREZK, and Mr. MILLS Of Mary­
land): 

H.R. 11946. A bill to provide for increases 
in appropriation ceilings and boundary 
changes in certain units of the national park 
system, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CLARK: 
H.R. 11947. A bill to amend the tariff and 

trade laws of the United States to promote 
full employment and restore a diversified 

production base; to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to stem the outfiow of 
U.S. capital, jobs, technology, and production, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FRASER: 
H.R. 11948. A blll to amend the joint reso­

lution authorizing appropriations for partic­
ipation by the United States in the Hague 
Conference on Private International Law and 
the International (Rome) Institute !or the 
Unification of Private Law; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: . 
H.R. 11949. A bill to establish the National 

Commission for the Preservation of Foreign 
Language Resources; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MILLS o! Arkansas (for himself, 
Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. BURKE Of Massa­
chusetts, Mr. RoSTENKOWSKI, Mr. 
VANIK, Mr. FuLTON of Tennessee, 
Mr. CoRMAN, Mr. GREEN of Pennsyl­
vania, Mr. CAREY of New York, and 
Mr. KARTH): 

H.R. 11950. A bill to provide !or Federal 
collection of State individual income taxes, 
to provide funds to localities for Federal 
high-priority purposes, and to provide funds 
to States to encourage more efficient use 
of revenue sources; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LATrA: 
H.R. 11951. A bill to provide incentives for 

the establishment of new or expanded job­
producing industrial and commercial estab­
lishments in rural areas; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RUPPE: 
H.R. 11952. A bill to amend chapter 55 of 

title 10, United States Code, to provide ma­
ternity benefits for certain former members 
of the Armed Forces and certain dependents; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mrs. SULLIVAN: 
H.R. 11953. A bill to protect the public 

health by providing authority to regulate 
or prohibit the transportation, sale, or other 
distribution dn interstate commerce of live 
creatures intended to be offered as household 
pets, if determined to be infected with seri­
ous disease injurious to human beings; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by request) 
(for himself, Mr. TEAGUE of Cali­
fornia, Mr. HELSTOSKI, and Mr. 
SCOTT) : 

H.R. 11954. A bill to amend chapters 31, 
34, and 35 of title 38, United States Code, 
to increase the rates of vocational rehabilita­
tion, educational assistance, and special 
training allowances paid to eligible veterans 
and persons; to provide for advance educa­
tional assistance payments to certain vet­
erans; to make improvements in the educa­
tional assistance programs; and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MAHON: 
H.R. 11955. A bill making supplemental 

appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1972, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. BENNET!' (for himself, Mr. 
WRIGHT, and Mr. Wn.LIAMS) : 

H.R. 11956. A blll to provide Federal grants 
to assist elementary and secondary schools 
to carry on programs to teach moral and 
ethical principles; to the Committee on Edu­
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. BLAOKBU'RN (for htlmsel!, Mr. 
STEPHENS, [\ffr. THOMPSON o! Geor­
gia, Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. THONE, Mr. 
WARE, Mr. GARMATZ, Mr. FOUNTAIN, 
Mr. VEYSEY, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. BIAG­
GI, Mr. WHITEHURST, :Mr. DENHOLM, 
Mr. MAYNE, Mr. PODELL, iMr. FREY, 
Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. HOGAN, Mr. RoB­
INSON of Vdrgin1a., Mr. BURKE of 
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Florida, Mlr. GunE, Mr. RooNEY of 
Pennsylv8iDJlla., Mr. McDoNALD of 
Michigan, Mr. PICKLE, &nd Mr. 
LENT): 

H.R. 111957. A bill oo amend l!ilie Internal 
Revenue Oode of 1954 to allow a. ored.!1Jt 
against !l.noome tax Ito individuals far cel'tadn 
expenses incurred dn providing higher educa­
tion; 100 rtme ColllllliitJtee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FAUNTROY: 
H.1R. 119.58. A bll!l to amend title 110 o! rbhe 

Un.:itVed Staltes Code to estalblish procedcures 
proVild:ing members of the Armed Forces re­
dress of grievances 8il1sl.ng fll"'lll acts of bru­
taJ1ty or other cruelties, and acts which 
aibridge or deny ·rigihlts g;ua..m.nteed 100 them 
by rthe Con.sbitutlon ldf the United Staltes, suf­
fered 1by them wbd!le serving in the Amled 
Forces, and far otftler pW"ppSSO; 100 the ·eom­
m!l."tltee on rArmed Services. 

H.R. 111959. A biLl to provide cert;a;in new 
transpOil'ltalt1on servioes 100 elderly persons, to 
authorize studies a.nd demonstra.tdon projecls 
for rthe dmprovemenJt of tnmsportation serv­
ices to the elderly, and for other purposes; 
to the Commlttee on Ba.n.ld.ng and CUttency. 

H.R. 11960. A bill 100 provide fina.noial .as­
sistance for the oonstructlibn a.nd operation 
of senilor citizens' community centers, and 
for other purposes; to rtlhe Cominlf.ltltee on 
Education 61lld IJaJbor. 

'H.R. 1'1961. A btl! to amend the Older 
Americans !Act of 1965 ;to provide grants to 
Sta.tes for the establishment, maintenance, 
operation, and expansion of low-cost meal 
pl."'gg1'8<<DS, nutr:lttion tlmin1ng and .education 
progmms, opportumty for social conltaots, 
and for oth'eT pUI'!pOSes; w the Oomml.17tee on 
Educa.tJlon 8il1d Labor. 

