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STATE AND PARTY RE=ORT 

DEMOCRATIC 

~LACAl'IR 

:..E't'ILL 
FLO•.JERS 

t; IC H:: !... S 

·-: P I '.'." Cr i' A 
UDALL 

"'LE:-:'-<"lll!:R 
i".lLLS 
i"li 0 RrHO N 

:.::i:..:fORtHA 

HAY 
HV 
HAY 
HAY 

H \I 

HAY 
HAY 
YEA 

~HDERSON CCA) NAY 
r.of:OlJN <CA> YEA 
~UR~E <CA> NAY 
:' t~ R T 0 N I J 0 H H H A y 
2oq;ot;, PHILLIP NAY 
~ORMAN HAY 
JA~lELSON HAY 
:EL LU MS HAY 
t. D Y A f: 1: S < C A ) li A Y 
~~H~A~ORD NAY 
HA W ~ I 'l S HA 'i 
JOHtlSOH <CA) HAY 
~RESS HAY 
~EGGETT HAi 
~LOYD <CA) HAY 
.c F;'.;LL NAY 

!"!L.;,,.t:R <CA> HAY 
1.I l;ETA HAY 
!!)$$ HAY 
PPT7E~SOH (CA' HA~ 

~EES HAY 
,- C' '.' S A L U A Y 

'"·' (H YEA 
~ISK HAY 
:TARV HAY 
V~H DEERLIH HAY 
1 ';'.;Xf'l;.d.; NAY 
''ILS<H1, C. H. NV 

\ (• L '.1? A II 0 
'...'v!'!~S (CO> 
SC.~T\O:.EDER 

HAY 
NA';' 
NAY 

ROLL HO 155 

R E P U B L I C A t1 

BUCHAHAH 
DICKlHSOJi 
EDWARDS <AL) 

CO!iLAH 
R HD D£ S 
STEIGER AZ> 

s~ ELL 
s .. :-· GENER 
CLAUSEN, DOH 
(.LP liiS iHi. DEL 
GO ... DrJATER 
H n; SHA id 
Kt.TCHUM 
LACOPIARS mo 
l'1 c- CLOSKE'I' 
l'IOORHEAt <CA> 
PEiTIS 
ROU~SELOT 

TkLCOTT 
1&1:CGlHS 
~i!LSOH, BOB 

ARM~. T ROH G 
J 0 ~; H S O N < C 0 : 

H. 

YEA 
VEH 
YEA 

VEt--

YEA 
VEA 
VEA 

N" 
YEi-1 
'i EA 
YEA 
y-" t. --. 

H'~ 

YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
VEA 
HAY 
YEA 
y' EA 
t~V 



I;EHOCIHH IC 

, (1 H ti EC; ICU T 
:.oiT~R 

D:lDD 
~IAHIO 
:OFl='ETT 

Ft..J~!Dri 

~EHHfTT 

CHAPPflL 
FnSC£LL 

... 1 Pao ·.is 
i-1i:it..EY 
":..EHl'l;;H 
PU•PER 
KOC~RS 

SIKES 

:,RINK LEY 
FL y f1 T 

Cl t·1 H 
LAH DRUM 
t.EVIiHS 
~A THIS 
MC ItCJHALD 
STEPHENS 
STUC•'E)' 
,· 0 U r~ t. ( G A ) 

·.1 HI 

STATE AND PARTY REPORT 

HAl' 
HAY 
NAV 
HAY 

YEA 
VEA 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
Hti 't' 
HA'l' 
HV 
VEA 
WAY 

IHH 
HA 'I' 
HAY 
HAY 

EA 
HAY 
HAY 
HA'l' 
YEA 
HY 

HAY 
HAY 
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REPUBLrCfiH 

MC KitrnEY 
SARAS HI 

DU F'OHT 

BAFALIS 
BURKE Cl='L) 
FR£i' 
KELLY 
VO!.HIG <F!...> 

HA ~EH 

SYIH1S 

YEA 
YEA 

VER 

YEA 
YEA 
V EP. 
YE:.. 
'! Ei:.i 

HAY 
HAY 



STATE AhD PARTY REPORT 

DEMOCRATIC 

ILLHlCtlS 
!i N N .JH 2 I 0 
COLLINS <IL> 
f:'RRY 
"tkLL 
LETC:.::..f£ 
.1 Ii; 'v'A 
r'.:.RPH'.' (!L) 
:"f: I CE 
roSTE tH: ows n 
r·!JSSC 
SHIPLEY 
S!n()H 
;'AT ES 

- i'! :1 ,. HA 
:2•irEt-lAS 
E\.'HNS <HD 
FlTHlAN 
~AMIL TOH 
~:t11·E:. <ItO 

i·H; D DE H 
POUSH 
: :..! H >=:? 

:'EDELL 
~L.OUIH 
r:ARKJH 
~tz\11 HSKY 
~.1'1 I TH < IR> 

:;:riS1S 
'EVS 

HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
HA'Y' 
WAY 
HAV 
H ti i' 
HR\' 
HAY 
Nil Y 
NAY 
HAY 
NAY 

NAY 
HAV 
NAY 
NAY 
NV 
YEA 
HAV 
HAY 
NAY 

HAY 
H'1Y 
NR'l' 
HAY 
NAY 

NAY 

~RE2~INRIDCE H~Y 

H0BE~RD "HAY 
i"ll~ZZ1:1 ... I NAY 
~ATCHER HAY 
~· £ R j-~ l ~{ S HA Y 

L)IJ!SlR~H 

30GCS HAY 
3REAJX HY 
hEB€Ri HAY 
~ONG 'LA) HAY 
PASS1:1-1M NAY 
l:!ACC.:t itlC:R HAY 
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REPLISLICAM 

AHDERSON <IL> 
CRAHE 
DERli.IIHSKI 
ER1..EHSORN 
F H-IDLEY 
HYDE 
MA!JIGf.lli 
MC CLOR\" 
MICHEL 
0'9RIEH 
RAILSB~CK 

HILLIS 
f'i"EPS ~I H> 

GRASSLn· 

S Ef· El I 'JS 
SH;:·!\.' ER 
S~:UB!TZ 

WIHH 

CA::.; TE R 
SW: DER 

6-

ii OCR£ 
TREEN 

YEA 
HAf 
VE!i 
YEA 
VE~ 

VEA 
V Efi 
YEA 

YEA 
YEH 

YEA 
•t E ,_ 

VEA 

VER 
Y Ef.1 
Y::A 
'l'Et' 

YEH 
VE"! 

YEA 
YEA 



!• flR "'~AH D 
BYRON 

DEMOCRATIC 

t..ONG <MD> 
M:i:TCHELL OtD> 
z;ARBfiHES 
;PEl..t..MAN 

!"' r1 S ~: 8 C H U S E T T S 
BOLAN!! 

!iP.!HRH 
EARLY 
H;;.RRI HGT OH 
riACDOHALD 
!'!OAKLEY 
C•'H£!Ll 
STUDDS 
TSOHGfiS 

LIC•1 :CHH 
ElfiHCHHRD 
ERODHEAD 
CARR 
CONYERS 
DIGGS 
DlHCELL 
l='QP.D Oil> 
i!f DZI 
O'HARA · 
RIEGLE 
TR A/'l ER 
\'AHDf:R \/EEH 

LERGi..Af.ID 
~RASER 

VAR iii 
•·OLAH 
06EP.STAR 

«IS~ ISSIPF'I 
SOU EH 
110MTGOMERY 
eHITTEH 

STATE AND PAP.TY REPORT 

YEA 
HAY 
NAY 
NAY 
HA 't 

HRV 
NY 
NAY 
HAY 
NAY 
HY 
HAY 
NAY 
NAY 
NAY 

HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
tiiH' 
HAY 
NAY 
NAY 
!JAr 
NAY 
NAY 

NAY 
NAY 
NV 
HAY 
HAY 

YEA 
YEA 
NAY 
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COHEff 
EMERi' 

REPUBLICAN 

SAU MAH 
CUDE: 
HO;.. T 

COtHE 
HECKLER <MA> 

ERCOMFlELD 
BF.OWH <III> 
CEDERBERG 
ESCH 
HUTCH I HS OH 
RUPPE 
VAHDER JAGT 

FREHZEL 
HAGEDORN 
QIJIE 

COCHRAN 
LOTT 

YEA 
YEA 

NAY 
)'EA 
YEA 

YEA 
YEA 
VEA 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA 

:EA 
t ~fi 
·t"EA 

YEA 
YEA 



!JEi10CRFITIC 

MISSOURI 
BOLL! NG 
BURLISON <MO) 
CLAY 
HUHGklE 
ICHOP.D 
LITTON 
F· fi tHI ?1 L l 
SULL!Vi;H 
~vn HlGTOH 

l·'OHi :iHA 
BAUCUS 
r:EL CHER 

iEY";DA 
SAHT! tH 

'-!Eill V.AMPSHI P.E 
D' Af1(;URS 

!'(1,! JERSEY 
DAHIELS <MJ) 
FLORIO 
HELSTOSKI 
HObl;'.;Rv 
:illCHES 
!'IAGU!RE 
~lE\'NER 

tlINISH 
PATTEH <HJ) 
RODINO 
~OE 
THOMPSON 

,•Eli! r{r:xF·o 
RU !dfE: LS 

NAV 
HAY 
HY 
HAY 
HAY 
NAY 
VER 
NY 
HAY 

NAY 
HAY 

HAY 

MAY 

NAY 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
N;'.iY 
NAY 
HAY 
ti A 'f 
HAY 
HY 
HAV 
NAY 

YEA 
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REPUBLICAN 

TAYLOR <MO> 

l':C COLLISTER 
SHITH <NB> 
THONE 

CLEVELAHD 

FEtHlI CK 
FORS\'THE 
R IHALDCi 

LUJAN 

PACE 6 

VEA 

v E..:. . 

