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PREFACE TO THE ERIC FIRST ANALYSIS

In preparing the ERIC First Analys’s the author has not attempted
to write a trypical debate handbook containing affirmative and nepative
casing approaches and evidence flus. Rather, he has been concerned with
supplying the reader with background information which points out and
illuminates the underlying issues of the 1974-75 National High School
Debate Resolutions. Of course, the complex subject of election reform in
the United States cannot be encompassed in detail in u study of this
limited magnitude. However, if it stimulates thought and motivates further
research, then the study will have succeeded in meeting its goals. In order
to facilitate addicional research, an extensive annotated bibliography will
appear in the May issue of The Forensic Quarterly.

Primary research materials assembled by the author are also avalable
on microfiche for these students having access to microfiche readers. These
can be obtained by writing to the ERIC/RCS Socech Communication
Module, Speech Communication Association, Statler Hilton Hotel, New
York, New York 10001 (33.95 prepaid). Also, a mimeographed selected
annotated bibliography on political reform is availabie free on a single
order basis from the same address.

The author wishes to express his deep appreciation te Dr. Patrick
Kennicott, \ssociate Executive Secretary for Research of the Speech Com-
munication Association, without whose assistance the project could not
hae been completed. In addition, I would like tc express a debt of grati-
tude to Research Assistants Graham and Judith Chyuoweth and to the
ever-patient Julie Bernt, wha helped type the manuscript.

Wirrianm M. Revvoips

\nanil, 1974
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PGLITICAL REFORM:
ERIC FIRST ANALYSIS*

By William M. Reynoldst

INtRODUCTION

On December 3, 1973, pollster Louis Harvis presented to the Senate
Subcomn ittee oo intagovernmental Relatons the results of a survey on
public attivudes towirn rovernment which the subcommittee had com-
missioned his organization to undertake. In the main, Harris reported:

A arisis of the vost serious magnitude now exists in the re-
sponses and assesments o the people to their Government.
While there are some traditional strains of feelings of economic
injustice. the main thrust of the people's disaflection can be
traced to a growing sense of powerlessness, to a deep fecling
that those with power seek to abridge. deny and even strip
away the ultimate power of the governed. This felt tyranny of
crosion of the peaple’s power and freedom has not been viewed
as a sudden Jdevelopment, is not limited to one act or one
leader or one period in recent historv, It has been taking place
for several years, and its very duration escalates a serious and
even dangerons condition into what 1 view as a full-blown crisis
of confidence.!

In support of his claims. Harris cited data of the most startling and
compelling nature. On a standard scale of powerlessness, cynicism. and
alienation, the number of Amcricans who expressed “disenchantment”

with government had risen from 29 per cent when the first sampling was

- taken in 1966 to 55 per cent in the autumn of 1978, The increase was
/ not an abrupt and precipitous one, caused by 1 single phenomenon
such as Waterga.e. Rather. it was gradual, “seemingly gairing momentum

with each passing year.” From its initial low of 29 per cent ia 1966. it

*Prepared for Political Reform: The Forensic Quarterly, Vol. 48 (April.
1974). Copyright. 1974. All rights reserved. CMHARLEY ZE/STA{EK,

+Professor William Reynolds of George Washington University wrote the
ERIC Farst Analysis on Social Welfare last year in association with John E.
Sexton of Saint Brendan's High School in Breoklyn, New York. As sole author
this vear, Mr. Reynolds vecognizes the contributions of Research  Assistants
Graham and Judith Chynoweth.

1 United States Congress. Senmate Subcommittee on  Intergovernmental
Relations of the Commitiee on Gaovernment Operations. “Confidence and Con-
ern: Citizens View Arwrican Govennment,” 93rd Cong., Ist sess.. December 3,
1973 (3 wols. plus Sumr.aiy Report), Summary Report. p. 7.

SERMISSION 1O REPROLLCE THIS COPY TO ERIC AND ORGANIZATIONS OPERATING
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. STITUTE OF EDUCATION FURTHER REPRO.

Q Charley Jeistner . DUCTION OUTSIDE THL ERIC SYSTEM RE.

E lC QUIRES PERMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHT
OWNER ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10 THE FORENSIC QUARTERLY

icreased o 36 per cent in 1968, 42 per cent in 1971, 49 per cent in 1972,
and up to the 35 per cent leved in 19732 Moreover, the general trend
was confirmed by nearly every specihc andex of alienation. As Harris
noted in hiy testimony before the sulbcommittee:

The proposition that “what vou think does not count much
anymare” has grown from a minority of 37 per cent all the way
up to i per vent. . . People running the country do not really
care what happens to you™ has risen trom 26 per cent to b5 per
cent: those who believe the old shibholeth . . . [that] “the rich get
vicher and the poor get poorer” is up from 45 per cent to 76
per cent. The sense that “people with power try to take advan-
tage of people like yourself® has grown from a minority of 33
per cent in 1971 1o a majority ot 55 per cent [today] . . . 74 per
cent believe that “‘special interests get more from government
than people do.” A majority of 60 per cent agree with the charge

. that "most clected officials are in politics for all they per-
sonally can get out of it.”#

In addition, the study indicated that no level or branch of govern-
wment is exempt from the growing disaffection and disenchantment ex-
pressed by the sample. Since 1966, confidence in the United States
supreme Court has fallen from 51 per cent to 33 per cent: in the United
Staes Senate from 42 per cent to 30 per cent: in the United States House
of Representatives from 42 per cent to 28 per ent: and in the executive
hranch of the federal government from 41 per cent to 19 per cent. With
state and local governments the same vote of no confidence prevails.
Only 28 per cent of the people expressed a high degree of confidence in
their local elected officials, and the fgure was even Jower for state politi-
cal leaders (24 per cent).4

Furthermore, “the crisis in ccnfidence™ appears to be spilling over
to nongovernmental institutions. Confidence in the medical profession.
for example, fell from 72 per cent approval in 1966 to 57 per cent in 1973
(medicine is one of two areas to retain majority approval: the other is
trash collection): higher educatioy from 61 per cent to 44 per cent; the
military frem 62 per cent to 40 per cent: organized religion from 41 per
cent to 36 per cont: and business from 55 per cent to 29 per cent. In 1973,
only 20 per cent of the American people expressed a high degree of
confidence in organized labor, and the law profession enjoyed the esteem

Itnd. , pp. 6-7.
Ibid. p. 7.
fbid.. pp.8-9.
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of a scant 24 per ent ot our citigens. Only one arca, mass media, has
gained in public fespedt over the past seven yeats, bat, despite that fact,
none ol its branches—radio. television, or newspapers—commands sup-
portt fromn a majority of Amcricans today.

However, even though in his judgment the survey revealed that
“public contidence in government generally must be reported as being
lower than a comstituent democracy can afford.” Harris was quick to
pomt out to the subcommittee that the study in no way indicated that
Ameacans had lost faith in their institutions or system of government.
“While disenchantment among the public runs deep.” he explained, “it
is important ... [to understand] that this disaffection is far more directed
at the leadership of our institutions than the iustitutions themselves.”
& per cent of the public are willing to scrap the system.
he continued. “but there is a mood of skepticism about current leadership
of nearly ll institutions, and just below the surface a growing willing-
ness 1o throw the rascals out.”” Harris based his assessment on the fol-
lowing evidence: }

No more than

A remarkable measure of just how much the public is aroused
tan be found in a series of questions put to the people about
whether the leaders they have today have positive characteris-
tics. and whether or not it is possible to have that kind of
positive leadership. On only one count—leaders genuinely work-
ing for peace—did a majority of 38 per cent of the public feel
the country had swch leadership. buz, even there, a higher per-
centage. 0 per cent. thought it possible to have such com-
mitted leaders. Only 10 per cent feel that they have leaders
today "who come up with solutions to inflation that work,” but
79 per cent think it possible 1o have such leaders. Only 17 per
cent feel hat “the hest people are attracted to serve in public
life.” although 89 per cent think that is possible. No more than
I8 per cent think “"government i. the mose exciting place to
work,” but 68 per cent think it can be made that way. Only 24
per cent think in our Government “the good of the country is
placed above spedial interests.” but 85 per cent think it can be.
No more than 36 per cent think “most public officials are dedi-
cated to helping the country,” but a very high 88 per cent think
that such men in public life can be found. . . .6

What causes did the survey uncover which would explain the
growing estrangement between the American people and their elected

5 Ibid.. pp.7-8.
6 Ibid,p.12.
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ofbicials? First. most Amncericans admit to being uninformed about govern:
ment and politics. Only 36 per cent can correctly identily both senators
from their state and ress thon a raajority <an name their congressman.
The number of citicens with any real suintantive knowledge about pub.
lic issues is probabh lower suil.

Second, aside from responsibilitics such as paying  taxes. voting.
seenring licenses, and apphving for government benefits. few Americans
have direct contact with government and govermment figures. Less than
one out of ten at the local level and ne more than one ont of twenty at
the state and federal levels have engaged pessonally and meaningfully in
political activities—participating in a political conpaign, for example,
or attempting to influence legistation.

Third. a significant majority of Americans believe that they  are
being excluded trom the demooatic process. ‘They view governmental
wereey nat only Ly an attanpt o prevent their participation in govern-
ment, but “as a screen for subverting their ireedom.” As Harris sum-
marices the attitude, “people all over the country are literally (rying out
for the kind of compassionate and tarsighted leadership which will be
willing to face the pubiic squarely and honestly, lay out the problems
for the people to see, have couruge to ask the pablic to face these
problers, and open the doos of govermment for the people to share in
the decision-making process.”

Finally, the public is deeply suspicious concerning the basic honesty
and integrity of their clected officials: 70 per cent of the American
people believe that “corrapt  politicians are a real problen tor the
conntry.” Indecd. Harris places credibility of public officials at the
heart of the problam ot alienation. “T'he mater of honesty  and
straight-dealing [in public officials] is one that the public is deeply
atarmed zbout.” he informed the subcommittee. “It cannot be under-
estimated. The American people simply will not rest casy until they
fecl that integrity in government at all levels is secure?

‘The Harris survey confirms in <harp defimdon \%h:n other political
observers hive sensed  and  attempted  to communicate for  decades.
Manv reforins have been proposed, and some have been enacted. for
making government niore responsive to the popular will and for enlarg:
ing the role of the American people in the political decision-making
process. The initiative, referendum, and recall, mcasures for revenue
sharing. retorm of Congress, laws regulating lobbyists and spokesmen for

7 Ihid. pp. 11-18.
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speaal interests, and various schemes 10 promote cditizen oversight  of
governmental activities are simply a few of the more important mile-
stones in the move:nent toward this goal. The 197475 National High
School Debate Resolutions—adoption of a parliamentary system, altera-
tions in the manner in which we seleat presidential and vice presidential
candidates, and government finanding of political campaigns for federal
othce—~invite us to explore our historic problems with participatory de-
inucracy from new perspectives.

In the pages that follow, we shall attempt to analyze cach of the
1974-75 resolutions first by bringing it into definitional focus and then
by outlining its salient advantages and disadvaatages. As you read the
Analyus, you will note that the propositions interact dynamically, Issues
m one alse come into play in the others.

L. Resovvrn: That the United States Should Adopt a
Parlramentary Svstem of National Government

Proposals tor recomstituting our system of government into a parlia-
mentay for e not new, nor has the subject escaped the nutice of
many of our most astute political theorists. In the 1870s in a series of
{ar-ranging artides and editorials, Nation probed the matter at length.
Several vears later. Woodrow Wilson published his classic study, Con-
gressional Government, in which he called for “responsible cabinet gov-
ernment in the United States.” The debate was opened anzw in 1935
by William Yandell Elliow's The Need for Congressional Reform. Since
then, journalists and authors, including Thomas K. Finletter, Frank L.
Cobb, Henry Haszlin, Walter Lippmann, David Lawrence, Richard
Strout, and James MacGregor Burns, have advocated changes in our
governmental structure which tend toward parliamentary forins.