H.R. 11962. A bill to amend title III of 
the Public Health Service Act to authorize 
granlts for projeots to develop or demon­
strate programs designed to rehabilttate 
elderly patients of long-term-hea.Ith-oare 
faclU ties or 1to assist such patients in attain­
ing self-care; to the Commitrtee on IntE­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 11963. A bill to amend the Con­

trolled Substances Act to move amphet­
amines a.nd certain other stimulant sub­
stances from schedule III of such act to 
schedule II; Ito the Oommittee on Intel"SStiate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 11964. A bill to require community 
mental health centers and hospitals a.nd 
other medical facilities of the Public Health 
Service to provide needed trea1bment and 
rehabilitation programs for drug addicts and 

other persons wiltlh drug abuse and other 
drug dependence problems, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 11965. A bill to establish a Special 
Action Ofilce for Drug Abuse Prevention ito 
concentrate the resources of rthe Nation in 
a crusade against drug abuse; to the com­
mittee on Interstate and Fol"eign Commerce. 

By Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 11966. A bill to amend the Social 

Security Act to provide full Federal reim­
bursement Ito the States for any oos1B 1n­
curred in provid1ng public assistance (in­
cluding both assistance under the categori­
cal Federal-State programs and assistance 
under State general assistance proglramS) to 
individuals and families with less than 1 
year's State residence; to the CoiDlllilttee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. CoN­
YERS, Mr. C6RDOVA, Mr. PAUNTROY, 
Mrs. GRASSO, Mr. HICKS of Wash1ng­
ton, Mrs. HicKS of Massachusetts, 
Mr. LINK, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. RAN­
GEL, Mr. REES, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
ScHEUER, Mr. STOKES, and Mr. 
WALDIE): 

H.R. 11967. A b111 to establish a transpor­
tation trust fund, to encourage urban mass 
transportation, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KO £KENDALL (for himself, 
Mr. BLANTON, and Mr. JONES Of Ten­
nessee): 

H.R. 11968. A blll to name the bridge be­
ing constructed across the Mississippi River 
linking the States of Tennessee and Arkan­
sas in honor of Hernando DeSoto; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas: 
H.R. 11969. A b111 to provide for a highway 

bridge across the Norfork Reservoir In Arkan­
sas; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H.R. 11970. A b111 to amend the Flood In­

surance of 1968 to expand flood insurance 
coverage; provide broader flood disaster re­
lief; authorize the acquisition of certain 
properties; reduce interest rates on SBA dis­
aster loans; provide public information pro­
gram on flood insurance; and extend Fed­
eral-State cooperation on flood control, fore­
casting, and damage prevention; to the Com­
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. SATTERFIELD (for himself 
and Mr. TEAGUE of Texas): 

H.R. 11971. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, relat1ng to veterans' benefits, 

to provide for the screening, counseling, and 
medical treatment of sickle cell anemia; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H.R. 11972. A bill to amend the tariff and 

trade laws of the United States to promote 
full employment and restore a diversified 
production base; to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to stem the outflow of 
U.S. capital, jobs, technology, and produc­
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WALDIE: 
H.R. 11973. A bill to provide for orderly 

trade in iron and steel products; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
H.J. Res. 983. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relating to the assignment 
and transportation of pupils to public 
schools; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRASER: 
H.J. Res. 984. Joint resolution to amend the 

joint resolution providing for U.S. participa­
tion in the International Bureau for the 
Protection of Industrial Property; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 
H.J. Res. 985. Joint resolution a.uthorizing 

the President to proclaim the third week of 
June as "National Drum and Bugle Corps 
Week"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. lUCKS of Massachusetts: 
H.J. Res. 986. Jo1nt resolution to amend 

title 5 of the United States Oode to provide 
for the designation of the 11th day of Novem­
ber of each year as "Veterans Day"; to the 
Committee on the Judicia.ry. 

By Mr. HOWARD: 
H.J. Res. 987. Joint resolution to author­

ize the President to proclaim the last Friday 
of April of each year "National Arbor Day"; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STRATI'ON: 
H.J. Res. 988. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President to designate the 29th day of 
May of each year as "John Fitzgerald Ken­
nedy Memorial Day"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mrs. 
ABZUG, Mr. BURTON, Mrs. CHISHOLM, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. DIGGS, Mr. EDWARDS of 
CaJifornia, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. HEL­
STOSKI, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. RYAN, 
and Mr. RANGEL) : 

H. Res. 718. Resolution: Health B111 of 
Rights; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

SENATE-Tuesday, November 30, 1971 
<Legislative day of Monday, November 29, 1971) 

The Senate met at 9 a .m., on the ex­
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore <Mr. 
ELLENDER). 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty and eternal Father, with 
quiet heart and waiting spirit we pause 
and lift our minds to Thy holiness and 
perfection. Move us to a deeper commit­
ment to Thee. Empty us of all that is 
ugly, or mean, or false. May we yield our-
selves more fully to Thee-our thoughts, 
our words, our wills. Teach us the daily 
lesson that we may serve Thee as truly 
here as at the altar or in the pulpit of 

T.Iw house. Keep ever before us the 
vision of a better Nation and a better 
world and what we may do to bring it to 
pass. Anoint us and all the people of this 
Nation with a new awareness of Thy 
grace and love and power-

To serve the present age, 
Our calling to fulfill 
0 may it all our powers engage 
To do the Master's will. 

Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Monday, November 29, 
1971, be approved. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITI'EE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all committees 
be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

DEATH OF HON. MANUEL TELLO, 
FORMER MEXICAN AMBASSADOR 
TO THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is 
with sadness that I call the attention 
of the Senate to the death of Manuel 
Tello, who served with distinction and 
integrity as the Ambassador from the 
United Mexican States to this country 
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