YEH 
YEA 
NAY 



DEMOCRATIC 

:JEW YORK 
ABZUG 
ADDABBO 
A!'tBRO 
BADILLO 
BI AGGI 
E>!NCHA~ 

CHISHOLM 
!:ELAHEY 
!S 0 l:I ~1 E Y < NY > 
f-iANLE'I' 
HOLTZMP.H 
KOCH 
LA FALCE 
LUNDI HE 
riC Ht.:CH 
l'ILIRPliV <NY> 
N 0 IJ At~ 
OTTINGER 
PATTISOH (!~Y) 

F· I i( E 
FAN ~EL 
RI CH'iOHD 
ROSEHTHflL 
SCHEUER 
SOL AR Z 
STRRTTOH 
l:rJOLFF 
Zt:FERETTI 

~ORiH CAPOLIHA 
f'lHDREl.i!S <NC> 
f'OL!H'i"A!N 
HEFNER 
4ENDCRSOH 
·JONES ( HC) 
~iE A!.. 
~·RE'r't::R 

ROSE 
7AVLOR <UC) 

STATE AHD PART'I' RE~ORT 

HA'I' 
HAY 
NAY 
HA 'f 
HAY 
NAY 
H\I 
HAY 
NAY 
NAV 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
NA\" 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
HA 't 
HAY 
NA\' 
NAY 
HAY 
HAY 
HA\' 
NY 
HAY 
NAY 

NAY 
VEA 
NAY 
HY 
HAY 
NAY 
HAY 
HAY 
YE A 

ROLL HO 1 SS 
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REPUBLICAN 

CONABLE 
FISH 
GILMAH 
HOR TOH 
KE!'IP 
LENT 
l'IC EWEN 
f'l lTCHELL On') 
PE'r'SER 
WALSH 
WYDL£R 

BROYHILL 
l'IART!H 

A MD RE W S < N D > 

YEA 
'l' E Ii 
HA'!' 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
'(EA 
NV 
y EP. 
YER 

YEA 
YER 

YEA 



STATE AHL PARTY REPORT 

G t-:I J 

'DEMOCRATIC 

r:.SHLEY 
CA R!iE Y 
HAYS <OH> 
MO TTL 
SEIBEl"LING 
STRNTOH, JAMES Y. 
~TOKES 

\AH I 1: 

:;'LsHOMA 
4LBEP.T 
::HGLISH 
JOH ES <OK> 
PI SEH•!OQ\!ER 
STEED 

:... rt.:.· OH 
.;ucOIH 
DUHC-:li COR) 
ULLMAN 
WEAVER 

;-- C: 1i t1 S V L \I H rll A 
t'R'RREiT 
LENT 
EDGAR 
£!LBEPG 
f='!.. OOD 
~ YD:·S 
':REE1I 
MOORHEAD <PA> 
!'tORG~Pi 

i'iU R TH A 

!:• 0 0 ti£\' 
\'ICOr!TO 
'fr1T~OH 

i!il:IJE IS~AMI; 

~EARCI. CR!) 
ST GERMAIN 

HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
t-!AY 
HAV 
HY 
HAi' 
HA 'f 

YEA 
VEA 
HAY 
HAY 

HAY 
HA\' 
HAY 
NAY 

NY 
HAY 
HAY 
NAY 
HAY 
HAY 
HY 
HfiY 
tlAY 
HA"I' 
NV 
HAY 
HAY 
HAY 

HAY 
HAY 

RO LL HO. 155 
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REPUBLICAN 

ASHBROO~ NAY 
BROWH (OH) YE~ 

C~ANCY YEA 
DEVINE YEA 
GRADISOH YEA 
CUVER NY 
HARSHA YE~ 

K!NDHESS YEM 
LATTA YEH 
MILLER <OH> YE~ 
MOSHER YEA 
REC ULA YEA 
STP.HTOH, J WILLIAM VEA 
~HALEN ~AY 

WYLIE YE~ 

JAR~AN VEh 

Slt:STER 
COUGHLIN 
ESH1..£!'iAN 
G 00 D:.. ! ~lG 
HE I t-&Z 
JOHHSON <f'A) 
MC DADE 
MYERS CPA> 
SCH HE EBE LI 
SCHULZE 
SHJSTER 

.. 

HY 
'!'EA 
YEA 
YEA 
~'Ek 

HV 
HAY 
YEA 
YEri 
l' EA 
Yt:f.t 



DEl10CR'4TIC 

SOUTH CAr'OLUlA 
!';A \I IS 
;'ERRICK 
HOLL,., HD 
JENRETTE 
:1AtJH 

.C1 uT:: Df!KOTA 

STATE AHt PARTY REPORT 

H~V 

HAY 
HY 
HAY 
YEA 

ROLL HO. 155 

1 ~P' . . 1976 4 lB Pl'! PAGE 9 

P.EPUBLICAH 

SPENCE VEA 



DEMOCRATIC 

I· AStf7HCTON 
HIHH~S 

BO!tt:ER 
F"OLE\' 
HICKS 
i-:C CCI Rt'! A CK 
;;~EDS 

""' ~- ~.I V I f: ~ ! U I A 
•tECH:.ER ClJV) 
~~OLLC:HAH 

SLACt: 
STACGERS 

.'!S~.:'!iSBI 

t-1SPIN 
8ALDU5 
S'Of.'NELL 
~:AS i E 'H1 EI ER 
~1£>£Y 

r'ELISS 
ZHBLOCKI 

ti v -0 ·; ~NC 
i.C1 NCALI 0 

* 

STATE AND PARTY RE POR T 

NAY 
NAY 
HAY 
NAY 
HAY 
HY 

YEA 
HA'I' 
HAY 
NAY 

HAY 
HAY 
NAY 
t~AY 

HAY 
HAY 
NAY 

NAY 

ROLL HO. 155 

1 fiP2. 1~76 4 18 PH 

REPUBLIC AH 

PRITCHARD 

KASTE» 
STEIGER <lill) 

"' * E H D 0 F REPORT"" * 

-~ ~~--~AH C~Ef?K'S 
htt E~friCE COPY 

JOE BARTLITT 
H-228, H. S. CAPITOL 

YEA 

VE 
VE~ 
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STHTE AND PARTY REPORT 

Dci'iOCRATIC 

;;iLRF Gi'iR 
BEVILL 
;:-L Owe P.S 
JO HES <AL>· 
1-H CHO LS 

rtRI.:..O!iA 
JD ALL 

i-rr I'. 'i ti S A S 
~t.£XANDE'R 
l'!I LLS 
THOP.N10~ 

f.:hL:FDRHIA 
fiHDERSOH <CH) 
E.' R 0 ~; N < C A • 
BURKE (f'A) 
8 U R T 0 H , .: ~· H N 
S!JRIOH1 PtilLL!P 
~ORMAH 

Df..HlfLSOM 
I1Ed .. ld1S 
EDt-ARDS <C'4) 
:-:A !HfAfO RD 
t'riUKIUS 
vOHHSOH (CA> 
t, ~ E BS 
i..ECCETT 
~-LO'fD <CA· 

'i£A 
NV 
HAY 
YEA 

H'/ 

.. EA 
VEA 
YEA 

YEA 
£A 

YEA 
YEA 
YE!i 
YEA 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA 

EA 
EA 

VEA 
YEA 
YEA 

EA 
E~ 

i;I LlEF. (CA) "'EA 
:•IHETA YEA 
~0SS YER 
~ATTERSON <CA> YEA 
FEES YEf.I 
~0\BAL VEA 
Pr ;:i;;... 
SISK 
BTAR:'. 

-·ll LSOH, C. H. 

:Cii.t•RADO 
L: '·'~.NS < CO:· 
$CHPCC.DER 
w I :?TH 

tifi y 
VEA 
'TEA 

EA 
I EA 
N \I 

Y£A 
YEA 
YEA 
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REPUBLIC AH 

BUCHANAN 
DICKIHSOH 
ED~ ARDS 'AL) 

CON LAH 
RH{HIES 
STEIGER <AZ:; 

HfH!MERSCHl'lI DT 

BELL 
sur;GEHER 
c:..·usEH, DOt4 H. 
CLAWSON, I:EL 
GO D~ATtR 

H l ti SH A~! 
KETCHUM 
LAGOMfiPS H!O 
MC CLOS~EY 

MOuRHE.::.:1.1 CA 
PETTIS 
?.0'-'SSELOT 
TALCOTT 
li!IGGHIS 
IH!...SOtL BOB 

ARMSTROUG 
1.IOHHSON <CO> 

rHn' 

HAY 
HA" 
HA ' 

N \' 
HA', 
Hi:·.,. 
~H': 

': R 
r~ v 
t H' 

ti A• 
NA( 
HP.' 
i'{ 11 
t-i!-l'-' 
Hf:.) 