Definitions

What 15 a parliamentary system of government? ‘This is a difficult
question to answer since parliamentarv governments vary dramatically
in structure from one country to another. However, all parliamentary
systems display certain essential characteristics. Because these character-
istics are most pronounced in the British systemn, which a majority of
political scientists agree is “the purest form of parliamentary govern-
ment,” we shall use that nation’s political organization as a model for
developing our definitions. Later we shall examine some significant devi-
atior.s from the British model which have emerged as a result of the
experience of other nations.
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1. The British svster ds tvpibied by a tusion of legislative and exean
tuve authority. The prime minister and his cabinet are all members of
Parliament (in recent sears, from the Honse ol Commons) and are se-
lected from among the membership of the majority party. ‘They continue
in ofce during the term of Parliament (seven vears) for as long as
they command the confidence of a majority in the House of Commons.
A vute of nu confidence at any tine during the session results in a
dissolution of Parliament and a general clection. The cabinet is marked
by a high degree of solidarity. As Ferdinand A. Hermens explains in
The Representative Republic:

... [M]inisters are to act as a wam. While policy is being made
they may have a share in the process imolved, expressing their
own views frecly (if confidentially) to the Prime Minister per-
sonally or in wabinet meetings. Once a policy has been decided
upon it is to be aceepted and defended by all. 1 a vote of cen-
sure is adopted againat any one minister. the entire government
resigns unless . . . there is a ddear cut case of bad administration,
or error of judgment on the pare ol a sninister for which the
government does not always asume respomsibility. .. [Tt is as-
sumed that the various aspeds of government policy form an
integrated whole and that, if anv part falls, the whole is in
danger. At the same time, in dieir public utterances all minis-
ters are expected to defend the government’s decision.8

In addition, the cabinet wields enormous powers in the legislative
process. Cabinet ministers determine policy, draft enabling legislation,
guicle hills through Parliament and defend them. it nced be, against
spirited attack by the opposition and discontems in the bedy politic.
So great is the power ot the British cabinet that it has often been
accused of being dictatorial, reducing the member of Farlinment, i the
words of Winston Churchill, 1o “a silent drudge, trampling at intervals
through lobbies to record his vote. and wondering why he comes to
Westminster at all.”®

2. By no means less important. the British system s virtually synony-
mous with strong party govermment. jumes MacGregor Burns writes in
Congress on Trual:

x Ferdinand A. Hermens, The Representative Republic (Notre Dame,
Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1958). p. 215. In the writer's opinion,
this studv presents an cspecially clear definition and discussion of parliamentaiy
government.

9 Life of Lord Randolph Churchill. Vol. 1. pp. 69-70, quoted in James
MacGregor Burns. Congress on Trial (New Vo' Harper and Brothers. 1949),
p 35
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-+ - [In Great Britain] the party is supreme. Its rele in national
life is so meaningful and decisive that most Englist -nen vote in
terms of the party program and record, rather tnan on the
basis of personality, silesmanship, and promises of the individual
andidate. They judge the officesceker by his party label. They
do not elect ‘Tom Brown or Sir Wyatt Smith, but the Labour
or Conservative candidate. . . .

- { F]he British party system is an almost ideal form of
reprowntative government. By forcing candidates for Parliament
10 run on the national platforms, it gives the voter a real choice
between  two opposing  programs. And the voter expects the
sicesful candidate to support that program once he takes his
seat in the Commons, for faithfulness to that cause js part of
the bargain between voter. candidate, and party. The parties
mike no pretense of responding to every ripple of public
opinion. or to every  pressure of some organized minority.
They have the more vital function of expressing the broad
political aspirations of a majority of the neople.10

Indeed. Burns concludes. given the strength, robustness. and discipline
of the British political parties, almost any form of government might
have ‘ “cceeded in England.n

A number of reasons are offered to explain why strong parties
deseloped in Great Britain. In the first instance, Great Britain is an
especially homogencous nation. It has been largely spared the irvesoly.
able differences in ideology, race. and religion which have, at times,
shatrered American parties. Morcover, being unitary, “the central gov-
ermnent has had to shoulder for many years the tasks of the modern state,
without sharing that burden with lesser governments as in our country,
- - - [torcing] the English parties to focus attentjon on national solutions
and to strengthen central party leadership so that the solutions could
be carried out.12

But these wocio-political factors alone do not account for the
strength of British parties. More practically. that strength arises from
a number of powerful incentives which operate to keep the individual
member in line. In the first rank of these is the fact that the personal
fortunes of the Fnglish politician are irrevocably linked to the fortunes
of his party. As we have seen, British elections are peculiarly a case of

10 1bid., pp. 37.38. A landmark study of the United States Congress. this
work iv a classic in its field. It is used extensively in this study and is recom-
mended reading on this proposition.

11 thid.,p. 155.

12 Ibid.,p. 138,
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“winner take all.” Victory at the polls gives the winning party almost
total legislative and executive control: defeat dooms members of the
losing party to protracted periods of partial political impotence. Thus,
advancement in a politician’s career depends not only upon working for
his party’s victory in order that opportunities for higher office will
exist, but also upon impressing his party's leadership so that he will not
be passed over in competition for these offices. British, party members
rarely act. therefore, in a way that would bring the government down
or embarrass the party leadership.13

Financial control by the national party headquarters gives the
party a second method of disciplining its members. Quite often, funds
for electioneering must come from a central war chest. In addition, the
party leadership provides indirect financial support in the form of
“traveling professional stafis. which provide information, speakers and
guidance to local associations.”14

Party leaders also enforce discipline through their power to dis-
solve Parliament. Dissolution is an inherent power of the cabinet in
the British system. As we have seen, when the government loses the
support of a majority in the House of Commons, dissolution must be
ordered. But dissolution or the threat of it can u’so be employed as a
weapon to prevent members from breaking party lines. On the surface
it is effective because naturally few members of Parliament savor the
thought of having to stand for reelection. However, dissolution is a
much more awesome weapon than this explanation suggests. Its real
power lies in the fact that the party leadership not only can refuse
disloyal members renomination under the party label but also can with-
hold financial support for their cmpaigns.18

8. The British system is based upon a single-member, plurality rule
principle of electing members to Parliament from boroughs. Each bor-
ough is entitled to one scat in the House of Commons, a close parallel
to the American system of electing congressmen from congressional dis-
tricts. The borough elects its member of Parliament by the “plurality
system,” since the candidate with the greatest number of votes is de-
clared the winner whether or not he succeeds in capturing an absolute
majority. The principle is also employed, of conrse, in Parliament. Even
when no party has an absolute majority in the House, as was the case
in 1924 and as is the situation now. organizations of the government

13 Hermens, ¢p. cit., pp. 232-235.
14 Burns, op. cil.. p. 158.
13 Ibid., pp. 155162,
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follow the procedures described above. One party, acting as if it were
a majority, is invited to form a cabinet, which governs as long as it
enjovs the confidence of the House of Commons.18

Becuuse of the single-member, plurality rule principle, the forma-
tion of splinter parties has been discouraged in England. As a conse-
quence, Grear Britain has escaped the problem of coalition government,
which besets many of the continental democracies where multi-party
systems presail. At this juncture, all attempts to reform the British
clection process—schemes for proportional representation and the crea-
tion of multiseat districts—have been beaten hack. As Hermens remarks,
4 radical departure from the plurality systewr “. . . would entail a change
in the esential characteristics of the British government. . . . [t] would,
in fact. not only destroy the structure of British government at the top;
it would seriously affect that basis of consent whicl has developed in
Britain since the Glorious Revolution."17

. England’s parliamentary system resis on legislative dominance by
the House of Commons. Like the United States, Great Britain has a bi-
cameral legislature, the House of Commons and the House of Lords.
Throughout much of history, the two chambers were nearly equal in
power. Prior to 18382, this presented no particular problems because the
nobility controlled the House of Commons as well as the House of
Lords. However, with the growth of popular denocracy in the nine-
teenth century. tensions rapidly developed between the two bodies, pro-
duding scrious “frictions, delays, mutual paralysis and inconclusive com-
promises.” It became apparent in 1909, when the House of Lords re-
Jected the progressive tax system favored by the cabinet, that bicameralism
was esentially incompatible with the cabinet form of government that
had evolved. Consequently, the House of Commons began whittling
down the power of the House of Lords. Today, the House of Loxds is
tapable of little more than delaying legisiation for brief periods of
time.*™

The essential characteristics of the British parliamentary system,
then. are fusion of legislative-executive functjous in a cabinet that is
responsible to a majority in Parliament, extremely strong, disciplined
parties, a two-party systemn that is promoted by the single-member,
plurality rule principle, and legislative dominance by the House of
Commons. Observers generally agree that no one of these factors by

16 Hermens, op. cit., pp. 216-217,
17 1bid., pp.217-218.
1IN Ibid., pp. 235-240.

[
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itself can explain the estraordinary success of the English system: they
combine. to use the old maxim. to produce a whole that is greater than
the sum of its parts. Deficiencies in any one of these fundamentals
would. therefore, seriously weaken, if not result in the failure of. British
government. This conclusion appears to be highly valid when we examine
the experience of other nations with parliamentary systems.

Outside England. parlianentary government has met with the
greatst success in the Commonwealth nations, notably Canada. Aus
trali., and New Zealand. In all of them the British model has been
faithfully repioduced. Canada, in particular, is of interest to those
who advocate adoption of parliamentary government in the United
States. Like our nation, Canada is faced with the problem of integrating
the diverse interests of groups distinguished by differences in religion
and national origin and by the localism and sectionalism engendered by
the vast geographical sweep of the country. That she has managed to
he so successful within the framework of federalism not only suggests
that parliamentary government might be applicable to the United States
but also gives direction as to how the adaptation might be made. We
shall return to the Canadian parallel later in this section.

Elsewhere. in continental Europe. Latin America, and the Far East,
parliamentary systems have generally been characterized by instability
and incfiiciency. In the overwhelming majority of instances, since they
invohe underdeveloped naticns—many of which are only now emerging
from the effects of colonial domination—these failures may be explained
away in terms of general unpreparedness for democratic government in
any form. They lack what Hermens calls “social ‘matter’,” the cohesion,
tolerance. and moderation necessary to form a democratic state.20

such is not the case. however. in Japan and the modern industrial
states of Europe. In those countries. failures with parliamentary govern-
ment appear to be linked to <tructural deficiencies. More specifically.
their governmental organizations deviate from the British model in two
important respects: the single-member, plurality rule principle and the
abilitv of the cabinet to dissolve the legislative assemblies.

Instead of the single-member, plurality rule principle. France. West
Germany. Italy, and Japan employ forms of vocational and proportional
representation. Because of their great complexity and variety. a full dis

19 Richard ]. VanLoon and Michael S. Whittingham. A Canadian Political
system: Environment. Structure. and Process (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Canadian
Lid.. 1971). passim.

9o Hermens. op. cit.. pp. 241-242.
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cussion of the types of vecational and proportional representation used
in these countries is beyond the limits of this brief analysis. However,
all of these systems proceed fromn assumptions about how diverse inter-
ests in the electorate should be represented in the national assembly—
assumptions that directly contradict English theory and tradition. The
argument for proportional and vocational representation runs as follows:

Social groups of all types and kinds are to be entitled to a
share in the seats available in a parliamentary bedy for no
other reason than that they constitute a certain minimum—and
b tines minute—{raction of the electorate. No one asks these
Sroups to get together with others and establish a common politi-
cal denominator upon which all citicens could unite, It suffices
that thev remain what they are. without any thought of a func-
tion to be exercised on behalf of the commuaity. . . . In measur-
ing the strength of rival groups the principle of “counting
noses™ s accepted, and the power of any of them increases in
dircct proportion to its support in the electorate, no matter from
which social or ideological elcment this support is derived.2!

Advocites of vocational and propertional representation express
the belief that once every shade of public opinion, ranging from the far
right to the far left, is seated in parliament, then parliament will be able
to integrate the widely differing viewpoints into broad national policies
through compromise and accommodation. The majority rule principle
assumes the opposite position. It argues that integration must occur be-
fore the member takes a seat in the legislature. It promotes integration
during the election itself because, as long as the winner is the candidate
who receives the greatest number of votes. candidates are encouraged to
broaden their position in order to appeal to the largest segment of
voters.

Who is right? Experience appears to come down on the side of the
single-member majority system. In practice. vocational and proportional
representation have produced “representation without integration.” The
reason for this is basic. Because they represent narrow constituencics,
legislators selected by proportionality lack the freedom to compromise
and maderate their positions in the legislative body. In short, they are
captives of the special interests who elected them, fearful of partici-
pating in the formulation of “broad-based” national policies lest their
participation result in their defeat in the next general election.

As a consequence, nations using, schemes of vocational and propor-

21 Ihid., pp. 201-202.
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tional representation tend to elect coalition governments marked, as we
have noticed, by instability and inefficiency. These governments are
unstable because representatives from the radical right and left often
combine with more moderate opposition parties to bring the government
down. They are inefficient because they permit—inde:d they almost
scem to encourage—long delays, logrolling, and the wate ring down and
gutting of legislation—the price for permitting vested interests to form
national policy. Moreover, coalition governments are inefficient, since
their cabinets are often made up of members from opposing political
parties. This has produced divisive, contradictory executive leadership.
‘The experience of France is particularly telling on this point. During
the Third and Fourth Republics, cabinet ministers deliberately pursued
policies at odds with the government to advance the interest of their
own party and to satisfy their own personal political ambitions.??

