Moreover, a tax deduction or credit to be
verified must be checked with the party
to whom the contribution was given,
Who wants the internal revenue agents
in examining his return to obtain in-
formation on his political affiliation?

In the absence of finding any other
basis for objection to the Iong Act, it is
sometimes claimed that this is unde-
sirable because individuals under this
system are, in effect, designating how
governmendtal funds are to be spent. To
me the interesting thing about this argu-
ment is that those who make this charge
fail to recognize that a deduction or tax
credit for political contributions just as
effectively takes money which would
ptherwise go into the Public Treasury and
diverts it to another purpose. The only
difference I can see in this regard is that
the tax deduction or tax credit schemes
divert the money just before it reaches
;he Treasury. Moreover, instead of di-
verting the money to the political cam-
saigns, these deductions or credits merely
recompense the taxpayer for part of the
sontribution he has already made. More-
wer, frequently they repay the taxpayer
1eedlessly for contributions he would
1ave made in any case. There is no such
vaste under the amendment in this bill.

I have explained the mechanics of the
song Act previously, so I see no need to
'epeat it here. However, there are a
ew points that I would like to em-
hasize. First, this amendment treats
qually all parties receiving 15 million
‘otes or more. As a result, this will not
avor the party in power.

Second. Provision is made for minor-
;v parties under this bill. Any party
eceiving 5 million votes or more—a 5
1illion deduction is provided not only for
1inority parties but for major parties
s well—receives political campaign
iInds based upon its vote over 5 million,
nd if it reaches the 15 million vote level,

is treated equally with the major par-
es. This is an honest attempt to give
roper recognition to minority parties

\ this area of political contributions but
ot at the same time be unrealistic and
eat fragment parties on the same basis
smajor parties. I believe that this rep-
sents a fair solution to this problem,
it I am certainly willing to consider
odifications in the future should the
red to do so be established.

Third. This amendment is limited in
veral respects. Major parties cannot
ceive more than an equal share of the
nds based upon the vote in the last
esidential election. Therefore, even if
xpayers should check their tax re-

rns freely in this regard, only limited

nds would be available for expendi-
re. The funds are available only for
esidential campaigns, and the Comp-
ller General is specifically authorized
examine the statements presented to
n and to audit the books of the polit-
1 parties to be sure that the eontribu-

tions are spent for presidential cam-
paigns and not for congressional or gu-
bernatorial campaigns, and not for per-
sonal use, distinct from political pur-
poses.

Fourth. It has been said that this pro-
vision runs contrary to the limitation in
present law limiting contributions to po-
litical committees to $3 million in any
year. Those who say this cannot have
examined the bill or present law very
closely. Present law refers to contribu-
tions to political committees. The bill
actually has nothing to do with con-
tributions. The term *‘contribute”
means to give or supply in common with
others; to share in a joint effort. The
financing by the Government after the
passage of this bill is not a voluntary,
joint effort to give funds. Rather, it
is an appropriation of funds to which
the parties have a right. Moreover, it
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is not part of a joint effort. As a re-
sult, it is not a contribution and, there-
fore, does not come under the limitation
of present law. Moreover, it involves a
payment to political “parties” not pay-
ments to political “committees.”” As a
result, it should be clear the present $3
million limitation does not apply.

Fifth. Some have objected to the fact
that the contribution in this case is di-
vided between, or among, the major
parties. Some have indicated that they
would prefer making all of their con-
tribution to one party or the other. This,
of course, is not the way to assure good
government. It may be a way of elect-
ing one party over another—by supply-
ing it with a bhetter financial base—but
it does not assure -good government.
The way to assure good government is to
be sure that sufficient campaign funds
are available to both, or all, major
parties, so that their positions can be
fully understood by the electorate. It
is only a well-informed electorate that
can assure the continuation of our rep-
resentative form of government.

Sixth. It has been suggested that there
are no safeguards to prevent misuse of
the funds made available to the political
parties by this provision. Actually pres-
ent law provides about as strict a fraud
statute as can be imagined. Section
1001 of title 18 of the code specifies:

Whoever, in any matter within the juris-
diction of any department or agency of the
United States knowingly and willfully falsi-
fies, conceals or covers up by any trick,
scheme, or device a material fact, or makes
any false, fictitious or fraudulent state-
ments or representations, or makes or uses
any false writing or documents knowing the
same to contain any false, fictitious or
fraudulent statement or entry shall be fined
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not
more than five years, or both.

Certainly I would not object to other
safeguards being written into the law to
prescribe even more definitively how
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