HA• 
NV 



DEMOCRATIC 

COi'it4ECTlCUT 
COTTER 
DODD 
·~IAil10 
HOF FETT 

no~IDR 
BEtlHETT 
CHAPPELL 
FRSCELt 
!-UQUk 
GIBBONS 
HALEY 
LEH MAH 
PEPPER 
?.OGERS 
SlKES 

f; E ;)S· G l A 
S~IHrLEY 
FL'l'HT 
c I rm 
U1Nllf.Ul'i 
!..tYITAS 
KAT HIS 
KC DOHALD 
STEPHENS 
STUCKEY 
VOUHG <CA) 

tt;'.,liil~. iI 
l'IATSUHAGA 
H!HK 

STAiE AND PART~ REPORT 

YEA 
VEA 
VE A 
YEA 

liAV 
HAV 

£A 
VEA 
YEA 

EA 
V£A 
HV 
'!AV 
VEA 

YE A 
YEA 
YEA 
V£k 
u£ A 

EA 
HP.Y 
VEA 
VEA 
HY 

YEA 
YEA 
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REPUBLIC AH 

i'IC KIHH£V 
SARAS IN 

DU POtH 

BRFAllS 
PURKE <FL> 
FREY 
KELLY 
VOUHG <FL> 

HAN SE H 
SVr1MS 

r AGE : 

YEA 
HA' 

VEA 

HAY 
ff A'\" 
HAY 
NAY 
-N A'i' 

NAY 
HAY 



;; 
\ 

ILt..l!luIS 
~fHHJNZI 0 
COLLINS <IL> 
t"ARY 
r:AL L 
~;;TCrtLFE 

!'I K \'fl 
KURPH\' (.IL> 
PRICE 
RC•STENKOWSKI 
RUSSO 
SHI PL EV 
SI HOM 
YATES 

:HD:fiHA 
B~f!DEMAS 

EYAHS' ~IH> 
FITHIAN 
'-:AMIL TON 
!:AYES (IN) 
JACOBS 
fiADDt:N 
ROUSH 
SHA Rf 

BEDELL 
BLOUIN 
HARKIN 
'.'1EZ\IIHSKV 
StlITH <IA> 

;:. &! HS ~S 
l'EVS 

1 e::~ ·. l, CK : 
BR E C :·: ! N R I D GE 
Hl!BiH1RD 

HATC!iER 
PERY.I HS 

:...OulSIANA 
t:OGGS 
EREAUX 
H~BEKT 

L~HG <1..fi) 
;·r'iSSl'IAN 
~!AGGOrHIER 

STqTE ~ND PARTY REPORT 

YEA 
YER 
YEA 
YEf.71 
YEA 
VEA 
'f E: R 
\'EA 

ER 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
VEA 

YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
HV 
HA\" 
YEA 

EA 
VEH. 

YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 

YEA 

VEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
VE t; 

YEA 
HV 
HAY 
YEA 
HAY 
NAY 
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REPUBLICAN 

AH!iERSON (I L> 
CR.' HE 
DERIHHSKI 
ERLENBORN 
F!HDLEY 
HYDE 
MADIGAN 
HC C.1.0RY 
MICH£L 
O'SRIEH 
RA!LSBACK 

HILLIS 
l'IVERS ( !tD 

GRASSLEY 

SEE'ELIUS 
SHRIVER 
SY.UBITZ 
WHH4 

CARTER 
SHYDER 

110·-RE 
TREEN 

HAY 
HAY 
HAY 
tH1'' 
HAY 
HA i' 
HAY 
HA'' 
HA\' 
HA~' 

HA'l' 

HA~ 

NH'l' 
HA'r' 
H ~1 

H8~' 

ti fi " 



DEi'iO RAT IC 

iii1R''...AHD 
SYROH 
:..ONG UH> 
:-!I TCHELL t1D) 
$i:.RB~NES 

·:: !:· E l L MA ti 

::r.ShACHLISETTS 
EiH.A!Dl 
BURl\E CMA) 
DRIHAH 
EfiRL'I' 
.nRRIHuTON 

MAC DO HALD 
-iOAKLE't' 
·:, 'HEiLL 
srunns 
TSOHGAS 

~n·:'ilGfiH 

Bl A NC ~:A f: It 
BRODHEAD 
CARR 
COHVERS 
DIGGS 
DINGELL 
FORD ::!'!!) 
gEDZI 
o>HARA 
!: IE GL E 
TRAXLER 
VAHDER YEEN 

t::RASER 
t:wRTH 
t'OLAH 
f_tBERSTAR 

i'!IS~!SSIPPI 

LOWEN 
~; !J N rG 0 H t R ':' 
lJHiTTEH 

STATE AHD PARTY RE?ORT 

HA 'f 
YEA 
VEA 
VEA 
VE~ 

YEA 
HY 
VEA 
YEA 
YER 
NY 
YEA 
VEA 
VEfi 
VEA 

i' ER 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA 
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H:n 
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!'iiSSuURI 
9ilLL MG 
BURL SOH (110) 
CLAY 
'.-iUNGATE 
I CHORD 
L.lTTOH 
RAtHiP.LL 
SUi..LI VP.Ii 
S't'M UIGTCN 

i:ONTAHA 
BAUCUS 
MELCHER 

i : ~ ·~·' . IiA 

SA HT I NI 
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· n·AMOURS 

' t ti ._1£RSEV 
;:i1HUELS <HJ> 
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:iE 'I' NE R 
l'!IHISH 
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PODIHO 
i;-cE 
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HEli.'. i.iEx:co 
PUNHELS 

STATE AHD PARTY REPORT 

YEA 
YEA 
HY 
HAY 
HAV 
YER 
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HV 
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VEA 
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YEA 
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YEA 
VEA 
VEA 
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YEA 
\'EA 
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YEA 
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LUJAN 
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:'E Iii VORK 
ABZUG 
HDDABBO 
AM BRO 
BADILLO 
BIACGI 
BIHCHAH 
CHISHOLl'I 
DELANEY 
DOWNEY (WI> 
!i~HLEY 
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!':OCH 
LAFALCE 
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F:DSEHTHAL 
SCHEUER 
SDLAR2 
ST'RfiTTOH 
WOLFF 
ZEFEF:ETT! 
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FOU~TfilH 
HEFNt:F: 
HENDERSON 
·.ONES NC> 
NEAL 
PP E '·'ER 
RC'SE 
THYLOR CHC> 

STATE AND PARTY REPORT 

VEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
HV 
VEA 
VEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
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YEA 
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FISH 
GIL i'IAN 
HORTON 
KEMP 
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MITCHELL <HY> 
PEYSER 
WALSH 
1.JYI1LER 

BROYHILL 
MARTIN 

AHDREl.i.IS OID> 

,. 

HAY 
HA':' 
VEA 
YEP 
NAY 
HA\' 
HAY 
tl A\' 
Hv 
NA._ 
NAY 

HAY 
ti RY 

YEH 
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ASHLEY 
CAR HEY 
HAYS <OH> 
140TTL 
SEIBERLIHG 
STAtHOH, JAMES Y. 
STOY.ES 
YANIK 

:i~L:.HOKA 

ALBERT 
ENGLISH 
JOHES <OK> 
RlSENHOQYER 
STEED 

t• f· f i:. ON 
AUCOIN 
tUHCAH <OR) 
LILUHtH 
'E~VER 
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I•EHT 
EDGAR 
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GAYDOS 
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;;ORGRH 
~UR TH A 
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VIGORITO 
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•: r: QI! E I SUHH\ 
SEARD <RI> 
;.y GERttATH 

YEA 
YEA 
Y£A 
YEA 
YEA 
HV 
VEA 
VEA 

HAY 
NAY 
HAY 
HAY 

YEA 
VEA 
Y£A 
YEA 
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ASHBROOK NAY 
BROWN (OH> NAY 
CLAHCY HAY 
DEVINE HAY 
GRADlSON HAY 
COYER HV 
HARSHA HAY 
K!HDNESS NAY 
LAiTA HAY 
H!LLER COH) HAY 
HOS HER HAY 
REGULA HAY 
STAHTQH , J . WILLIAM NAY 
~HQ~EN YEA 
wYLIE NH 

JAR MAH 

BI ESTER 
COUGHLIH 
ESH LE" H~ 
cco:!LING 
HE I HZ 
JOHUSON PAJ 
ff C DADE 
MYERS <PA> 
SCHHEEBELI 
SCHULZE 
SHUSTER 

HAY 

NV 
Nf.IY 
Hfi'; 
HAY 
YEA 
Hv 
VEA 
ti .Av 
H~V 

HA Y 
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WILSOi\, <~X> 
t...R I 1:;H T 
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UT AH 
HCt 41 E 
1•"' .... t({:.,. 
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~' i R ~ IN I H 
DAHIEL, DA H 
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FISHER 
HARRIS 
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STATE AND PARTY REPORT 
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NAY 
HY 
VEA 
VEA 

YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
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Y£A 
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YEA 
YEA 
YEA 
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REPUBLICAN 

SPEHCE HA'I' 

A BL HOR HAY 
PR~SSLER NAY 
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BUTLER NAY 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 20, 1976 

MAX FRIEDERSDORF 

CHARLES LEPPERT, JR. ~ .. 

S. 3065 - Federal Election Campaign Act 
Amendments of 1976 

Attached per your request are the Congressional responses to calls made 
by Pat Rowland and Tom Loeffler concerning recommendations on the 
above mentioned legislation. 

Also attached for your information is a brief comparison of the present 
law and the provisions of S. 3065. 

cc: Tom Loeffler 
Pat Rowland 

-;. 



Rep. Charles E. Wiggins - Reached at 1:00 p. m. EST at his District office in 
April 20, 1976 Fullerton, California. 

Recommend that the President sign the FEC bill. He 
does not even think it is a ''close call. 11 

He believes that the bill is not significantly worse than 
the present law and that politically it would be difficult 
not to sign the bill as the other candidates for President 
would claim that President Ford is trying to keep the 
badly needed campaign funds dried up. 

Congressman Wiggins sees only two issues which are 
significant and in both cases he feels that not only did 
we get the best we will ever get, but that the unions 
suffered greatly at the hands of the Conference Committee .. 

The two issues are: 

1. The independence of the Commission -
He feels this is more rhetoric than substance. Given 
the makeup of the Congress, legislation could not 
be drafted which would make the Commission 
independent. It has been demonstrated under the 
current law that if Senator Cannon or Rep. Hays 
want to influence the Commission, they can. 