Some political scientists believe that many of the problems which
are incidental to the use of vocational and proportional representation
might be overcome by strengthening the cabinet’s ability to dissolve
parliament. In France, West Germany, and Italy, unlike Great Britiain and
Japan, dissolution requires consensus by both the cabinet and the legis-
lature. Quite obviously, this practice limits the cabinet's ability to disci-
pline members of the parliament by forcing them to stand for reelection.
Other observers, however. question whether dissolution would be an ef-
fective weapon in controlling legislators who represent special constituen-
cies. as they do in these countries. Burns, in describing the possible effects
of permitting the President to dissolve Congress, presents the following
scenario, which seems applicable to situations in the European continental
democracies:

A Democratic President, responding to a majority in his party,
and to a majority in his national constituency, calls for a civil-
rights program. The Southern Democrats rebel. The President
dissolves Congress and calls a special election. The Southerners
nf course stay in office, probably having won more votes in the
special election than ever before as a result of their mutiny.
Fither the President remains in the White House, more frus-
trated than ever, or he is replaced by someone who ignores na-
tional feeling. . ..

... To call an clection under these circumstances is simply
to confirm the power of the blocs. It is to weaken the Chief Exec-
utive who may truly represent majority opinion.23

29  Ibid., pp. 203-205.
23 Burns, op. cit., p. 156.




POLITICAL REFORM 21

The conclusion seems inescapable: in the presence of vested interests
in the legislative body, dissolution will accomplish little in maintaining
discipline. Additional checks must accompany dissolution. In the British
ststem. as we have seen, these checks take the form of denying the
mutinous member of Parliament the right to run for reelection under
the party label.24

Let us return to our original question: What is a parliamentary
system* Among those governments recognized as having parliamentary
Rovernments. the common thread which links their political systems
appears to be found in the fusion between legislative and cxecutive
functions. All have cabinets selected from among members of the legis-
lative bodies, and the cabinet is dependent upon the confidence of a
majority in the legislative body for its continuance in office. Other fac-
tors, such as party strength and loyalty, the principle of majority rule,
and the dominance of one legislative chamber, while they may be im-
portant in explaining why one system is effective and another is not, are
not in themselves crucial to the definition. Essentially, then. a parlia-
mentary system is one which uses the cabinet form of government.

What is meant by the term, “of national government?” This term
mav be defined in two ways. In one usage, it refers exclusively to the
federal government of the United States, its executive, legislative. and
judicial branches. Indeed, this definition is accepted in much of the
literature on the subject. “Of national government” may also refer to
the political institutions of the natjon collzztively. In this meaning, it
¢ncompasses state and local governments as well as the federal establish.
ment. Our present concern with revenue sharing, especially with the
ability of state and local governments to provide many of the services
now handled routinely by the federal government, gives support to this
definition.

What changes are necessary to transform the United States into a
barliamentary democracy? Before attempting to answer ‘his question,
it will pay us to review the structure of our American system. Let us
begin by noting that the foundation of our government was liid in an
atmosphere of profound fear and distrust of power in any form. Their
experience with the colonial governors had led most of the founding

_- e — e —— - r—

24 In American Party of Texas e! al. v White, Secretary of State of Texas,
™ S.Ct. 1296 (1974). the ( i _
a_political party in the United States has the legal right to denv candidates the
right to run under its party label. See Washington Post. March 27, 1974,
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fathers to view executive power with deep suspicion. By the same token,
manv of the delegates to the Constitutional Convention feared legislative
power, which they felt could be manipulated by mobs and factions. It is
perhaps only natural. under the circumstances. that they based the new
government on a doctrine of separation of powers. By creating an execu-
tive independent of the legislature, they hoped to check power with
power, thus preventing either the President or the Congress from be-
coming tyrannical and jeopardizing the frecdom of the people. The
Constitution, as they shaped it, provides explicitly for a clear-cut separa-
tion of powers between the legislative and the exccutive branches. It
attempts to keep these branches separate not only by specifying the
duties of each, but also by elaborating a complex set of checks and bal-
ances which arm each branch against usurpation by the other. Their
independence is further insured in other ways. The President and
members of the House of Representatives and Senate are elected in
different wavs for ditterent terms of office and are responsible to substan-
tially different comstituencies. Aside from “impeachable offences,” the
President cannot be held responsible by Congress for actions he takes as
the chief executive. nor can he dissolve Congress. Finally, the Constitu-
tion prohibits individuals from serving in Congress and the executive
branch at the same time.?3

In this movement toward separation, political necessity and socio-
economic circumstances have completed what the Constitution leaves
unsaid. The committee system in Congress, the growth of a vast federal
bureaucracv. the emergence of quasi-legislative regulatory agencies, to
mention only a few of the forces, have reinforced the independence of
the two branches until today we have a “presidential” (or “presidential-
congressional”)  government,  as distinguished from a parliamentary
systen.

Proposals to change the United States into a parlizinentary democra-
cv are generally of two types, both requiring sweeping constitutional
reforms. The first would restructure the system by making the President
and his cabinet responsible to Congress. Thus, as in the British model.
Congruess could oust the chief executive through = vote of no confidence.
One of the earliest statements of this plan was made in 1935 by William
vandell Elliott. Elliott called for direct clectien of the President (aboli-

a5 A tull discussion of this point can be found in anv standard testhook
on constitutional government or comparative government. The reader should
also examine the Foderalist papers, nos, 47-51 and The Antifederalists. Cecelia
M. Kenvon, ¢d. (Indianapolis, Ind.: The Bobbs-Merrill Company. 1966), Vol.
11. pp. xxxix-xlix.
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tion ot the clectoral college) | a four-year term for members of the House
of Representatives, and substantial reductions in the power of the
Senate. Once during cach four-year term the President could dissolve
the House (presumably following an executive-legislative deadlock) and
call tor new congressional elections. It he suffered defeat in the elections,
he might resign.28 Henry Haglitt modified Elliott’s proposal in the early
1940 by suggesting that Congress be impowered to vote a lack of confi.
dence in the President. Following such a vote, the President would either
resign or dissolve Congress. New congressional elections would be held.
If the President failed to gain a majority in the new Congress, he would
Le forced to resign. and Congress would choose a new chief executive.37

The second proposal would fusc legislative-executive responsibilities
by creating an executive-legislative cabinet. This plan would remove the
constitutional prohibition against federal officials serving simultaneously
in Congress and in the executive branch, thus permitting the chairmen
of congressional committees to head cxecutive departments. In fully de-
veloped form, this approach would call for:

I. Simultaneous election of the President and members of Congress
for the same fixed term, four or six years,

2. An executive-legislative cabinet with members serving in both
branches or a joint cabinet made up of members of Congress and the
executive.

3. Giving the President the right to dissolve Congress in the event
that (a) systematic opposition develuped in Congress to policies formu-
lated by the executive-legislative cabinet or (b) deadlocks occutred in
the joint legislative-executive committee.

. New general elections for all clective officials following a decision
by the President to dissolve Congress.=s

The proposals have two points in commen. First, they veverse the
historic pattern of executive and legislative independence by associating
the two branches more closely in the formulation of national policy.
Sccond, they reinforce this association by constitutional changes which
would maodify significantly the separation of powers doctrine. The second

—_ P ——

26 William Yandell Elliott, The Need for Constitutional Reform (*oew
York: Whittlesey House, 1933), pp. 27-40.

27 Henrv Hazlitt, 4 New Constitution Now (New York: Whittlescy House,
1942), pp. 8-10.

28 This particular approach was developed in detail by Thomas &. Fin-
letter in 1945, See, Thomas K. Finletter, Can Representative Government Do
the Job? (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1945). passim.
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is of fundamental importance to any plan for introducing parliamentary
government into the United States. Without extensive constitutional
alterations, it is doubtful that permanent legislative-executive fusion
would occur. Hermens explains the problem:

The difficulty lies in the strong and persistent forces which drive
the executive and legislature apart . . . These forces are deeply im-
bedded in the theory . . . [and] practice of the separation of
powers. . .. [T]he exccutive and legislature are supposed not only
to be different from one another, but to oppose one another. . . .
‘I'he two branches of our government have different origins and
different functions, none of the vital forces connected with their
constitution or operation tends to pull them together.®®

The distinction that must be made, Hermens continues, is between
simple reforms and major reforms (such as adoption of a parliamentary
system) . Simple reforms accept the fact and validity of separation of
powers and attempt to modily governmental practices within the terms
prescnbed by that system. Major reforms, on the other hand, see separa
tion of powen as the inherent cause of many of the problems within our
government and attempt to treat the problems by modifying the cause.3¢

On this basis, we would conclude that legitimate plans for parlia-
mentary government in the United States must include, at minimum,
structural changes, that is. significant modifications of the separation of
powen system which would foster legislative and executive fusion. By this
definition reforms which aim at curbing abuses or correcting weaknesses
within either branch of government—reform of the committee system in
Congress, for example, or changes in the nature of regulatory agencies—
even though they may tend to associate the Presidency more closely with
Congress, are not plans of parliamentary government. since they still
assume the principle of separation of powers.

The Advantages of Parliamentary Government

In general, proponents of parliamentary government claim that the
“presidential-congressional” system is incapable of promoting the inter-
ests of the majority. Both in structure and operation, they cla‘m, the
system favors minority views. Historically, this charge has beer leveled
most frequently against Congress. However, in recent years it has been

29 Hermens, op. cit., p. <.
30 lbid., pp. 159-464.
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extended to include the executive branch and the federal regulatory
agendies. Let us examine the case against Congress first.

William J. Keefe and Morris S. Ogul write in The American Legis-
lative Process: Congress and the States:

-+« Much of the dissatisfaction with the Legislature traces to its
excessive parochialism-the tendency of legislators to look only to
their home districts for gridance, to defer to the claims made by
individuals and organizations which help comprise their indi-
vidual constituencies, and to treat indifferently matters of na.
tionul . . significance. Thus among the groups to which the legis-
Jator belongs and to which he defers, those which are based at
home [interest groups and the constituency political orvaniza-
tion, especially the former] have first claim on him. Theirs may
be the only claims which are heard.3

\s a consequence, they continue, “[t}here are not many major pieces of leg-
islation which pass through Congress without being shaped to confer special
advantage on certain interests."3? In Congress on Trial, Burns describes
in graphic detail how members of Congress have blocked, delayed, gutted,
watered-down, and generally subverted national legislation in order to
gain advantages for spccial groups within their constituencies.33

Powerful incentives motivate a majority in Congress to place con.
stituency interests above national needs and aims. By yielding to pressurc
groups and special interests “back lhome,” the senator or representative
greatly enhances his chances to win reelection. In this, he has everything
to gain and very little to lose. “He wears the party label whether the
pasty likes him or not,” and the national party is seldom of very much
direct help to him in a campaign; indred. being too closely identified
with his party. especially when it is championing national positions which
conflict with important interests in his =:z.e or district, may actually
cost him the election. With the cards stacked in this fashion, only a few
legislators are willing to place national needs and objectives ahead of
constituency interests. Most prefer to “play it safe.”

31 William J. Keefe and Morvis S. Ogul, The American Legislative Process:
Congress and the States, Second Edition (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
1968). p. 493.

32 Ibid.

33 Burns, op. cit., pp. 67-97. See, also, “The Washington Lobby: A Con-
tinuing Struggle to Influence Government Policy,” Congressional Quarterly,
Spring 1973, pp. 91-101; Susan Welch and Eric H. Carlson. “The Impact on
Voting Behavior in a Nonpartisan Legislature,” Amevican Political Science Re-
view, September 1978. pp. 854-867; and Grant McConnell, Private Paower and
American Democracy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1966), passim.
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In advanding the narrow, parochial views ol his constituents, the
legislator is armed with a formidable arsenal of weapons whose use is
made posible because of the structure, organization, and operations of
Congress. First, the structute of both houses encourages—indeed, may
promote—minority domination. Historically, because most legisiators have
viewed themselves as spokesmen for the particular interests of their
section, state, or district instead of representatives of the nation as a
whole, as in the British system, power has remained fragmented and
diffuscd. As a comequence, an organized force for the expresion of
majority views has never enstallized on a continning and consistent
basis. Complaining of this fact. Woadrow Wilson remarked: *No one
staneds sponsar for the policy of the government. \ dosen men originate it
a dosen comprontises twist and alter it: a dozen offices whose names are
scarcely known outside of Washington put it into execution.™4 And the
condition has altered very little since Wibons day, as Reefe and Ogul
reveal in the following passiage:

Bocainse . . . [parties are] not equipped to uass persistent majori-
ties, responsible rule goes by default. Effective power comes to
rest with trnsient biparty majorities. . ..

Whatever may be the advautages of roalition ule aud ma-
jority-by-legrolling—and it is dithcuit to attribute more to them
than anadorned expediency—they are not consonant with the
idest of respomsible party government. At ne point in the political
process are these combinations accountable for their behavior.,
Never required to produce a platform, or to campaign on a
collective program, or to submit their record to the voters, coali-
tions can work their extravagancies without significant restraint.
In only the vaguest seme can it be said that the public is able
to take account of what they do, approving or rejecting it. . . .

The integrity of government is inherently vulnerable to out-
side groups and private connivance. Its vulnerability derives from
the separation of power and responsibility. If policy belongs
simply to those who exert the most influence. whether in dark
corners or on the public stage. the autonomy of the legislature
is narrowed. its claim to speak for the people as a whole is
vacated.3%

second. minority domination is enhanced by the committee system
in Congress. Some observers have likened committees in the House of

31 Woodrow Wilson, Congressional Government. Fifteenth Edition. (Bos-
ton: Houghton Miflin Company, 1900). p. 318, quoted in Burns, op. cit. p. 147.
3%  Keefe and Ogul. op. ait., n. 497,
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Representatives to “little legislatures” which use their power to advance
the special interests of the committee’s members. Congressmen, quite
naturally, seck appointment to committees which touch on the vital
affairs of their constituencies. As a result. committees are composed prin-
cipally of congressmen with vested interests in the matters the committees
handle. Even a casual survey of the composition of present Senate and
House committees confirms this fact. Members of the House Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee come from the coastal states and from
states bordering the Great Lakes, agricaltural committees in both the
House and Senate draw their members largely from the so-called farm
bloc, and so it is with virtually every other committee in Congress. 36

In addition, these committees frequently are headed by representa-
tives and senators so powerful that they can defy the President, con.
gressional leadership, and public opinion with impunity. Products of the
senjority system which dictates that heads of committees will be chosen
from among the members of Congress with the longest uninterrupted
length of service. they often are blatantly candid in their espousal of
minority interests. The late United States Senator Harry F. Byrd of
Virginia, for many years chairman of the Senate Committee on Finance,
hoasted in 1960:

My allegiance is to Virginia where the people have elected me
six times to the United States Senate. . . . I recognize no control
over my votes in the Senate from any outsid: influence including
the Democratic national convention and a caucus of my Demo-
cratic colleagues in the Senate.

-+« As a Member of the Senate, I am under oath to support the
Constitution of the United States. This I have done. Every
president of my time has had my full support when there was
need for strong national defense and when there was need for
national unity in international crises. Beyond this, my unquali-
fied allegiance to the people of Virginia has been preserved, and
it will be. I know their principles. I have confidence in their
judgment as to what is good for the country. I have followed
their will . . . in the past, and I shall conform to it in the future.3?

When he is of the mind to do so. the capacity of a committee chair-
man to thwart the will of the majority in Congress as well as the nation
is almost unrestricted:

36 An excellent discussion of this phenomenon is found in V.O. Key. Jr.,
Politics, Parties and Pressure Groups, Fourth Edition (New York: Thomas J.
Crowell Company. 1958), pp. 720-722.

37 Letter from Senator H F. Byrd to Senator Joseph S. Clark, Decem-
ber 9. 1960. quoted in Keefe ancalnggul. op. cit., pp. 494.495,
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“. . . [He] arranges the schedule of work and the agenda of
committee meetings. . . . [He] parcels out the personnel of sub-
committers and determines the scope of their work. [He] or
[his) subordinate chairmen of the subcommittees report to Con-
gress on decisions for legislation and manage the floox debates
in defense of such decisions. In these debates the committee
chairman's work carries great weight because the subject is his
peculiar province. In cffect, the committee chairmen are able in
large measure to dictate what proposals for legislation may be
considered by Congress. . . ."

The chairmen have a decisive vote in determining how poli-
cies will be cousidered; inevitably they have great influence on
the policies adopted.38

These powers translate into the practical ability of committee chairmen
to bottle up legislation by refusing to report it to Congress or to reshape
it bevond recognition by the majority. A full discussion of the tactics and
stratagems open to the committee chairman is beyond the scope of this
study: however. they are well described and documented in works such
as Congress on Trial 3%

Third, the rules and procedures governing parlinmentary debate and
discuwion in both houses of Congress permit obstruction-minded repre-
sentatives and senators to deadlock the government. Chief among these
is the filibuster. Justified by some on the grounds that it is necessary to
protect minority rights, it has been used on innumerable occasions by
individuals and groups to frustrate the majority will. In addition to the
filibuster, obstructionists can resort to the use of a myriad of dilatory
parliamentary maneuvers—endless points of order and appeals to the
chair, the introduction of irrelevant business, and unnecessary quorurii
calls, to mention only a few—in order to tie up legislation for long
periods of time.40

Fourth, minority domination of national policy is advanced through
congressional oversight of the executive bureaucracy. In approaching this
aspect of legislative activity, it is important to understand that the
Constitution does not clearly specify who shall control executive de-
partments, the President or Congress. As a consequence, both branches
have engaged in a historic struggle for control of the administrative
agencies of the government. To the extent that Congress succeeds in

38 Bumns, op. cit., pp. 57-58.

39 Ibid., pp- 67-97. See, also, McConnell, op. cit., pp. 91-118.

40 Committee for Economic Development, “Making Congress More Effec-
tive” (New York: Office of Economic Development, 1970), pp. 52-59. Sce, also,
Burns. op. ¢it.,, pp. 61-66. Both works recommend procedural reforms.
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assuming executive functions, it makes the bureaucracy, in the words of
V. O. Key. into “a marketplace where individuals and factions bargain
away the rationzl welfare for sectional and parochial gain."41

What means does Congress employ to control the bureaucracy? Es.
sentially. they are four in number: (1) direct policy making, (2) hiring
and firing. (3) investigations, and (4) appropriations.

As lawmaker for the nation, Congress directly controls thie federal
bureaucracy through its power to enact, revoke, limit, and ~mend the
laws under which administrative agencies must operate. Enacting legis-
lation may be of a highly detailed and specific nature which narrowly
limits the activities of an agency. Or it may contain provisions which al-
low Congress to terminate an act whenever it deems necessary. In either
case, Congress generally withholds for itself a great deal of power over
administrative matters when it legislates.

Congress exercises an indirect control over administrative affairs
through its ability to influence the selection of executive officials. This
power is immediately evidenced in the case of first-line personnel whose
appointments require ongressional approval, and Congress even strongly
influences the selection of second-level administrators, those not re-
quiring congressional confirmation. This is done through the prictice of
“'senatorial courtesy,” a tradition which permits senators and represcnta-
tives to participate in the naming of federal officials jn their states and
districts. Control over administration is furthered by the abilitv of
Congress to force the resignation of executive officials by criticizing them
publically or by threatening them with impeachment.

Congressiona! investigatious also give the legislature a powerful voice
in shaping administrative policy and practices. Burns observes:

Administrators dread investigations: the time lost, the disrup-

tion of administrative routine, the certainty that some lapses

will come to light, the likelihood that the agency will end up
being suspect even if it is exoneraied of the major charges
brought against it. Many of them prefer to make changes in their
policies or even in personnel to head off such an enterprise.

Thus the mere threat of investigation becomes a form of execu-
tive control by congressmen.42

The most potent form of control emerges from the appropriation
process in Congress. At this point, let us note that Congress operates

41 V. O. Key, Jr., “Legislative Centrol,” in Elements of Public Administra-
tion, edited by Morstein Marx (New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1946), p. 339,
quoted in Burns, op. ¢it., p. 100.

42 Ibid., p. 102.
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through two types of committees. legislative and approgriative. One
sets policy; the other provides tunds for carrying out policy. The two
act quite independently ol one another. Simply because a polic is
enacted into law is no guaantee that money will be made available to
implement the law. In effect. the appropriation committees exercise a
veto over legislation. But further. the appropriation committces hold a
powerful check on administration in the executive branch. By threaten-
ing to withhold or decrease tunds. ot by attaching strings to appropria-
tions, the committees can influence an agency’s activities in almost every
particular—personnel, projects. and policy. Over the years. Congress has
used this weapon extensively and with telling effect. Indeed, it lies at
the heart of many of the problems in the Amcrican system of govern-
ment. 43

The ability of Congress te intrude itself into administrative mat:ers
(reates enormous stresses in the federal bureaucracy. Their loyalties di-
vided. forced frequently to serve two masters, the agencies become
inefficient and unresponsive: “I'he President’s marching orders encoun-
ter inertia. failures of communication, traditionalism, . . . the criss-
crossing of authority stemming frem informal organization, group soli-
darity and parochialism, excessive allegiance to clients and supporters.”+4
In addition, the struggle betwern Congress and the chief executive for
control over the burcauctacy permits agencies to play one branch off
agitinst the other with the (onsequence that the bureaucracy develops a
momentum of its own. It becomes 1t tourth branch of government made
up of non-elective officials who may seive the niasters of special interest.$5

Legislative control over the lederal bureaucracy is magnified by
omnibus legislation and general appropriation measures. These strata-
gems permit Congress to put a lurge number of diverse items into one
general package. Since the Constitution prohibits the President from
using “line vetoes® (vetoing one part of a bill), he must either accep:
undesirable portions of a bill or risk losing entirely legislation he con-
sdders vital and mnecessars. ‘The same end is accomplished by the
mechanism of attaching riders (a provision which is irrelevant to the
intent of a piece of legislations to a bill.

The proponents of parliamentary government view Congress. then,

43 Committee for Economic Development, op. cit., pp. 21-40. For a fuller
treatment consult any standard texthook on the structure of American govein:
ment.

44 Burns, op.cit,p. 115,

45 1bid., pp.115-116.
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as a tool tor advancding and protecting minority interests. Its structure
has encouraged the fragmentation of power into “mini-governments,” its
rules have promoted control by spokesmen for vested interests. and its
practices have created inefliciency and unresponsiveress in the nation's
administrative agendies.

What is the case against the President: Essentially, critics of the
Prcs;iden(} complain that the office is made to depend to much on
the personality of the man who holds it, rather than on institutional
structure and organization. As we have seen, the President and Congress
represent two different constituencies. The former is virtually che em-
bodiment of the majority will; the latter speaks for minority inierests
in our plurabistic sodiety. Because of separation of powers, neither is
able to advance its constituency interests without the assistance of the
ather, vet neither is willing to make the trade-offs that such assistance
may demand. \s @ consequence, the struggle between the White House
and Capitol Hill may be accurately charscterized as open warfare, with
one brandc attempting to dominate the other. We have already viewed
the awesome powers of Congress. In the hands of strong men, the power
of the Presideniv is no less. It has heen described as

-~ weapon capable ot infinite good or infinite evil, depend.
g largely on the sagacity of the wielder. In domestic exigen-
cies it can mean presidential near-dictatorship under the Execu. ~
tive's emergency powers; in a world crisis it can mean war. In
cither case the peaple may be presented not a choice, but a fait
accam ply ‘

Unsure of ever having majority control because of the shifting
coalitions in Congress and distrustful of agency heads whose loyalties
may lie with the chairman of a powerful corgressional committee, the
President anay seem to chart a course which tends toward “one-man”
rule. He may aucempt to by-pass Congress by using dubious, extralegal
means such as impoundment of funds (used by the Nixon Administra-
tion) or initiating policies by executive decree (used extensively by
Franklin Roosevelt during the depression and World War II). He may go
over the head of Congress and appeal directly to the people. He may
downgrade she historic exccutive departments and att>mpt to govern
with special assistants and special agencies, such as the National Security
Council. He may atteinpt to destroy the political base of his opponents
By wooing away the special interests which form that base. He may at.

46 Ibid, p. 190,
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tempt to shape government policies and practices by withholding vital
information. In the long run, these practices car be just as destructive
of the d:mocratic process as any of the congressional activities described
above.t7

Since the problems of the Presidency and Congress are linked to
the separation-of-powers principle, which determines that the branches
will be independent and will check each other, advocates of parliamentary
government believe any reforms short of a radical overhauling of the
system itself will not solve the problems. Congress will never consent to
refcrm itself, thev argue, because meaningful reforms would destroy the
power base of its members. Noting that the Legislative Reform Act of
1946 decrcased the number of standing committees in Congress from 81
to 34, but that by 1955 the number of committeees and subcommittees had
grown to 185, Hermens concludes:

This experience would seem to demonstrate that it is
difficult, indeed, to provide for the proper leadership within
Congress. . . . Leadership by committees is natural to a parlia-
ment lacking an organic connection with the executive, Its
members are ever iealous of their equality, resembling in this
respect the aristocratic parliamenis of the past. Thus, they tend
to minimize the prercgtives of any overall leadership. . . 48

For the same reason, joint legislative-executive committees would
probably be circumvented by members in Congress. So it is with nearly
every structural reform aimed at limiting the independence of either
branch, for example, proposed Constitutional amendments to permit
the executive to use the line veto or to alter the length of terms and
timees of eiection for members of Congress. Given the forces which drive
the two branches apart and pit them against one another, many believe
that it would be only a matter of time until new mechanisms would oe
created to restore the historic divisions.