Wiggins does not feel that this issue is enough of a 
concern to warrant a veto. 

2. The political action committee issues -
Wiggins concedes that the PAC section is not as 
good as present law, but he feels that any bill reported 
out would not allow for the so-called SUNPAC provisions. 
He feels that there are two real pluses in the PAC section; 

a. Anti-proliferation of contributions -
While corporations and labor unions can have as 
many PACs as there are company divisions or union 
locals, all committees of the same national labor 
organization or corporation will be treated as one 
committee for the purpose of the contribution limits. 



Rep. Charles E. Wiggins 
Aprii 20, 1976 

Continued - Page 2 

Wiggins feels this is a distinct disadvantage to the 
unions because there are more corporations than 
national unions. 

b. The Packwood Amendment which requires reporting 
of union or corporation communications advocating 
the election or defeat of a candidate. 

Wiggins says that he will sign the conference report. 
He expects a vote on Wednesday, April 28, and that 
there should be only about 75 votes against the 
measure unless the President indicates a veto and in 
that case, he predicts 125 votes against the measure. 



Rep. John Rhodes -
April 20, 1976 

Rep. John Rhodes returned my phone call at 1:30 p. m. 
from his home (presumably in Washington, D. C. ). 

Mr. Rhodes said he just received a copy of the bill 
and had not had time to read it. He stated he would 
call me tomorrow (Wednesday, April 21). 



Rep. Bob Michel -
April 20, 1976 

Rep. Michel is in his District. He is making calls 
outside of his office and his staff has been unable to 
locate him; however, phone calls have been left. 
He will call back. 



CONGRESSIONAL COMMENTS ON FEC LEGISLATION - APRIL 20. l976 

Congressman Bill Frenzel 

(Spoke personally with hi!ll via telephone at his district 
office, 4:45 p. m.) 

Bill indicated that he has visited at length with Chuck Wiggins 
as to whether they should recommend that this legislation be 
signed or vetoed. It is Bill's opinion that the Conference 
Committee greatly improved the House and Senate passed 
versions of the bill. 

He stated that a number of the "self serving" items had been 
deleted in Conference, particularly as related to the 
independence of the Commission. Even though the Commission 
is still not independent enough in Bill 1 s opinion, he believes 
that very positive steps were taken during Conference. 

According to Frenzel, the civil process sections have been 
greatly improved over the House passed version. In addition, 
the SUN PAK provisions are better than the House and Senate 
passed versions as a result of the expanded definition of 
''supervisory employeestt. 

While Bill would rather have seen a simple extension as 
i'.equested by the President, he belwes the Conferees made 
a very conscious effort to come up with a better overall 
piece of legislation than was passed by either the House or 
the Senate. There were 155 votes against the House 
legislation, however because of the Conference action, 
Bill believes the President would have a difficult time 
sustaining a veto. 

Congressman Bill Dickinson 

In China until next Monday. 

Congressman John Anderson 

In Europe until next Monday. 

Congressman Guy VanderJagt 

In Europe until next Wednesday. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 22, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: PHILIP W. BUCHEN~ 
SUBJECT: Conference Bill to amend the 

Federal Campaign Laws 

I. Background 

Attached at Tab A is a memorandum from Counsel of the 
President Ford Conunittee to Jim Connor of April 7, 1976 -
which reports the situation after the House and Senate 
had each passed separate and conflicting bills to make 
numerous amendments to the Federal Campaign Laws. 

Attached at Tab B is a memorandum to you from me of 
April 14, 1976 which explains the major provisions of the 
bill as agreed to by the House-Senate Conference Committee. 
A comparison with Tab A shows that the Conference resulted 
generally in overcoming the worst features of each of the 
separate bills. 

Counsel for the PFC and our office have since analyzed the 
draft conference report at length, and we have received 
comments from, and consulted with, Congressman Wiggins, 

·minority staff of the Congress who worked on the legislation, 
representatives of business, and others. 

The general consensus is that there are only two g~oups 
of provisions in the Conference Bill which cause any 
substantial concern, namely those which bear on the 
rule-making independence of the Conunission and those which 
affect the campaign efforts by or for Corporations and 
Unions and their respective Political Action Committees 
"(PAC's). These provisions are analyzed and evaluated in 
detail at parts II and III of this memorandum. 

' • 
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The changes made in contribution limitations as rLi ~;cu:::,;ed 
in paragraph 1 of Tab B are not regarded as obj1·r;Uoii
.able. The changes made in the enforcement prov i :;ion~:; are 
generally regarded as an improvement over existinri law. 
The new disclosure requirements for expenditures o·vc~r 
$2,000 per election by Unions in cominunicating to me,nbers 
in favor of, or in opposltion to, clearly identif inble 
candidates (as described in paragraph 2 of Tab B) tire 
looked upon as a real plus. Raising the minimum con
tribution which must be reported, from over $10 p0r 
contributor to over $50, and requiring anonymity for 
contributions of $50 or less if they are solicited for 
PAC's by Corporations or Unions from persons outside of 
the usual groups to which they appeal could conceivably 
open the way to undetectable evasions of the law; but this 
is not regarded as a very serious objection. 

II. Independence of Commission 

A. Rules and Regulations -- The present law mandates 
that the Commission promulgate rules and regulations 
to carry out the administrative and judicial duties 
of the Commission. The law also provides that either 
House of Congress may disapprove the regulations 
within thirty (30) legislative days. 

The Conference bill, on the other hand, provides that 
all regulations proposed to date by the Commission 
must be resubmitted to the Congress for review and 
will now be subject ta a one-house vote, either 
section by section or in toto, within 30 legislative 
days. ·The bill expands the existing veto po·wer of 
the Congress by providing that a regulation " ••• means 
a provision or series of inter-related provisions 
stating a single separable rule of law." The Conference 
Report indicates that this section is intended to 
permit disapproval of discrete, self-contained sections 
or subdivisions of proposed regulations but is not 
intended to permit the rewriting of regulations by 
piecemeal changes. 

B. Advisory Opinions -- The present law permits the 
Commission ta issue Advisory Opinions (AO's) with 
respect to whether any specific transaction or activity 
would constitute a violation of the election laws. The 
Conference Bill states that the Commission may only 

r 
. .., 
r;-):~ .. .,, 

.,-~ ·, 

!;) ,., 
..: 

\ ..:> .· ,a . 
"-·., ~· 
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issue an op1n1on concerning the application to a specific 
factual situation of a general rule of law stated in 
the Act or in the regulations. 

The FEC General Counsel has informally indicated that 
the Commission is likely to avoid ruling on potentially 
controversial questions until regulations have been 
promulgated and not vetoed by Congress. Also, existing 
Advisory Opinions, which must be revised or incorporated 
in regulations if they do not conform to the Conference 
Bill, have an uncertain status. While this condition 
will not continue in the future when comprehensive 
regulations are in place, it does introduce further 
uncertainty into the present campaign. 

The basic problem of allowing a one-house veto of 
Commission regulations is a carryover from the existing 
law, and you have already stated your view that such a 
veto provision is unconstitutional, as the Office of 
Legal Counsel at the Department of Justice has advised. 
Yet, the Conference Bill extends the degree and 
selectivity of Congressional control over Commission 
opinions and policies and thus further weakens the 
Commission's independence from Congress after the 
Supreme Court had ruled that the FEC must be an 
independently constituted Com.mission. This is especially 
critical for Republicans when the Congress is dominated 
by the opposite party, and at a time when the Commission 
members have felt sharp criticism from Congress. 

Under these circumstances, you may not be in good 
position to rely on the lack of Commission independence 
as a ground for vetoing the Conference Bill, especially 
since the original Act, which you did sign, had the 
objectionable feature of a one-house Congressional veto 
over Conunission regulations and ·when a Court challenge 
of the veto provision may ultimately correct the 
situation. 

Notwithstanding these very realistic objections, the 
Bill's adverse effects on the independence of the 
Commission is likely the most acceptable basis for 
explaining a veto. 

III. Effect on Corporations and Unions 

A. Provisions regarding Corporations and their PAC's 

The Conference Bill provides that a corporation may: 

. 
. 

~ <'~~ 

\ .: 
'.:·. 

a•·~.• 
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1. Use corporate funds to communicate on any 
subject with, and solicit voluntary contributions 
for their PAC's on an unlimited basis from, its 
shareholders and its executive or administrative 
personnel -- salaried and having policymaking, 
managerial, professional, or supervisory responsi
bilities -- and their families (hereinafter called 
"management employees"). 

2. Use corporate funds for a non-partisan registra
tion or get-out-the-vote campaign aimed at its 
shareholders or management employees; 

3. Use a payroll check-off plan for purposes of 
collecting permitted contributions for its PAC 
but must then make a similar plan available to 
unions for their PAC's at costi 

4. Allow only one trade association PAC to 
solicit the corporation's shareholders or manage
ment employees; and 

5. Make solicitations twice a year by mail, at 
residence addresses, to any employee beyond those 
who are shareholders or management employees, if 
the solicitation is designed to keep anonymous 
the identity of contributors of less than $50. 

B. Provisions regarding Unions and their PAC's 

The Conference Bill provides that a union may: 

1. Use dues funds to communicate on any subject 
with, and solicit voluntary contributions on an 
unlimited basis from, its members and their families; 
but for the first time unions must report costs, 
over $2,000 per election, of communications advocat
ing the election or def eat of a clearly identified 
candidate; 

2. Use dues funds for non-partisan registration 
or get-out-the-vote drives aimed at its members 
and their families; 

3. Use at cost a payroll check-off plan or any 
other method of raising voluntary contributions from 
its members for its PAC that is permitted by law 
to corporations, if it is used by the corporation 
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or if the corporation has agreed to sush use. (When 
a political check-off plan or other method is 
used in just one unit of a corporation, no 
matter how many units it has, any union with 
members in any other unit of the corporation may 
demand it from 'the corporation at cost with 
respect to its members. It is believed that 
COPE would then also be entitled to this check-
off or other method at cost. This provision 
changes the effect of the National Labor Relations 
Act in permitting the use of check-offs other 
than for Union dues.); and 

4. Make soliciations twice a year by mail, at 
residence addresses, to any shareholder or employee 
beyond those who are members of that union and 
their families, if the solicitation is designed 
to keep anonymous the identity of contributors of 
less than $50. 

c. Provisions regarding both Corporations and Unions 
and their PAC's 

The Conference Bill also provides: 

1. That unions, corporations and membership organ
izations must report the costs directly attributable 
to any communication expressly advocating the 
election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate 
{other than a regular communication primarily devoted 
to other subjects not relating to election matters} 
to the extent they exceed, in the aggregate, 
$2,000 per election; and 

2. For the non-proliferation of PAC's by treating 
·all political committees established by a single 
international union and any of its locals, or by 
a corporation and any of its affiliates or sub
sidiaries, as a single political committee for the 
purpose of applying the contribution limitation -
$5, 000 to candidates, $15,000 to the political 
parties. (Similarly, all of the political committees 
established by the AFL-CIO and its state and local 
central bodies (COPE's), or by the Chamber of 
Commerce and its state and local chambers, are 
considered a single political committee for this 
purpose.) 
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D. Industry Objections 

Industry opposition to these provisions is generally 
based on its f ects on labor-management relations 
and on the relative advantages provided labor. In 
particular, they assert the following: 

(a) Corporate PAC's will be less effective than 
they are under current law because of the 
limitations imposed on classes of employees 
eligible for unlimited solicitationr the reduction 
to one trade association per corporation, and the 
overall chilling effect of the Bill. 

(b) Lack of clarity in the statute and colloquies 
in conference suggest that corporations may have 
to provide the names and addresses of all non-
union employees to unions. · (If so, this would allow 
unions to gain access to employees in situations 
where they presently cannot, and thus use such 
information for purposes unrelated to the election 
law, e.g., organizing non-union employees); 

(c) The breakdown between executive and admin
istrative personnel and other employees will 
further the "us-them" mentality in the corporate 
organization; 

(d} The definition of "executive or administrative 
personnel" is imprecise and will be difficult for 
corporations to interpret and may, because of the 
legislative history, exclude first-line supervisors, 
such as foremen and 11 straw" bosses, even though 
many are management employees for most other 
purposes under the labor laws; 

(e) Corporations are prohibited from conducting 
non-partisan registration and get-out-the-vote 
campaigns directed at their rank and file employees, 
which may be unconstitutional. (This could affect 
existing programs in some corporations, such as 
Sears' 11 Good Citizenship Program"); 

{f) The twice-a-year solicitation by mail for 
non-management employees is virtually useless 
because personal contact or follow-up is usually 
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needed, and a check-off is not permitted since, 
among other reasons, anonyrnity of contributors 
cannot be assured; and 

(g) The Bill bars unlimited solicitations by 
unions and management of all non-union and non
management workers, which may be unconstitutional. 

E. Evaluation of Industry Objections 

The only industry arguments which appear to warrant 
significant concern are (1) that corporations may 
have to make names and addresses of non-union 
employees available to the unions and (2) that their 
PAC's will be less effective than under the present 
interpretation of the current law. The statutory 
language generally supports the view that names and 
addresses need not be turned over to unions because 
they are not a "method of soliciting voluntary contri
butions or facilitating the making of voluntary 
contributions." (The "method" being the total 
process of mailing to a group of employees, which 
the Corporation can provide a union at cost without 
turning over the names and addresses separately for 
whatever use the union might make of them that is not 
related to the purpose of the campaign laws.) However, 
in the only related Conference discussion, Chairman 
Hays took the opposite vie~~ ..:With _:r.espe9t _:to ;share
holders lists. Thus, this question is likely to be 
decided by the FEC in the form of either an advisory 
opinion or a regulation. How independent from 
Congress a Commission reconstituted by this Bill will 
be could determine the result, although a straight 
party split of the Commission's six members would 
prevent any decision. An unfavorable FEC opinion 
or regulation would most certainly be appealed to the 
Courts. 

Although the Conference Bill reduces the potential 
subjects for unlimited solicitation of political con
tributions to corporate PAC's, so as to eliminate 
non-management employees who are not also shareholders, 
the bulk of such contributions would likely come in 
any event from shareholders and management employees 
because of their greater resources and· their communi.ty 
of interest. Union members would not likely be a 
fruitful source for contributions to corporate PAC's 
and would be more costly to solicit by any means than 
the returns could justify. As for non-union and 

/::::~'"·~ :~" 
f ·~.' 
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non-management employees, even if twice-a-year mail 
solicitations do not appear a promising method, 
they will not be good sources for union solicitation 
either. Balancing or partially of setting the 
relative advantages of unions are the non-proliferation 
provisions which will affect unions more than they 
will corporations. "Likewise, unions will be affected 
more by reporting requirements for their costs of 
campaigning in favor of candidates by communications 
with their members, because this activity is much 
more common to unions than it is to corporations. 



April 7; 1976 

NEHORA.1.'!DUN 

TO: 

FROM; 

Jim 

Bob 
Tim 

Connor 

VisserQl\f 
Ryan--~ 

RE: Federal Election Campaign Act Amen~~ents of 1976 

The proposed a~endments to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act passed by the Senate and House have now been 
sent to conference. At this juncture, it is our opinion 
that the Senate bill is far superior to the Hays bill 
recently passed by the House. Hm·;ever,, even the Senate 
bill contains a number of major provisions which require 
revision and/or clarification in the legislative h~story. 

· Accordingly, we would still recorr:mend that the President 
consider ve.toing this bill unless the following action 
is taken by the Conference and no additional objectionable 
provisions are included: 

I. Indepenqence of the Co!Il!Ilission. 
I 

The most important aspect of any revision of Federal I 
.election campaign laws is, in our opinion, to insure th: l 
independence of the Federal Electio~ Commission. In this 

~:~~r~f ~~~o~~tl~f i;h:s~~~~i~~~seH~:;~~r~r~~;s~~~:r!~~~onal i 
Campaign Committee s~aff has advised us that to expect any Ii 
such accommodation bY. Chairman Hays is unrealistic. 

The House amendments provide that the appropriate i 
body of Congress may disapprove, in ·whole or .. in part. a I 
proposed rule, regulation or advisory opinion reduced to 
regulation form, within thirty legislative days. On the 
other hand, the Senate bill provides for the "one house 
veto" for Commission regulations; there is no provision for 
an item veto or review of Advisory Opinions. The Senate 
version also changes the period for Congressional disapproval 
from thirty legislative days to thirty calendar days o= 
fifteen legislative days. -

Recocr .. inendation 

If the Senate provision which essentially rep=ese?J.ts 
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the sta~us quo co~es out of Conference, it is acce~table 
although it would probably provoke further litigation. 
The House version would be totally unacceptable and would 
most likely be an independent basis o:u. which to b2se a 
veto recorrmendation. 

II. Political Action Co!Th~ittees. 

A nuraber of issues are presented within the general 
category of PAC' s. We have continuously tak.en the position 
that the law must provide equal opportunity for political 
activity by corporation and unions. No longer will this 
field be preempted by COPE. Accordingly, we have concen
trated on the structure of PAC's and limitations incumbent 
therein, and on the importance of the issue of non-prolif era
tion. 

Not·withstanding the fact that the relevant statutory 
provisions are ambiguous, we have been assured that both the 
House amendraents and the Senate bill orovide for the non
proliferation of all political action-committees (PAC's). 
In particular, all qualified coporate and union PAC 1 s will 
be limited to a $5,000 aggregate contribution per Federal 
candidate per election, even though there may exist more 
than one PAC within the corporate or union structure. In 
order to support this interpretation, the following statement 
submitted by Chairman Hays into the House Report will also 
be placed .in the Conference Report: 

"All of the political committees set up 
by a single corporation and its subsidiaries 
would be treated. as a single political com

. mittee for the purposes of H.R. 12406's con
tribution limitations; 

All of the political com.~ittees set up by 
a single international union and its local 
unions would be treated as a single political 
committee for the purposes of R.R. 12406's 
contribution limitatio~s; 

. 
All of the oolitical committees set uo 

by the AFL-CIO ~nd all its State and local 
central bodies would be treated as a single 
political committee for the purposes of 
H.R. 12406's contribution limitations; 

All the po li ti ca 1 cor;rmi t tees es tab 1 ished 
by t~e Chamber of Cor.u~erce and its State a~d 
local .Chambers would be treated as a single 
political committee for the purpose~ of 
H. R. 121~06' s contribution limitations . ., 
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If this clarifying language is unacceptable. 
reevaluation of our strategy, vis-a-vis this 
be necessary. 

c. complete 
b .. 1 1 . -~;11 

..;...J... ~ \V.1-- -

The general provisions on PAC's in e~ch of the bills 
would restrict solicitations bv Co=oorate PA.C's to stock
holders, executive (Senate-ac~inistrative) personnel and 
their families. The Senate bill. however, provides that 
two written solicitations per year to stockholders. office~s. 
employees and th~ir f am_ilies nay be made by a corporation 
or union or its respective PAC. In addition, the Senate 
bill states that any method of soliciting voluntary contri
butions or of facilitating the making of voluntary contribu
tions which is utilized by a corporation must: be ~ade 
available to the unions. The Republican Conferees i;-Till 
attempt to limit this facilitation to a check-off provision 
which is supposedly what the Democrats and Unions desire. 
Such a limitation would also dioinish the opportunity for 
misuse of this provision by Unions, e.g., as a tool in labor 

·relations . 
. 