The Disaduvantages of Parliamentary Government

Opponents of adopting a parliamentary system of government in the
United States generally reject the proposal as being unworkable. While

47 Ibid., pp. 163-192. This study has drawn extensively from Burns’ book,
which the writer considers, despite its age, to be the most incisive statement
ever m le. See, also, Naticnal Academy of Public Administration, Watergate:
Its Implicstions for Responsible Government (a report prepared b&tll;e academy
at the request of the Senate Select Committee on Presidential paign Ac-
tivities), March 1974.

48 Hermens, 0p. cit., p. 458.
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the nation might authorize the change by Constitutional amei.dment.
the degree of legislative-executive fusion which would be required
to replicate the British model in wlis country, they claim, would never
occur, given the present state of American political parties.

The British sysiem works, the argument continues, because of
strong, highly disxciplined parties, not because of any inherent struc-
tural features of parliamentary government. It is the party system that
produces majority governments in the English Parliament; it is the
party system that maintains support of the government. Subtract the
strong. cohesive British political parties. and parliamentary government
in England would not operate in the efficient, responsive manner it
displays today. .

Without this sensc of party loyalty and discipline, parliamentary
government in the United States would conform much more closely to
the French system than to the British model. As we have discovered, the
multi-party nature of French politics has produced coalition govern-
ments characterized by extreme instability and unresponsiveness to
the majority will. This occurs because legislators in France commonly
represent narrow, special interest constituencies. As a result, a premium
is placed on logrolling, deals. and trade-offs in the French Assembly, as
each legislator attempts to gain maximum benefits for his constituents.
Since the American legislator, like his French counterpart, views himself
principally as a spokesman for the particular interests in his state and
district, the conclusion that parliamentary government in the United
States would be synonvmous, as it is in France, with coalition government
seems almost inescapable. The cabinet would never be sure of a con-
sistent majority in the legislature. Under these circumstances, either the
cabinet would fall and instability would ensue or, perhaps more likely,
the cabinet would be forced to govern by compromise and conciliation,
in which case the voice of the minority would doubtless still be domi-
nant.49

Would the threat of dissolving Congress enable the President and
his cabinet to force compliance with broad-based national policies? To
reduce the matter to the essentials: Is the threat of forcing a congressman

49 An interesting discussion is found in Barbara Hinckley, “Coalitions in
Congress: Size in a Series of Games,” American Politics Quarterly, July 1973,
pp. 339-858. The classic debate over party government in the United States is
found in the Americen Political Science Review. See “Toward a More Responsi-
ble Two Party System,” American Political Science Review, September 1950, pp.
1-34 and Julius Turner, “Resoonsible Purties: Dissent from the Floor,” Ameri.
can Political Science Review, March 1951, pp. 143-158.
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to undergo “a risky. costly and arduous campaign” sufficient cause for
him to abandon his support of special interest groups within his con-
stituency? The realities of the American political process almost preclude
this possibility. Assume that a congressman supports the cabinet’s pro-
gram, even though it is unpopular back home. In a very real sense, he is
merely delaying the inevitable. He knows that one day he must stand
for reclection against a rival who will speak for local sentiments, and
that he will run the risk of losing. When confronted by this choice,
most congressmen would probably accept dissolution, return to their
home states and districts to campaign against the cabinet's policies, and
return to Washington victorious with a mandate to force the President’s
resignation 30

In addition, the fact that the President and Congress are re-
sponsible to different constituencies would make cabinet government
unworkable in the United States. If the cubinet were made up of mem-
bers of Congress, the present tendencies of committee chairmen to amass
power through their protection of special interests would only be mag-
nified. Indeed. the possibility of introducing the evils of the French
tabinet are very real. Powerful cabinet members would openly dis-
agree with the President: thev would chart courses for their departments
inconsistent with general government policy, or they would attempt to
advance their own political goals by scheming to bring about the down.
fall of :he government .51

Opponents of parliamentary government ground their case in
another argument that deserves special attention. First, they coutend
that parliamentary systems are incompatible with the pluralistic na-
ture of American society. Our system bas developed in its present form
from the need to wontain the pressures generated by an incredibly heter-
ogeneous population made up of groups deeply divided religiously, eth-
nically. and racially. and separated in economic and political outlook
by geographical factors associated with a continental land mass. We
have weighted our governmental institutions in favor of minority rights
because our nation consists of minorities. Historically, our pluralistic
society has forced us to accept government based on compromise, accom-
modation. and decentralization because the alternatives would only
have served further to divide the American nation. Keefe and Ogul
observe:

50 Burns, op. cit, pp. 155-157.
51 Herwens, op. cit., pp. 264-284.
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-+ {L]Jegislatures {in the United States] . . . perform . . . about
a5 well as can be expected in a pluralistic system. If the legisla.
ture is weak, it cannot easily advance arbitrary and pernicious
imovations. If the diffusion of legislative power makes it per-
plexing to fix responsibilily, it alvo nakes it difficult to undo the
accumulation of traditional habits and arrangements. If legisla-
tive procedure makes it difficult for the majority to work its will,
it abso assures the minority of igs right to be heard. If legislators
subordinate broad interests to provindal ones, they nonetheless
make government responsive to local needs and viewpoints. . . .52

Canada is often pointed to as proof that parliamentary government
is not incomsistent with pluralism. The difference between Canada and
the United States is one of degree. not kind, he critics allege. Because
of her relatively smull population and large land area, Canada has not
expericnced the stresses that have built in the United States, When
Canada re:aches its las trontier, as the United States did in the 1890’s, and
populiation density reaches o critical  mass, then, they prediat, parlia-
mentary government in Canada will be put to the real test.53

IL Resowsen That the United States Should Significantly Change
the Method of Selecting Presidential and Uice Presidential Candidates

Judith H. Parris of the Braokings Institution observes in her land-
mark studs. The Convention Problem: Isues in Reform of Presidential

Nominating Procedures:

While neither omniscient nor omuipotent, the President is the
most important single figure in U8, polities. The Democratic and
Republican conventions are formal arenas when the range of
presidential candidates with a (hance of winning is narrowed
from perhaps a dozen to two. This is one of the most decisive
choices in the nation's politics, sometimes more important than
the November clection. Amending the ground rules of conven-
tion contests mizht mean changing the coustituency of the presi-
dential nonunee. $ach a change, in turn, would affect who was
neminated, who cos elected, und what the person who captured
the presiaency could and could not do o ce in office.5

2 Keefe and Ogul, op. cit., p. 476.

33 An excellent anatysis and description of Canadian government is found
i Enexelopedia Canadiana, Vol, 1V (Toronto: Grolier of Canada I.td.. 1971), pp.
i {6,

5t Judith H. Parris, The Convention Problem: [ssues in Reform of Presi.
dential Nominating Procedures (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution,
1970, p. 8.
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In recent vears, 2 number of changes have been suggested for altering
the method by which we pick our presidential and vice presidc atial
noniinees. They range from basic reforms of the convention syst. m to
selection by a direct vresidential primary. In this section, we shall con-
sider the pros and cons of these measures. Let us first atterapt to define
the terms of the proposition.

Depinitions

United States. This terin refers to the agency which will be re-
sponsible for making the change called for in the resolution. It is left
deliberately vague because the proposition permits the afiirmative to
choose from among a number of new methods which, in turn, involve
radically different agencies. If the change were to require national legis-
lation, for example, a national system of direct primaries, then the agent
would be Congress and the term United States would be interpreted in
that sense. If. on the other hand, the change required reforming the
methods emploved by political parties in selecting delegates to their
national convention. then the agency might be the parties themselves,
and that would be the meaning of United States.

Should significantly change. As used in the proposition, the word
change requires the affirmative to offer a new method of selecting presi-
dential and vice presidential candidates which in form, nature. and/or
content is fundamentally different from the method now in use. Ir: the
debate context, it is helpful to think of change as involving the substi-
tution of one policy system for another. Thus a direct primary might be
substituted for the present convention system, or party nominees might
be selected bv congressional caucus, thus eliminating the need for con-
veations and primaries all together. The qualifying term, significantly,
is defined in Webster's as “important, with consequences.” Some clue as
to what is important (significant) with respect to presidential-vice presi-
dential candidate selection is discovered in the passage quoted above
from The Convention Problem. Here, Parris would consider any change
in convention procedures significant which altered “the constituency of
the presidential nominee.” because this would have the consequences of
affecting “‘who was ncminated, who was elecied. and what the person
who captured the presidency could and could not do once in office.”

Method of selecting presidential and vice presidential candidates.
Overall, this phrase describes a system for choosing party nominees for
the office of President and Vice President. When used in a political
sense, the word method is interchangeable with the word system, that is,
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“a plan of action which operates in accordance with established rules
and procedures.” Selecting is choosing. In the pre-election period, it
would comsist of culling out from a large number of aspirants the indi-
viduals the party wishes to have as its presidential and vice presidential
nominees. Selecting and electing are two quite different processes. In
his monograph, “Presidential and Prime Ministerial Selection,” Hugh
Hedo draws the distinction in the following way:
By "selection™ I mean the initial picking out from a group (the
Latin seligere, to separate by cutling out); “election” . . . [refers)
to the effective choosing by vote for oflice (eligere, to choose). Elec-
tion is thus a clearly delimited public act, defined procedurally
by voting, while selection is a vaguer form of private choice that
may be carried out by a varicty of procedures; selection results in
nomination to office, election in the holding of office. Gne of the
most common confusions in the popular conceptions of the presi-
dency . . . is the identification of the election, and its attendant
campaign activity, with the prior selection process.®

This disunction raises an interesting point of interpretation which
should be dealt with herc. Would an affirmative team be propositional
(on the topic) if its plan consisted of changing the method of electing
the President and Vice President in a way that resulted in a significant
change in the method of selecting presidential and vice presidential
nominees? For example, an affirmative might argue that the electoral
college system of electing the President gives disproportionate weight to
votes from small, sparsely populated states. This, in turn, skews delegate
representation in the nominating conventions. By replacing the electoral
college with a plan of direct election of the President by the people, the
argument would continue, the nominating convention would become
more democratic because the need would no longer exist to overweight
representation from the smaller stares. Assuming that the proper causal
relationships can be established (and the case does go “around Robin
Hood's barn” to accomplish what might be accomplished more directly),
the writer sees no barrier from the standpoint of topicality in using the
appreach. The proposition does not specify the type of change—direct or
indirect—that must be made, but only its consequences—a new method
of candidate selection. An indirect approach that accomplishes this end
would therefore be quite legitimate. Indeed, the approach simply makes
use of the principle of counteracting causes in argumentation theory.

55 Hugh Heclo, “Presidential and Prime Ministerial Selection.” in Per-
spectives on Presidential Selection, edited by Donald R. Matthews (Washington,
D. C.: The Brookings Institution, 1972), p. 21.
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Ttification for Changing the Method of Candidate Selection

Criticisms of the convention system. lu general, the present method
of sclecting presidential and vice presidential candidates is the con-
vention swstem. In recent years, the nominating conventions of both
parties have been subjected to mounting criticisms. Essentially, these
criticisms argue that conventions are unfair and undemocratic. In their
apportionment of votes, in their selection of delegates, and in their
procedural rules and methods of deliberation, conventions stack the
deck against significant elements in our population. It is extremely diff-
cult to analyze these charges, because since 1968 both parties have re-
sponded to calls for r:form which are modifying their convention systems
dramatically.

Criticisms directed toward the apportionment system claim that the
nominating conventions do not accurately reflect the candidate prefer-
ences of the rank and file in the party. How do the parties now appor-
tion votes in their conventions? The Republicans use the following
tormula (1. 347 total in 1972) :

1. Each state receives four delegates at large.

2. Fach state receives two additional delegates at large for each
congressman at large.

3. Six additional delegate votes at large are given to each state
that in the last election cast a majority of its electoral votes for
the Republican presidential ticket or elected a Republican
United States senator or a Republican governor or a dele-
gation to the House of Representatives that was more than
half Republican.

1. One district delegite to each congressional district that cast
at least 4000 votes ior the GOP presidential ticket in the previ-
ous clection or for the Republican nominee for Congress in
the preceding congiessional election.

5. An additional district delegate to those congressional districts
that cast at least 12500 votes for the Republican nominee for
cither the presideny or the House in the last election.

6. The District of Columbia, Puerto Rico. the Virgin Islands and
Guam will have nin . five. three and three votes respectively.58

In this formula, the Repiblican party attempts to balance out state
sovereignty (electoral vote), population. and party voting. Opponents of
the formula within the Republican party claim that it disaiminates
against more populous states and their people. Led by the Ripon Society,

36 Quoted in Parris, op. cit., pp. 21-22,
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this faction has brought court action to force the party to adopt a new
reapportionment formula which would allot 60 per cent of the vote on
the basis of a state’s Republican presidential vote in the previous elec
tion and 40 per cent on the basis of a state’s electoral vote.d?