Other ancillary provisions, for example, the definition 
of employees with regard to the restriction regarding solici
tation of subordinates and the availability of stockholder 
lists, must be clarified so that the opportunity for corporate 
solicitations is not jeopardized. · 

Recommendatiorl 

The Senate version with clarifying state:nent:s in the 
Report regarding non-proliferation of PAC's and the solici
tation of subordinate employees with safeguards against .coer
cion would most likely be acceptable to us. 

III. Packwood Amendment. 

The Packwood Amendment ·w~ich passed in the Senate would 
require a corporation or union to report all expenditures over 
$1,000 for communications wit:h stockholders, ne:nbers or their 
respective families which ex?ressly advocate the election of 
a Federal candidate. At present, there is no reporting require
ment. Thus, the provision would be most helpful in closing 

· a major loophole benefiting unions in the present lm-1. Since 
disclosure is the most important aspect of the campaign election 
law, this provision would effectively close the circle so that 
all politically-related expenditures for Federal candida~es 
would be reported to the Fecer2l Election Com.~ission. 
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However. we understand that such a reporcing requirem~nt 
would, as a practical matter, be too ex?ensive and burden
some for unions to effectively conply and. accordingly. 
stands little chance of -surviving in Conference. 

Recmr.menda t ion 

Although a very important provision, the absence of 
this section in a final bill would not of itself support a vetd 
recorr!Llendation. However, it is an imoortant issue ·which 
is readibly understandable by the pubiic. 

IV. Limitations on Contributions and EzDenditures. 

Both the House and . Senate provisions retain the $1,000 
individual contribution limitation. The House version, however. 
provides that no person may make contributions to any political · 
co~ittee which exceeds $1,000 per calendar year. The Senate 
version, on the other hand, provides that a person may contri
bute $25,000 per calendar year to any political committee 
maintained by a political party but that they may not make .. 
contributions to any other political com.~ittee exceeding $5,000 
in a calendar year. As a result of prior revisions of the Eou.se 
bill with regard to the contribution limitations. we believe . 
that this aspect of the bill is negotiable and that Chairman Hay. 
would be willing to accede to the limitations set forth in the lr 

Senate bill. 

The House version maintains the current $5 . 000 maxim~-a f 
contribution by qualified political committees to a candidate · 
and also sets for th a new limitation of $5 > 000 for contributions: 
by a political committee to any other political co~~uittee in a 
calendar year. The existing law does not cover transfers 
.between committees. The Senate version, on the other hand. 
would maintain the contribution restrictions on multi-candidate · 
political com.uittees at $5,000 to any one candidate per election 
but allow such political comr:iittees to contribute up to $25,000 
per year to any other political committee maintained by a 
political party and contribute up to $10,000 to any other 
political cow.mittee in any calendar year. Finally> the Senate 
bill provides that the Republican or Democratic Senatorial 
Cam?aign Committees may cont~ibute another $20.000 to candidaces 
for the Senate. 

Recommendation 

We believe that the Senate bill's language with regard to 
contributions a~d expenditures by political corraittees is highly 
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preferable. Although the Senate version would 
place certain restrictions on transfers by a political 
committee to certain other political corn.-r:itte:~s. \:le believe 
that the limits set forth in the Senate version are reasoneble 
and would be acceptable. 

V. Miscellaneous Provisions. 

In addition to the above issues, there are nu..11erous 
other minor changes and suggestions that we are directly con
veying to counsel for the Congressional Campaign Committee 
staff who will be working wit!1 the minority members of the 
.Conference Committee. Although certain of the minor revisions 
are important in terms of the particular provision involved. 
none are of fundamental importance to the President's decision 
regarding the election law 3rnendments. 
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THE WHITE HOUS E 

WP,S HIN GTON 

April 14, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: PHILIP W. BUCHENI}? 

SUBJECT: Reconstitution of the Federal 
Election Comrnis s ion (FEC) 

. .. 
-· · -ye~day, the House-Senate Conference Committee agreed in 

principle to a bill that reconstitutes the FEC by providing for 
six men1bers appointed by you and confirmed by the Senate. 
The Confer~nce will next .meet on April 27 to approve the final 
bill and report. Based on drafts and colloquies during the 
Conference, the :following are the major provisions of the ~ill: 

1. New contribution limitations. The bill continues 
the present limits of $1, 000 per election on contributions by 
individuals to federal candidates and $25, 000 tota;l per calendar 
year. Under the bill, an individual may give up to $20, 000 in 
any calendar year to the political conunittees established and 
Ynfl,intained by a national political party. An individual may only 
give $5, 000 to any other political committee. Under the present 
law, the only limit on con~ributions to political committees not 
related to individual candidates is $25, 000 per year. The bill 
continues the present $5, 000 limit on contributions by multi-

. ... . candidate committees to candidates for federal office, but 
establishes, for the first time, Um.its on the amounts which 
multi-candidate committees can transfer to the political 

.. committees of the parties ($15, 000) or to any other political 
·· committe.c ($5, 000). A special exemption is provided for transfers 

between political committees 0£ the national, state or local parties. 
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The bill also allows the .Republican or Dernocratic Senatorial 
Can1paign Committee or the national comn1.ittcc of a political 
party, or any c01nbL"lation thereof, to give up to $17, 500 per 
election to a candidate for the Senate. Under the old lay;> each 
comn1.ittcc could give only $5, 000 and thus a n1axiinwn total of 
$10, 000. However, Hays resisted attempts to gi,re this same right 
to the Congressional campai_gn committees. 

z. The Packwood Amendment. The bill also includes a 
modified version of the Pach. .. wood Amendment "\vhich for the first 
ti.me requires corporations, labor organizations, and other 
membership organizations issuing communications to their stock
holders, employees or members to report the cost of such com
munications to the extent they relate to clearly identifiable candidates. 
Th~gres.hold for reporting is $2, 000 per election, regardless of the 
"nUm.ber o.£ candidates involved. The cos ts applicable to candidates 
only incidentally referenced in a regular newsletter are not required 
to be. reported. However, the costs of a special election issue or a 

.· reprint of an editorial endorsing a candidate would have to be disclosed. 

~. 

. .. 
;· .... 

Thus, the cos ts of phone banks and other special efforts used by unions 
to influence elections would be disclosed, even though they are not 
considered to be campaign contributions. 

3. Independence of the FEC. The bill limits the FEC's 
authority to grant new advisory opinions to those relating to specific 
factual situations and when it is not necessary to state a general rule 
of law. The FEC is given 90 days from enacL"nent to reduce its old 
advisory opinions to regulations which are then subject to a one-House 
yeto. ·wayne Hays' intent is to control the decisions rendered by the 
Conunission. Although the item ~.reto remains in the law~ it has been 
modified to permit the disapproval of. only an entire subject under 
regulation, and not individual words or paragraphs of regulations. 

One Republucan member of the Commission has indicated that these 
limitations on advisory opinions are not as objectionable as thought 
because the Conun.ission \vould issue regulations in any- event to 
iluplement the criminal provisions of the old law which would be tra.nsf err 
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from Title 18 to Title 2 of the United States Code. Additionally. 
the 90-day period given to the Cotnmission will mean that the 
regulations based on advisory opinions will most likely be submitted 
in late July. With the lengthy recesses we can e>:pect this summer 
for the conventions a:nd campaigns, Hays \Vill have relatively little · 
opportunity to get the House to veto any of the old advisory opinions. 
While persons may continue to rely on the advisory opinions> they 
do so at the risk that if vetoed by one House, they may be required 
to reverse earlier actions at great expense to their committee or 
campaign. This will have a chilling effect on candidates and their 
reliance on advisory opinions, and on the Commission and its 
ability to effectively and independently enforce the election laws. 

4. Revision of SUNPAC. The bill revises the FEC's 
SUNPAC decision which had permitted unlimited solicitation by 
"c:orpor~tions of all its employees for contributions to a corporate 
political action committee. The bill permits corporations to 
instead solicit on an unlimited basis only executive officers and 
administrative personnel who are defined in the act to be salaried 
employees who have either policy making, managerial> professional, 
or supervisory responsibilities. The final version of the bill does 
not prohibit solicitations of an employee by his superior. but does 
prohibit the use of coercion or threat of job reprisal. Corporations 
and labor organizations will also be able to solicit all employees 
and shareholders hvice a year. This solicitation .must be conducted 
in a manner that neither the corporation nor labor .union \vill be 
able to <letermine who makes a contribution of $50 or less as a 
result of such solicitation. This will require corporations to use 
banks or trustee ar1·angements for this purpose. This provision 
was designed to prevent the corporation from being able to use a · 
check-off for non-executive employees. Only one trade association 
per corporation is allowed to solicit the executive personnel of a 
memb_er corporation. The act also provide~ that whenever ~ 
check-off is used by a corporation for its PAC, ·then it must also 
be n1.ade available to the union at cost. Unless the corporation first 
establishes a check-off, the union may not demand it. 

Most of the concerns of corporations have thus been 
resolved with the exception of whether a corporation must provide 
the union with a list of non-union employees for the purpose of 
permitting the unions to solicit all employees twice a year. The 
corporations arc afraid that the employee's listing cot1ld be used to 
organize non-union plants and divisions of corporations. The statute 
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is silent on this point, but it is anticipated that unfavorable legis
lative history will be included in the Conference Report. It is 
quite pos siblc that the corporations would prevail ii this were 
taken to court. Corporations remain opposed to the SUNPAC 
revisions, although at this stage their objections are based more 
on emotion than on an anaiysis of the bill. 

Note: T.he foregoing arc only p1·elL'TTiina.ry comments . and, after 
we see the exact text of the amendments and the complete 
C onference Report, w e '\vill provide a revised analysis. 