It is much more difficult to describe the Democratic party’s pattern
of appropriating votes in its convention. Unlike the Republican party,
whose formula has remained relatively stable, the Democratic party has
changed its system substantially from election to election. Yet. overall,
it indicates a trend toward giving greater weight to party voting than
to state sovereiguty or population, In 1972, 475 votes (15.7 per cent)
of the 3.016 convention votes were allocated on the basis of state sov-
ereignty  (a state’s representation in the electoral college), 1.155 votes
(38.3 per cent) were distributed aceording to population, and 1,386 (46
per cent) were given to reward party lovalty in the previous clection,ns

The Republican and Democratic methods of apportionment differ
radicadiy. Population is much more important for the Republicans;
parts voting is more important for the Democrats. However, neither
party. it is daimed. has developed a fair and  democratic procedure.
What would be fair and democratics Pairis outlines one view in The
Conzention Problem

The comvention should he representative of the party's presi-
dential constituencv—both thoswe who have voted for its past
nominces and those whe might vote for its future candidates.
In terms of apportionment. this principle means that each state's
votes should be allocated partially on the basis of its past presi-
dential voting record and partially according to population.
Fhe exact ratio . .. might vary somewhat: the simplest solution
would be to apportion half the votes on the basis of party vot-
ing and half for population.se

In addition to balancing out population and party, the basic reform,
then, would convist of climinating votes given on the basis of state
sovereignty. Representation in the electoral college would no longer be
a factor in determining representation in the convention.

Criticisms of delegate selection. At the present time, delegates to
the two national (onventions are chosen in one of three ways: by ap
pointment, conventions. or primaries. Of these, the convention method
is favored by both parties, although a trend is developing toward select-

T Ihid.p.21.
W Ibid., pp. 27-34.
W Ibid..pp. 177-178.
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ing delegates in primary elections (22 states and the District of Coiumbia
now use primaries).%0

The appointment method is under heaviest attack because it lodges
power in the hands of state party leaders who may not be responsive to
the presidential preferences of the rank and file in their states. Thus
the appointment method may permit control of the nominating process
by special interest groups and minority interests. To a lesser extent, the
same criticism is made of state nominating conventions. In the past,
presidential aspirants who were not front runners in given states have
captured state and local party leaders who, in turn, have successfully
delivered the conventions to them 81

Most authorities agree that delegate selection through primary
elections is the fairest and most democratic way of determining the
composition of the national convention. In the past, however, primaries
in many states have been marked by serious imperfections. Outcomes
of primaries have been distorted by devices such as proxy veoting and
the “winner-take-all unit rule.” Both of these militate against the
standards for apportioning votes described above. The chief difficulties
with primaries run deeper than their procedural problems would sug:
gest. Gerald Pomper in Nominating the President expresses the criti-
cism in the following terms:

Primaries have exhibited some weaknesses. While some addi.
tional candidates have been considered, others have probably
been excluded by the system of primary elections. Success in the
primaries requires an appealing personality, a national reputa-
tion, great financial resources and prodigious effort. Candidates
who are more reluctant, more obscure, poorer, or simply older
than others. may be denied nominations. The qualities that make
great Presidents are unclear, but it is doubtful that they consist
lurgely of personality. reputation, wealth and physical vigor.

Moreover, primaries have other effects that are not entirely
beneficial to the political system. Factional conflicts are increased
in these contests, making it more difficult to unify the party
and to present a coherent posture to the electorate. The arts of
compromise and moderation, essential to a democratic leader,
are de-emphasized. Thus, those who are most successful in pri-
mary campaigns may not have some of the basic qualifications
for success in office.82

60 James W. Davis, Presidential Primaries: Road to the White House
tNew York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1967). pp. 30-41.

61 Ibhid., pp.23-24.

42 Gerald Pomper, Nominating the President: The Politics of Convention
Choree (Exanston. I11: Northwestern University Press, 1963), p. 114.
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Finally, the criticism is made of current methods of selecting con-
vention delegates that they do not provide for demographic representation.
Traditionally, delegates have been white, male, and over thirty; very few
delega.vs are representative of the non-white and other minority groups
in our sodiety. Both parties have attemnpted to work teforms in this area.
They have encouraged increased minority representation at their con-
ventions by casing the financial burdens on the delegates and removing
some rules which frankly discriminated. The problem may be irremedial,
however, in the present system. How can the convention insure that
the delegation simultancously will reflect the presidential preferences
of the party rank and file and be a perfect microcosm of the state’s popu-
lation or of its party voters? The two goals appeur to be contradictory in
purpose and intent.63

Critiisms of the convention's yules and procedures. The political
convention. it has been rennarked frequently, is America’s most peculiar
institution. It brings together a heterogeneous group of citizens, most
of whom are unskilled in legislative and deliberative procedures, and
requires them in the shortest period of time to resolve questions of
momentous importance, not the least of which is the selection of the
man wha may be ¢lected to govern them for four years. And all of this
goes on in full view of millions who watch the proceedings of the
convention on television or listen to its activities on radio.

Under these circumstances, it may be nearly impossible for the
consention te achieve the twin goals of being open and democratic and,
at the same time, efficient and organized. Yet both goals must be
achicved hefore the convention can project to the viewing and listening
public an image of unity, competency, and strength of purpose. Failure
to achieve either goal may result in defeat in November. Many experts
now helieve that the 1968 Democratic convention, with its bitter fac-
tional battles, was a significant factor behind the defeat of the Hum-
phrev-Muskie ticket.

Difficulties in achieving these goals are aggravated by the size of
the convention, the short period of time that it meets, the near impossi-
bility of keeping the delegates informed, and the natural tensions
between rules which promote efficicncy and rules which foster free and
open discussion. While reforms can be achieved in each area. it may be
virtually impossible to neutralize their adverse effects on public opinion.
As a consequence, the convention will continue to exert an undesirable

63 Parris, op. cit., pp. 74-77.
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influence in presidential campaigns. We ay consider candidates not on
their merits, but in terms of the “after image™ of a convention 84

Alternative Methods of Candidate Selection: Some Pros and Cons

In addition to the retorms of the comvention system itself which
were touched on above, three methods of chinging candidate selection
have been widely proposed in the past. They are: o1)  sclection by
congressional caucus. (2) a direct national printary, and (3) the Canadi-
an plan of nominating party candidates.

Congressional cavcus. This method wis used in the United States
until 1824, It wo. Id consist simply of allowing Republican and Demo-
cratic scnators and representatives to meet in party caucus and select
the representatives from their parties they wish 1o see run for President
and Vice President. ‘I'he chief advantage of the method, its proponents
cliim, would be found in greater legislative-executive cohesion. Its dis-
advantages are described in our discwssion of parliamentary systems. It
might weaken the presidency because members of Congress would nomi-
nate only men they could control.

National primary. This method is perhaps the most widely publi-
cized and advocated. Various proposals have heen made. Some would
use a preferential ballot (for example, a voter would indicate his first,
second, and third choice; the nominee with the largest number of “men-
tioms” would be the winner): others would provide for run-offs; still
others would employ the plarality method. The claim is made for a
national primary that it is the fairest and most democratic form of
selection because it most nearly reflects the will of the people. In addi-
tion, its proponents argue that it would climinate much of the party
factionalism which is generated by the conveniion system because it
climinates the need to answer diverse questions such as how votes will
he apportioned and delegates selected. 85

On the debit side of the ledger. national primaries are scored for a
number of reasons. First, studies indicate that veter turnout in primary
clections is unusually low. an average of 30 percent. Moreover, voter
apathy is most noticeable among lower income, minority segments of the
population. This may suggest that national primaries may produce re-
sults less representative of the presidential constituency than the con-

61 Ihid., pp.R1-108,
65 Iunis. op. cit, pp. 261 .267,
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vention method, especially if that method is reformed to include greater
demographic representation.

Sccond, the cost of a national primary system may be p'rohibitive.
The high costs of running for office, which we have discussed, would
certeinly influte enormously and this would be accompanied by all the
atten lant evils. In addition, the physical demands on the aspirants
might be bevond the capabilities of most. Candidates for the Presidency
under the national primary system might be limited to “wealthy ath-
lete..”

Third, the scheme presents @ number of technical problems. How
do we establish vational voter registration requirements? What do we
do wiih the unaffiliated voter? Will the public be able to understand a
relatively complex ballot and voting procedure?

Finally, some charge that national primaries will produce party
factionalism. Analysis of the 1972 Democratic primaries lends some
«redence to this view.88

The Canadian plan. This proposal aims at fundamentally changing
the method of selecting delegates to the national convention. An out-
line of the plan is contained in the following passage from a mono-
graph by Carl and Ellen Baar:

The basic difference between the delegate-apportionment
formulas in Canada and in the United States is that the Ca-
nadian formulas provide direct representation for public officials,
party officials, constituency organizations, and interests that
might otherwise he urderrepresented in these three categories,
On the other hand, American formnlas provide direct repre-
sentation for state delegations alone. Representation of the seg-
ments of American parties that have waditionally been under-
represented—women,  youth, minorities—has  been and  con-
tinues to be indirect rather than direct. ‘The increased repre-
sentation of these groups in 1972 was achieved not by having
the national parties allocate a percentage of delegate positions
to women, south. and minorities. but by urging the state parties
to assure them adequate representation. The formulas in the
United States reflect an attempt to build a national party by in.
volving state party organizations in leadership selection, those in
Canada an attempt to build a national party by involving repre-
resentatives of all segments of the party orgunization in the pre:
tess of leadership selection. Because leadership conventions in
Canadz are designed to represent all segments of the party or-
ganization rather than provincial parties alone, the national party

66 lbid, pp.267.272,
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commiittees in Canada tuke a more active role in defining the com-
position of convention delegates. Both the Liberal and Conserva-
tive national party committees provided for methods of delegate
seaection that assured representation of both federal and provin-
cial party organizations, all federal candidates, elected federal
oflicials, and a substantial number of clected provincial officials.
Representation was granted directly to student party groups on
university campuses. Representation of youth and womien was
assured through the requirement that each of the 264 federal
constituencies include one person from each category. In the
United States. the Democratic and Republican National Com-
mittees determined the allocation of votes among state parties,
but represent ‘on of federal party associations, federal candi-
dates and elected officials, youth, women, or college students was
left to the discretion of the state party organizations. In 1972,
this discretion was limited by the encouragement of state dele-
gations to take affirmutive action to ensure that underrepre-
sented segments of the party be represented on state dele-
gations.87

The drawbacks of the Canadian system as it might apply to the United
States are highlighted in The Convention Problem:

The lack of serious attention to the Canadian experience dur-
ing the contemporary debate about conventions in the United
Stares has occurred becaue the current reform movement stresses
representation of the rank and file, especially party voters. It is
suspicious of established party organizations and their presumed
oligarchical tendencies. Where the Canadian pattern would in-
troduce the new perspectives of spciialized national constituen-
cies into the nominating conventions through the apportionment
system, reformers in the United States have sought instead to
provide adequate representation for categories excluded from. or
minimized in, the traditional delegate selection process—blacks.
other minority groups, vouth, women, and so on. To these re-
formers. allocating votes to representatives of party organiza-
tions is an elitist svstem. It also produces delegates who are re-
sponsible primarily to their specialized national constituencies,
rather than to the party rank and file. In addition there is no
definite assurance that at Canadian-style conventions the spokes-
men for vouth, for example. would he present in numbers com-
mensurate with the strength of the voung in the party-at-the-polls

&

67 Carl and Ellen Baar. “Party Convention Organization and Leadership
Selection in Canada and the United States,” in Perspectives on Presidentiai Se-
lection. edited by Donald R. Matthews (Washington D.C.: The Brookings In-
siitution, 1972). pp. 54-53. Sec, also, D. V. Smiley, “Naticnal Party l.eadership
Conventions in Canada: A Preliminary Analysis,” Canadirn Journal of Political
Sciences, December 1968, pp. 373.397
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or in the population at large. Thus, while the Canadian system
may have merits, it also creates dilemmas; and it does not empha-
size the values of the current reform movement in the United
States.98

III Resorvep: That Campaign Funds for all Federal Elective Offices
Should be Provided Exclusively by the Federal Government

‘This proposition, in modified form, has been advocated extensively in
the past year by organizations such as Common Cause and the Twentieth
Century Fund. A version of it received additional and powerful support
on March 20. 1974, when the National Academy of Public Administra-
tion called for its adoption. In a report prepared for the Select Senate
Subcommittee on Presidential Campaign Activities (the Watergate Com-
mittee). the academy declared:

The strongest argument in behalf of direct federal appropria-
tions to finance campaigns for federal office rests on the proposi-
tion that present practices are intolerable.

The panel considered arguments which have been ad-
vanced against federal financial support, but reached the conclu-
sions that federal appropriations in support of campaign spend-
ing . . . would serve a desirable public purpose.8®

Definitions

What are campaign funds? In general, this phrase refers to expenses
incurred by individuals in running for public office. In plans of federal
financing, campaign t.nds are restricted to outlays made by the candi-
date hctween the time he files for office in the primaries and the time the
results of the general election are officially certified by the state election
board. Thus primary campaigns, run-offs. and general elections are
covered. At the national level, especially with the offices of President and
Vice President, this definition appears to exclude a number of significant
campaign costs. What about the expenses of the presidential candidate
who chooses not to run in the presidential primaries? What about the
costs amassed by the candidate who, long before the primaries and the
nominating consventions. criss-crosses the nation “testing the wind,” so to
speak. for evidence of party support? In order to bring these costs within
the definition, it may be necessary to set time limits on campaigning.
Campaign costs might be viewed. therefore, as expenses incurred between

68 Parris. op. cit., pp. 37-38.
69 National Academy of Public Administration, ep. cit., p. xxiii.
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March 1, let us say arrd he fint Tuesday of the following November,
when the gereral election v 1 eld.

Campaign costs are of - types. The first type includes direct cash
outlays for expenses such as buving television and radio time, paying for
billboard advertising and other promotional gimmicks, conducting public
opinion polls. meeting the salaries of stalt personnel, transportation, print-
ing. postage—the many items that are necessary to build the candidate's
image and convey his message to the voting public. The second type
comsists of services in kind. These are services which are made available
to a candidate free of charge. for which he would otherwise have to pay.
such as, free television and radio time, the franking privilege in Con-
gress, and work performed by volunteers during the campaign. Of the
two, the second, it should be apparent, is by far the most difficult to
specily, define, and control. Should a guest appearance by a candidate on
a Bob Hope special be counted as a campaign expense? It would cer-
tainly contribute toward building his public image. Should we permit
lawyers. polisters, public relations experts, and advertising men to donate
their time? Presently, services by specialists of this kind constitute a
large part of the campaign budget. If one candidate received them free
of charge while his opponents did not. he would gain a decided ad-
vantage in the clection.

As described later, most plans for federal financing of political cam-
paigns attempt to set a dollar limit on the outof-pocket expenditures
which candidates will be permitted. Similar limits will probably have
to be attached to services in kind. Because there is a great deal of am-
biguity in this area, some authorities have suggested establishing a fed:
eral board whith can review special problems and adjudicate disputes
in cases where definitional lines are blurred.

What are federal etective officest The definition of this term in the
proposition is quite specific. There are only three federal elective offices:
representative. senator, and President and Vice President (the last two
seek election as a te ‘m).

How should funa be provided? 'The word provide is used in two
senses. In one sense it means “to furnish, supply, and equip.” Its other
meaning, 2 legal one, is “to arrange for or stipulate beforehand as a pro-
vivion or a proviso.” On the baris of the first definition, it would appear
that the funds must come in the form of direct supports—cash appropri-
ations or their equivalent in kind. To this, the second definition adds
the notion that the apprupriations should be made according to a sys-
tem. Conditions should be attached to the appropriations, in short,
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'
which supulate how they will be used, when they will be made available,
and who will secure them and in what amount.

I'he latter dehmtion is the key 10 solving critical problems with the
tederal tunding ot political campaigns, which might otherwise render
the approach unworkable and highly undesirable. Escentially, these prob-
lems relate to chedking the candidacies of frivolous would-be officeholders.
I the government were to pay the bills of anyone running for national
ofice. doubtless the number of candidates would skyrocket. Indeed, the
program could bhecome a kind of public works project, with thousands
going on the government payroll every two years under the guise of
campaigning for clective offiie. Not only would this present staggering
costs to the nation, but it would seriously weaken the two-party system
by encouraging splinter candidates. Thus ways must be discovered for
limiting the number of candidates receiving public funds to those who
4re serions contenders.

Let us review some ot the plans which have been suggested for
making these rudial limitations. ‘The most important of these is the
Public Financing Bill approved by the Senate Rules Committee on
February 6. 1974. In order to qualify tor a federal subsidy in primary
races, individuals must demonstrate an acceptable degree of public sup-
port. Acceptable support is measured by the amount of private contri-
butions receised by the candidate. For example, contenders for the House
of Representatives must raise $10,000 in contributions of $100 or less
before they qualify for a federal subsidy; once the $10,000 plateau #s
reached, the federal government will match that amount and match eacn
additionul §100 received on a dollarfor-dollar basis. Senate candidates
must raise $25.000 to qualify; presidential primary contenders must amass
$250,000 in individual contributions of no more than $250 each.

In the general election, cindidates would be divided into three
classes—major party, minor party, and new party and independent. Major
party candidates (Republican and Democrat) would be entitled to a full
federal subsidy up to the spending limit—$90.000 for House races, $175,
000 for the Senate. and 15 (ents times the voting:age population for
presidential nominces. or about $24 million. Minor parts  candidates,
defined s individuals or nominecs of parties who received more than 3
per cent of the vote in the last election, would be subsidized in direct
psoportion to the number of votes they received in the previous election.
Thus, if a candidate collected 5 per cent of the vote, he would receive
3 per cent of the permissible campaign limit for the office he was seeking
(5 per cent of $90.000. for example. in the case of the House; 5 per cent
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of $175.000 for the Senate). New party and independent candidates
would be reimbursed only if they should receive 5 per cent of the vote
in the current election.??

Essentially, other proposals. such as plans developed by the Twenti-
eth Century Fund and the Commnittee for Fconomic Development, fol-
low this basic formula but disagree about specific provisions. For the
primaries, some proposals would drop the matching requirement, retain-
ing only the stipulation that a plateau has to be reached in private con-
tributions before a candidate can qualify for a federal subsidy. Others
would make u candidate’s eligibility for federal support dependent upon
his showing in a governmentsponsored public opinion poll. A candidate
not reaching the 5 per cent level, for instance, would be denied support.7

In general elections, the most significant deviations concern spending
limits and treatment of major party candidates. Some plans would im-
pose no limits on spending. on the grounds that to do so would seri-
ously risk “stacking the deck” in fuvor of one party. In traditionally
heavy Democratic districts, the argument runs. Republicans must spend
more in order to equalize the contest. If the two parties are limited in
the amounts they can spend. the Democrats would have an inherent ad-
vantage. The same thing would hold true nationally, they complain. if
the presidential candidates were subsidized according to voting age
population. These plans contain provisions, therefore, that attempt to
¢qualize conditions for the underdog party. Finally, some plans antici-
pate the need to adjust federal payments in accordance with state and
regional differentials in the cost of running for election.

While they vary in specific details, it becomes apparent that most
proposals for financing political campaigns through government monies
foresee the need to include mechanisms for limitirg the number of can-
didates and to make distinctions based on the status of the candidate’s
party.

There is a great deal of disagreement about the sources of these
public campaigi funds. Some proponents favor taking funds from gen-
eral revenues. Others would use the proceeds from the tax checkoff pro-

70 US. Congress, Senate, S. 3044 (Repo:t No. 93-689{. 93d Cong.. 2nd
sess., February 21, 1974. This discussion of public financing legislation is keved
to the mifinal form of S. 3044. The Senate Passed an amended bill by a vote of
=3.32 while this analvsis was in proof. Students can check on the important al-
teration: of that version and subsequent ones in future issues of The Forensic
Quarterly.

71 Sce David W. Adamany, Campaign Finance in America (North Scituate,
Mass.: Duxbury Press, 1972), pp. 230-249.
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vasion of the Federal Election Fund Act. This provision allows each tax-
paver. by chedking « box on his ledeal income tax return, to designate
that $1 of his tederal tax liability shall be used to finance the election
ob the President beginning in 1976.

Fhe Senate: Rules Committee plan aalls tor (1) doubling the tax
checkoft by raising it from $1 10 $2 for an individual and $2 to $4 for
4 joint return, (2) creating “a presumption in favor of checking-off* by
requiring the taxpayer to “adiczte on the form that he does not want
money allocated o the Federal Eleaion Campaign Fund. instead of
indicating that he does, as the act now requires. and  (3) authoricing
Congress to make up the diflerence between the amount raised through
the fund and the sums actually requived to meer the candidates’ cam-
paign expenses by appropriating money from general revenues.

Plans calling tor the tederal goverument 1o provide free services to
cindidates inost often focus on four needs. ‘The first of these is television
time. Stations would be required to make more free time available to
candidates and 1o reduce rates tor commercials (this highly complex arca
of concern will be treated below). Sciond. the franking privilege now
enjoyed only by incumbent congressmen would be extended to all candi-
dates (while congressmen are prohibited by law from using the frank
to send out political literature, the dehnition of poliiical is interpreted so
narfowly that the law is virtally unentorceable). Or barring this, all
candidates would be permitted to send out campaign literzture at the
low rates now charged charitable institutions. “Third, the federal govern.
ment would asume the initiative in voter registrition and would muake
registration lists available for all tederal candidates. As Delmer D. Dunn
of the Brookings Institution notes. “this could save many candidates and
parties vast sums of money.” Finally, by declaring a “National Election
Holiday.” Congress would eliminate large expemses including transporta-
tion to the polls. baby sitters, and pwid workers, now incurred by parties
in their efforts to ““get out the vote."'72

What is the meaning of the phyase, “exclusively by the federal gov-
ernment”? This phrase <an he defined in two ways. One focuses on §-
nancing directly. the other sees the phrase as a function of administra-
tion. Of the two. the firt is by far the more obvious and commonly
used.

Webster's defines excluvive as “not admitting of something else,

72 Delmer D. Dunn, Financing Presidential Campaigns (Washington, D.C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1972), pp. 140-158.
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excluding from consideration or account. limited to the object or objects
designated, shutting out all others trom a part or share. single and sole.
and disposed 1o resist outsiders from asseciation.” Thus on the surface
the proposition appears to limit campaign funds that can be employed in
federal elections to money and services appropriated and made available
to candidates by agencies of the federal government. Candidates would
be prohibited from using funds from their own personal resources. from
friends and supporters, or from their party.

v we have discovered. most current proposals for federal subsidies
reject the principle of federal exdusiveness. In order to discourage
frivolous candidates and to promote competitiveness between major
party nominees. these proposals encourage a mixture of private and
public funds. Candidates may accept private contributions during pri-
mary campaigns. and political parties may underwrite some of the ex-
penses of their contenders at any stage of the electoral process. Indeed,
the plan proposed by the Senate Rules Committee gives the candidate
a choice between financing his campaign during the general election
exclusively by private contributions or by government subsidies. ‘The
report of the National Academy of Public .\dministration states:

Although the experience with private financing of campaigns
furnishes strong evidence against continuation of the existing
method. that does not establish a case for exclusive public fi-
nancing. The panel believes that private support of political
campaigns is an important aspect of citizen participation in the
electoral process and that there may indeed be a constitutional
right for individual citizens to contribute toward political candi-
dacies.

While the rights of individual citizens to contribute to the
campaigns of political candidates or parties are uncontested, the
same rights cannot be claimed by corporations, orgraizations or
associations. With partial public support lessening the need for
private funding. donors to campaign funds should be strictly
limited to individual voters.7

In the opinion of the writer. the term exclusive need not be defined
so narrowly. The dichotomy that should be drawn is not between fed-
eral financing and private financing, but between control of campaign
tunds by the fedcral government and control by the individual candi-
date. The source of funds is not so important as long as control over
the means of providing the funds is lodged solely (exclusively) in a

23 National Academy of Public Administration, op. cit.. pp. xxiii-xxiv.
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single authority. The tax checkoft, ton exawmple, raises funds for federal
clection campaigns through private contributions, yet the provision of
those funds to individual candidates is an exclusive right of the federal
government. ‘The federal government singly and alone determines
where and how the proceeds from the checkeff will be spent. By analo-
gy. banks raise money from their depositors but the provision of that
money to borrowers is an exclusive function of the bank.

This expanded definition suggests. then, that campaign funds for
federal elective offices will be provided exclusively by the federal gov-
ernment under circumstances in which the federal government acts as
a4 banker or broker for those funds with sole authority to dictate and
cottral appropriations. How far can we take this definition? Would a
private contribution of $50.000 earmarked for u specific candidate be
consistent with exclusive federal funding as long as the contribution was
first sent to the federal government for redistribution to the candidate?
The answer is probablv yes. On a purely definitional plane, there is no
essential difference between $1 contributions given by individuals through
the tax checkoff and $50.000 given by individuals to the candidate of
their choice. One may create evils in the electoral process, while the
other does not But that is an aspect of policy design. not a definitional
consideration. As long as campaign funds must flow through the federal
government before they are provided to candidates, the provision of
those funds would be exclusively carried out by the federal government.