: 

• . 

. · 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: White House Staff DATE: April 22, 1976 

FROM: Bob Wager, Treasurer, BreadPAC 
Bob Pyle, Consultant to BreadPAC 

SUBJECT: Presidential Action on FECA Amendments of 1976 (S.3065) 

Section 321 of the pending bill would impose 

unconstitutional restrictions on corporate communications and 

solicitation by corporate and industry political action 

committees. It also would provide preferential treatment for 

political funds established by membership organizations as 

compared to those established by industry trade organizations. 

Finally it would continue the favored position of labor union 

sponsored political activities and create potentially divisive 

political class warfare. Accordingly, we strongly urge the 

President to veto S.3065 and call upon the Congress to enact a 

simple bill reconstituting the Federal Election Commission. 

The Limits on Communication 

Section 321(b) (2) (A) would prohibit any corporate 

expenditures for communications on political subjects to rank 

and file employees, union or nonunion. Section 321(b) (2) (B) 

would outlaw nonpartisan registration and get-out-the-vote 

drives aimed at the same classes of employees. The first 

restriction violates the Constitution. As the Supreme Court 

said in Buckley v. Valeo: 

The First Amendment affords the broadest 
protection to such political expression in 
order "to.assure the unfettered interchange 
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of ideas for the bringing about of political 
arid social changes desired by the people." 
Roth v. United States, 354 U.S. 476, 484 
(1957). Although First Amendment protections 
are not confined to "the exposition of ideas," 
Winters v. New York, 333 U.S. 507, 510, (1948), 
"there is practically universal agreement 
that a major purpose of the Amendment was to 
protect the free discussion of governmental 
affairs, ... of course, including 
discussions of candidates ... " Mills v. 
Alabama, 384 U.S. 214, 218 (1966). This no 
more than reflects our "profound national 
commitment to the P.rinciple that debate on 
public issues should be uninhibited, robust, 
and wide-open. 11 New York Times Co .. v. 
Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 270 (1964). In a 
republic where the people are sovereign, the 
ability of the citizenry to make informed 
choices among candidates for office is 
essential, for the identities of those who 
are elected will inevitably shape the course 
that we follow as a nation. As the Court 
observed in Monitor Patriot Co. v. Roy, 401 
U.S. 265, 272 (1971), "it can haraly be 
doubted that the constitutional guarantee 
has its fullest and most urgent application 
precisely to the conduct of campaigns for 
political office." 

The First Amendment protects political 
association as well as political.expression. 
The constitutional right of association 
explicated in NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 
460 (1958), stemmed from the Court's 
recognition that "effective advocacy of 
both public and private points of view, 
particularly controversial ones, is undeniably 
enhanced by group association." Buckley v. 
Valeo, Slip op., p. 9. 

These principles clearly prohibit the restr tions on free 

speec.h and association which Congress has imposed in this 

Subsection. 

The Justice Department has taken the position that the 

second restriction also infringes constitutional rights. 
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We have long been of the op1n1on that 18 
U.S.C. 610 cannot be applied to prohibit 
unions and corporations from using their 
general assets to engage in activities 
which are completely nonpartisan in nature 
consistently with the First Amendment. In 
this regard, such a prohibition would 
certainly have an effect on expression, 
albeit an indirect one. At the same time, 
we fail to see how the application of 
Section 610 to nonpartisan expenditures 
such as this serves any compelling Federal 
interest, or is even remotely related to 
either of the two purposes which the 
section was enacted to protect: i.e. to 
protect the integrity of the Federal 
elective system from the corrupting 
influence of infusions of vast aggregates 
of corporate and union wealth, and to 
protect the interests of minority 
stockholders and union members from 
having their monies used to support 
political candidates they personally 
oppose. Moreover, there is dicta in several 
cases decided under 18 U.S.C. 610 which, in 
our view, reflect a judicial recognition 
that this statute prohibits only the support 
of partisan political activity .... Letter 
from Assistant Attorney General Richard L. 
Thornburgh to General Counsel John Murphy 
of the Federal Election Commission, November 
3, 1975. Attached. 

The restrictions imposed in these provisions are 

arbitrary and discriminatory. They violate the core of the 

First Amendment. They should not be sanctioned by the 

President, even though they have been in the law for many 

years. 

The Restrictions on Solicitation 

Sect ion 321 (b) ( 4) (A) (B) and (D) impose three severe 

restrictions on solicitations for political committees.· 

Subsection (A) would prevent a corporate committee from 
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soliciting rank and file employees and their families and a 

union committee from soliciting stockholders or executives 

and their families. Subs~ction (B) eases this limitation a 

bit by allowing corporate committees to solicit union or 

nonunion personnel and their families twice a year in writing 

at their homes. It also authorizes unions to solicit 

corporate stockholders and executives in the same manner. 
' 

Subsection (D) would permit an industry fund to solicit the 

executives of its member companies only after such solicitation 

has been "separately and specifically approved" by the 

corporation and it has not approved solicitation by more than 

one industry fund per year. 

In the Justice Department letter referred to above, 

Assistant Attorney General Thornburgh indicated that 

solicitation to, and participation in, political funds is a 

constitutionally protected activity. See attached letter, 

p. 2-3. Accordingly, at least where the group to be solicited 

shares a close community of interest with the person soliciting 

them, Congress cannot cut off that person's solicitation 

without violating the constitutional rights of both those to 

be solicited and the one soliciting them. Buckley v. Valeo, 

supra at p. 9; NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449 (1958). 

This argument should invalidate Subsections (A) and (B) 

but there are additional unconstitutional restrictions 

contained in Subsection (D). First, the requirement that 

the member corporation approve solicitation of its stockholders 
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and executives amounts to private restraint on their freedom 

of expression and association. Cf. Thornhill v. Alabama, 

310 U.S. 88 (1940). It would subject their political rights 

to a veto by their employer. Such restrictions have 

regularly been struck down. Buckley v. Valeo, supra at p. 9; 

NAACP v. Alabama, supra at 460. 

Second, when a corporation is engaged in more than one 

business, as for example baking and poultry production, it 

would have to choose one industry fund over the other, thus 

denying those engaged in the business represented by the 

rejected fund, their right to political expression and 

association. 

In Buckley v. Valeo the Supreme Court recognized that 

"contribution restrictions could have a severe impact on 

political dialogue if the limitations prevented candidates 

and political committees from amassing the resources necessary 

for effective advocacy.:" Slip op., p. 16. The Court upheld 

the contribution ceilings there, in part because they "require 

candidates and political committees to raise funds from a 

greater number of persons and to compel people who would 

otherwise contribute amounts greater than the statutory limits 

to expend such funds on direct political expression, rather 

than to reduce the total amount of money potentially 

available to promote political expression." Ibid. 

But this restriction would do precisely what the Supreme 

Court indicated is impermissible. Many of the baker and 
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supplier firms which belong to the American Bakers Association 

have told us they will not authorize participation in 

BreadPAC due to this statutory restriction if the President 

signs S.3065. Our funds and those of other industry PACs, 

would clearly be substantially reduced below the point of 

effective advocacy. 

The effect of Subsection (D) would be to compel a 

footrace between competing political funds each year for 

permission to solicit a firm's executives and stockholders. 

Surely the First Amendment rights of association and 

expression cannot be so obstructed. 

Preferential Treatment of Membership Organizations 

Section 32l(b) (4) (C) authorizes membership organizations 

to establish political funds and to solicit contributions from 

their individual members. There are no restrictions such as 

those contained in Subsection (D), despite the fact.that these 

individuals are in many instances employed by corporations. 

But due to the fortuitous fact that the individual rather than 

the corporation is the member of the organization, the political 

committee is able to escape the onerous restrictions contained 

in Subsection (D). 

Yet there are no substantive differences between the 

membership organization PAC and the trade association PAC. 

The distinction is purely one of form. It results in arbitrary 

and capricious restrictions on the trade association PAC to 

their great disadvantage in the political process. 
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In summary, Section 321 is a crazy quilt pattern of 

unconstitutional and unwise restrictions on legitimate 

political activity. It provides adequate grounds for a veto 

of S.3065 by the President. 

Labor's Advantage 

It has been widely recognized that until the 1974 Campaign 

Financing Act Amendments, Labor enjoyed a distinct advantage 

in political fund raising. Part of the purpose of the 1974 

Amendments was to establish parity between corporate and union 

political committees. The FEC recognized this and implemented 

the policy in the SunPAC case. 

Immediately after that decision, Labor began efforts to 

overturn it. While the press and public were focusing on 

reconstitution of the Commission, and the funding of 

Presidential ·campaigns, Labor got the restrictions it wanted 

on corporate and industry political committees. 

Labor has now carved out millions of employees, both 

union and nonunion, who are virtuaily immune from effective 

corporate and industry PAC fund raising efforts. It has 

created, in effect, a huge private preserve, where it is 

almost unchallenged in political activity. Management is 

left with a comparatively small pool of stockholders and 

executives. This result can only increase tensions between 

management and labor. It will surely create a more adversary 

situation between them. This is not in the national interest. 
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The Alternative 

The President has a clear and simple alternative, the 

position he took immediately after the decision in Buckley v. 

Valeo. Congress should enact a bill limited to reconstituting 

the Federal Election Commission. 

We recognize that a veto of the bill would result in 

some adverse editorials for a few days! But their impact 

could be effectively countered by a strongly worded veto 

message emphasizing the bill's unconstitutional provisions 

and grave political imbalance. Such a message could strike a 

responsive chord with the public and put great political 

pressure on Congress to pass a reconstitution bill quickly. 

Then, public attention will immediately shift to Congress 

which will be forced to accede to the President. Within a 

.month after Congressional action, the veto will have been 

forgotten by the electorate. 

Though the President will receive some critical publicity 

for a short time, this could be outweighed by a gain in public 

esteem for maintaining a fair balance in the electoral system 

and protecting the constitutional rights of freedom of 

expression and association. 

On the other hand, signing the bill would signal 

acceptance of Labor superiority in political fund raising and 

permanent restrictions on corporate and industry political 

activity. The next Congress will not loosen the ties which 

would bind corporate and industry PACs. The trend is to 

tighten them. 
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So unless the President vetoes this bill, business will 

have to live with at least these restrictions for a long time 

to come. But a veto would give the President's allies 

another chance to fight for their political rights before a 

hopefully more sympathetic 95th Congress, with a strong, 

elected Republican President in the .White House. At the same 

time, the President will have greatly strengthened the forces 

which support him and his efforts to elect more Republicans 

to Congress. 

Sustaining the Veto 

If the President vetoes the bill, it will return first 

to the Senate for an override attempt. S.3065 passed the 

Senate 55-28 on March 24. 

The 28 noes included 19 Republicans and 9 Democrats. 

Though 1 or 2 might switch on the override, most seem solid. 

From among the absentees, the Administration should be able 

to count on at least 5 votes - Brock, Curtis, Goldwater, 

Thurmond and Young. 

Moreover, the Administration might be able to persuade 

up to 7 Republican Senators to support the President on the 

override. These include Beall, Hatfield, Packwood, Pearson, 

Schweiker, Stevens and Taft. Overall, it seems likely the 

President would be able to sustain the veto in the Senate. 

The vote count is even better in the House. When the 

bill passed on April 1, 155 members opposed it, far more than 
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necessary to sustain the veto. Republicans voted 125 12 

against it. With absentees, 140 votes would probably be 

sufficient to sustain the veto. Conservatively, it appears 

the President would have a small margin to spare in the 

House. 

Conclusion 

The President should veto S.3065. It is in his political 

interest to do so and the veto would be sustained. 

Attachment 
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Mr. John G. Murphy 
General Counsel 
Federal Election Commission 
1325 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20463 

Re: Advisory Opinion Request 1975-23 

Dear Mr. Murphy: 
.· 

Reference is made to several informal discussions between our 
respective staffs concerning the referenced Advisory Opinion Request 
(A.O.R.), which has been submitted to the Commission by two political 
committees affiliated with the Sun Oil Corporation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 
437f, and to your draft Advisory Opinion which your staff was kind enough 
to make available to us for review and comment. 

The A.O.R. seeks. the. views of the Commiss.ion on whether the Sun Oil 
Corporation may defray the administrative expenses cf the two political 
committees consistent with 18 U.S.C. 610. The draft Advisory Opinion 
proposed by your staff would conclude that neither ~olitical committe0 
may do so on the facts presented. For reasons described below, we 
disagree. 

From the description provided in the A.O.R., SUN-EPA appears to us 
to represent an activity by the Sun Oil Corporation through which the 
corporation encourages its employees to participate in politics in general, 
including making personal. contributions to candidates or ·political committees 
of their choice. To facilitate the latter, the corporation offers to its 
employees a convenient payroll deduction plan where the employee may request 
the payroll office to withhold a portion of his salary which ·is transmitted 
by the corporation to candidates or political committees designated by the 
contributing employee. Provided that the corporation in no manner suaoests 
to the con.tributing employ22 the identity of certain candidates or committees 
which should be the beneficiaries of such personal contributions, provided 
that absolutely no pressure of any kind is applied to induce participation 
in the program, and provided corporate funds are not indirectly contributed 
to the ul~imate recipients through such means as artificially inflatino 
employees' salaries, we would tend to view the corporate disbursementsw 
effected to administer such a program as "non-partisan'' in nature. That 
is to say, under these stringent circumstances, such corporate disbursements, 
in themselves, could not be said to favor one candidate for Federal office 
over his opposition, although the general objective of the progr~m is certainly 
11po1itical" in that it encourages employees to participate voluntarily in 
politics through personal contributions of the en:plc,vees' own choosing. 
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He have long been of the opinion that 18 U.S.C. 610 cannot be applied to 
prohibit unions and cci·porations from using their general assets to engage in 
activities which are completely non-partisan in nature consistently with the 
First Amendment. In this regard, such a prohibition would certainly have an 
effect on expression, albeit an indirect one. At the same time, we fail to see 
how the application of Section 610 .to non-partisan expenditures such as thi$ 
serves any compelling Federal interest, or is even remotely related to eith~r 
of the two purposes which the section was enacted to protect: i.e . to protect 
the integrity of the Federal elective system from the corrupting influence of 
infusions of vast aggregates of corporate and union wealth, and to protect 
the interests of minority stockholders and union mer.:bers from having their 
monies used to support political candidates they personally oppose. Moreover, 
there is dicta in several cases decided under 18 U.S.C. 610 which, in our view, 
reflect a .judicial recognition that ·this statute prohibits only the support of 
partisan political activity. See: United St2tes v. A~to Wor;~~rs, 352 U.S. 
567 (1957); United States v. Pi efitt2rs Local Union ~562, 434 F.2d 1116, 
1121 (8th Cir.1970 ; United States v. Construe ti on and General Labc:·ers 
Local #264, 101 F. Supp. 869, 875 (D. Mo. 195i); Cort v. Ash, 496 F:2d 416 
(3rd Cir. 1974), reversed on other grounds, 42~ U.S. 65 (1975). Finally, the 
fuct that the Hansen Amendment, added to Section 610 by the 1971 Federal Election 
Campaign Act, recognized a "non-partisan" exceptior: only in the case of "voter 
registration drives 11 and 11get-out-the-vote cc.r.ipai gns 11 \·1hi ch were di re:cted at 
a corporation's stockholders and a union's members, is not disposith·· of the 
matter. The 1971 amendatory language was intended primarily to codify pre
existing case law, which as indicated above recognized a broader "non-partisan" 
exception to this statute. Untted States v. Pipefitters Local #562, 407 U.S. 
385 (1972). A construction of this language which would render it narrower 
than First Ai~endment requirements would be illogical and inconsistent with the 
rule of statutory construction that where possicle statutes should be inter
preted to achieve constitutional results . 

SUN-PAC, from the descriptio~ given in the A.0.R., would appear to us to 
satisfy all of the statutory requirerr;ents of a voluntary segregated fund, except 
that it intends to solicit th~ corporation's employees, as well as its stoc~
holders and their families. The preli~inary conclusion of your staff that 
this particular "segregated fund" is not among those permitted by 18 U.S.C. 
610, as amended, seems to us to be predicated upon concern that the statutory 
text itself, given a strict reading, confines the "segregated fund 11 exception 
exclus·ively ·to funds \'lhich confine their solicitations to union members, 
corporate stockholders, and their respective famiJies. 

As indicated above, it has been our vie'.: that a strict reading of the scope 
of such limiting language, descriptive of an exception to a criminal Sti!tute, 
is not appropriate where it would lead to a result which infringes upon 
Constitutionally-pr~tected activity. Here we note that at least one Circuit 
Court has addressed the concept of the segregated fund in Constitutional terms 
and concluded that members of a uni on have a right under the First Amend1r.ent 
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to associate together through a political committee affiliated with the union, 
to express themselves politically through such a corimittee, and that it would 
be a derogation of these First Amendment rights to prohibit the union from 
defraying the administrative expenses ~f such f committee or from controlling 
the disposition of any funds which it voluntarily raises from its m! .bership. 
United States v. Pi efitters Loc~l #562, 434 F.2d 1116, 1119-1121 {8th Cir. 
970 , reversed on other grounds, 407 U.S. 385 (1972). Although this analysis 

was conducted in the context of union members, we suggest that it is equallj
applicable to any group of individuals which has a "special relationship'' to 
the union or the corporation which is sponsoring the segregated fund in 
question. See: United States v. C.I.O., 335 U.S. 105 , 121 (1948) . While 
we recognize that there may be many grey areas presenting difficult questions 
as to whether a given class enjoys an adequately close affinity of interest 
with a given union or corporation so as to require that its segregated fund 
be permitted to solicit them, employees of a ccrpcration (or the employees 
of a union for that matter) are certainly within this class. Indeed, very 
recently the Supreme Court has expressly held that 18 U.S.C. 610 does not 
prohibit a union-supported segregated fund from soliciting voluntary 
contributions from the union's employees. Unite::! States v. Pipefitters, 407 
U.S. 385, 409. It is, therefore, onTy logical that the segregated fund 
exception to this section has the same reach with respect to corporations. 

For these reasons , we would be disposed to decline prosecution under 
18 U.S.C. 610 of any fact situation such as those described in Advisory 
Opinion Request 1975-23 concerni~g SUN-EPA and SUH-PAC. 

Si cer ly, Jf.j {) 
&t.iV!f~~ 

RI CHARD L. "'rHORI'lBUffo 6" -· 
·.• Assistant Attorney b 



April 27, l976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

. MAX FRIEDERSDORF 

CHARLES LEPPERT, JR.~ 
TOM LOEFFLE~L, 

Request from Congressman 
Alan Steelman1 s Office 

Over the weekend, Marvin Collins, Administrative Assistant 
to Congressman Steelman, contacted me to call our attention 
to a FEC legislative item of concern to Steelman. According 
to Marvin, if the pending FEC bill is signed into law, 
additional campaign funds from the Republican Senatorial 
Campaign Committee may be made available to senatorial 
candidates prior to their primaries. In light of the fact 
that the Texas primary will be on Satu;rday, May 1, Marvin 
expressed the Congressman's hope that if the President is 
so inclined and it is possible, that the bill be signed prior to 
the May l primary. 