What is the federal governmemt? It includes Congress, the Presi-
dency. and the United States Supreme Court, together with all agencies
necessary to carry out the constitutional functions of those branches.
The term gives the affirmative full authority to create or to use any means
it deems appropriate fur implementing the propo. ‘tion.

Justification for Federal Financing

Advocates of financing campaigns for national office with federal
funds claim that money, especially money raised through private contri-
butions, is at the root of most of the problems in our electoral process.
In order to meet the high costs of running for office, candidates must
often compromise their integrity in ways which not only open them to
pressure from special interest groups but also subvert the very process
of free, meaningful elections. What are the financial costs of running for
office? Does money guarantee victory at the polls? What problems arise
in the electoral process when candidates must raise campaign funds from

Q
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private sources: How would federal financing make a diflevencer These
questions will be adcresed in the tollowing disctssion.

The cost of running for office. The combined costs for all federal elec-
tive offices in 1972 mway have been close to $200 million. A study by Com-
mon Cause revealed that House and Senate candidates alone spent $77
million in the prim:.ry and general elections; and expenditurés by presi-
dential and vice presidential nominees have been estimated at more than
$100 million. In twenty-four House races the candidates’ combined ex-
penses exceeded a quarter of a million dollars, and in two contests. the
race for tue Sth district in Massachusetts and the 17th district in Cali-
fornia, the combined expenses totaled more than a half million dollars.
Ten Senate races produced costs of more than $1 million each. The in-
dividual high was set by Senator John Tower of Texas with $2.30i.870.
Other senators prrsonally topping the $1 million mark were Robert Griffin
of Michigan ($1394927) and Charles Percy of Illinois (31,408,822).74

It is difficult to evaluate growth in campaign expenses because. before
1972. candidates were not required to make full disclosure of their ex-
penses. but available evidence strongly suggests that expenditures have
increased sharply with each new election. Expense reports filed with the
clerk of the House of Representatives show that the amount spent on pres-
idential campaigns almost tripled between 1936 and 1968. with dollar
amounts rising from $13.732,000 to $48,119,00C. Estimated expenditures
for all mational, state, and local elective offices rose from $153 million in
1936 to $30) million in 1968.7

Relationships between campaign expenditures and election outcomes.
Experts disagree sharply in their estimates of the effect of money on elec-
tion victcries. Frequently, other factors—principally issues, party identifi-
cation, incumbency, and the personal charisma of a candidate—muy be
decisive. Yet most authorities recognize the fact that money does make
a difference in most campaigns. Dunn points out that since World War 11,
Republican presidential candidates who have outspent their opponents by
as much as 50 per cent have won elections. The following table demonstrates
this fact:

-~

74 Common Cause, "Common Cause Releases Study of 1472 Congressional
Campaign Finances.” News 1elease by the Common Cause Organization. 2030 M
stect. N. W., Washington, D.C. 20036, dated Scptember 13, 1973, p. 1. This
1 port is one 1n a series of studies of the 1972 compaign. These reports can be
obtained by writing directly to Common Cause at the address given above.

7%  Dunn. op. cit, pp. 30-32,
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TABLE 1
PERCENTAGE BY WHiIcH CANDIDATE QutsPENT OPPONENT

Candidate’s party 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968

Demeocratic .t . . 10.1°:* L
Republican 36% 71%* 59.3%* ... 29%  49.3%,°*
® = winner

Dunn concludes:

. . .[Tlhe fact that so many recent winners have spent more than
their opponents and that Republicans have managed to win in
recent elections when they outspent the Democrats decisively
may indicate that money is becoming more important in deo-
termining the victor than it was in the past. Moreover, candi-
dates’ increasing use of high-cost medern technology inevitably
will make money more decisive in the future in determining elec-
tion results.?8

A Common Cause study of 1972 Senate and House Campaign expenditures
seems to bear out Dunn’s observation. The study reports that incumbent
members of .the House of Representatives running for reelection had a
built-in financial advantage over their opponents. As a group, incumbents,
whether Democratic or Republican, managed to raise twice as much money
as their challengers. In the ten House races where incumbents lost to
non-incumbents in the general election, the incumbents rajsed and spent
less, on the average, than did their opponents.

In House races where incumbents were not running, candidates of both
parties were able to raise sizable war chests. In these races, the winner
was the one who outspent his opponent. The average was $104.064 to
375,766.

In the Senate, in races where an incumbent senator was secking re-
election, the incumbent managed to out-spend his challenger by margins of
two, three, and four dollars to one.

In Senate races involving no incumbent, the winner, on the average,
spent more than his challenger. However, both candidates were able to rajse
and spend at about the same levels.??

In addition, the study demonstrated that a high correlation exists be-
tween the amount spent by candidates and the margin of victory of

76 1Ibid.,p.9.
77 Common Cause, op. cit., passim.
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the winner. This is seen in table 2, which summarizes the 1972 campaigns
for the House of Representatives:

TABLE 2%
Winning Number of Winners’ Losers’
Percentages Contests Expenditures Expenditures
(range) (average)
70% to %0% 97 $38729 8 7479
65% to 70% 66 42212 16,060
60% to 65% 91 55,065 30,483
55% to 0% 60) 73416 54,600
up to 55% o6 107,378 101,166

If, as most experts suspect and the results of these studies seem to
substantiate. money does make a difference in election outcomes, what role
does it play? Two needs confront any politician in a political campaign,
especially if he is challenging an incumbent: the need to reinforce one’s
personal image and the need to keep the public informed about the issues.
In meeting these needs, television has become by far the most important
campaign tool for the candidate. It has also vastly increased a candidate’s
need for money. As Dunn puts it:

Candidates are using . . . [television] increasingly, adding huge
costs to their campaigns. Contestants for statewide and national
offices view the ability to finance television as a major ingredient
of victory. Campaign managers demand a “basic minimum”
exposure for candidates, without which they cannot win . . .

As winning turns more and more on who hires the most
creative media personrel, finds the best (and most expensive)
television time, and produces the most interesting commercials
and programs, the potential impact of money on election victories
looms larger and larger . . 7®

In 1968 the Republican and Democratic parties combined spent ap-
proximately $37 million on the presidential campaign. Of this total, $20
million was spent on broadcast expenditures with most of it ($14,637,750)
going for television. In contrast, in 1956 the two parties spent 312.5
million with only $4,723,000 spent on the broadcast media with $3,669,897
expended on television. Studies indicate that the trends developing in

78 Ibid.. Appendix A.
79 Dunn, op. cit., pp. 9-10.
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presidential campaigns hold true for other offices as well, both national
and state 5¢

A growing number of investigators believe the high cost of running
for national office stands as an almost insurmountable barrier to open,
meaningful, and honest elections. By forcing political aspirants to raise
through private contributions the staggering campaign funds tequired
today, our system almost automatically limits access to the election arena,
encourages illegal and shady campaign practices, and strengthens the hold
of influence peddlers on government.

High campaign costs contradict the purpose and meaning of elec-
tions in a democratic society when they make it virtually impossible
“for [individuals and] groups without money to enter the electoral
arena to offer their ideas in competition with those who can afford the
price of admission.”8! Dunn observes that in running for elective office,
the rich enjoy a distinct advantage over the less afluent members of our
society. He quotes one member of the !House as saying, “When I ran for
Congress, the first question asked me was whether I could finance my own
campaign. If I had said. *No, I cannot.” I would not have been the can-
didate. When you mention candidates for public office, you are only
mentioning men of affluence.”82 But more. when men of modest means
persist in their efforts to win office, they inevitably must seek help from
the wealthy. The Common Cause study reveals the shocking fact that
most campaigns for scats in the United States House of Representatives
and Se..ste were financed in the main by a relatively small number of
rich contributors. Other studies show that these wealthy contributors
frequently give to both parties and underwritz the expenses of both can-
didates in a campaign.3

The implications are clear. Even when the wealthy do not wish to
run for office personally, they exercise undue influence over who will run.
By spending their money carefully, especially in primary campaigns, the
wealthy can insure that the nominees of both parties in the general elec-
tion will meet criteria and espouse views acceptable to them. In a very
real way. then, high election costs result in the withholding of information
from the voting public. Candidates who would offer the public a genuine
choice and who would articulate vital issues are either not in the race, or

RO Ibid,p.31.

81 Ibid.p 13

%2 Ibid.

N3 Common Cause. op. cit., pp. 2-4.
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their voices are muted. Thus the voting public is reduced to choosing be-
tween Tweedledum and Tweedledee.

Equally important, our present system of financing political cam-
paigns strengthens the hand of special interests in the affairs of govern-
ment. As we have discovered, incumbent representatives and senators in
the 1972 House and Senate races were able to raise and outspend their
opponents by a ratio of more than two to one. Fred Wertheimer, legislative
director of Common Cause, interprets this data in the following way:

It is the direct result of a system which allows the campzaign con-
tribution to serve as a vehicle for buying political decisions. The
money flows to incumbents because it is an incumbent who has the
power to provide help and assistance. The result is that in Con-
gress today we have neither a Democratic nor a Republican party.
Rather, we have an Incumbency party which operates a monop-

olv. The only solution is to enact a system for public finzncing of
clections. Such a move is essential to restoring integrity to our

government. . . 54

David W. Adamany, writing in Campaign Finance tn America, sug-
gests that private contributions have the same effect on campaigns even
when an incumbent is not running, He declares:

As candidates and party captains are increasingly pressed by
inflation in campaign costs, they find it harder to reject large
contributions from those whose goals are suspect, or to deny re-
quests for favored treatment from those who have already given
generously. The large contributor base of political finance un-
doubtedly fosters some abuses and has the potential te spawn
others. It certainly erodes public confidence in the integrity of
politics, whether it actually corrupts or not88

It is important to realize that contributors are almost rever able to
influence gevernmental policy explicitly. No public figure can afford to
be known as a lacky of special interests. They net only refuse contribu-
tions from suwpicious sources, therefore, but make it a practice to avoid
promising favors in return for contributions. Rather, the danger is far
more subtle, arising from implicit commitments which often are attached
to the giving of funds. Commitments take two forms. First, the large con-
tributor gains relatively easy access to the officeholder. thus permitting
him to plead his case in person. As Dunn peints out:

Wt Ihid.p. 4.
~%  Adamany, op. cit.. p. 173.
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The adroit claimant can effectively demonstrate what he wants
and why he wants it—often through vivid personal illustra-
tions. He has a great edge over others, winning victory by de-
fault if other sides of the issue never enter the decisionmaker’s
calculations. And competing claims may never be as vivid or
have as great an impact as those presented in face-to-face com-
munication.8¢

Second, t".e officeholder commits himself to continuing support of policies
and practices that he has publicly championed in the past. Contributors
give, in part, because they know where a candidate or officeholder stands
on issues vital to their interests. Their contributions and promises of
future support are conditionred by an implicit understanding that the
stands will not change after the candidate is in office. This tends to lock
the official into a static policy. He is relcctant to modify his position.
even though over a peried of time his perceptions of problems may
change dramatically, because te do so would involve finding a new group
of contributors. Thus money, rather than ths merit of ideas, begins to
motivate his public behavior and he becomes. in fact, a tool of the
interests who support him financially.8?

This is not to say. however, that candidates never trade political
favors for campaign contributions. Senator Russell Long described the
circumstances under which this occurs before the Senate Committee on
Finance in 1967:

I have seen men start out running for Governor with the firm
intention of promising nothing. Coming down the stretch, i have
seen them making commitments that it made me sick to see.
They did it because they could not pay for radio and television.
Their sign boards were taken down, and the only way they could
cross the finish line and make a respectable showing was to make
promises they did not want to make, such as promising the high-
way contractors who the contract would be given to; promising
the insurance companies who the insurance commissioner would

be.88

Finally, high campaign costs unqusstionably contribute to dubious
campaign activities. Given the pressures to raise funds, candidates are
tempted to bend the law. They may accept illegal contributions from cor-
porations and other organizations prohibited by law from giving to pelitical
campaigns, and then attempt to conceal the fact in their public dis-

86 Dunn. op. cit., p. 20.
R7 Ibid., pp.20-25.
88 Quoted in 1bid., p. 24.
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closures. The full .ange of possibilities has been explored ir. the Watergate
Investigation.

Is exclusive federal financing needed to solve the problems of access,
influence peddling, and illegal campaign practices in the electoral process?
Most authorities concede that plans for financing national campaigns with
federal funds would go a long way toward solving these problems, that
have been caused mainly by the current inflationary costs of running for
office and the candidates’ dependency on private contributions in order to
meet these costs. Federal financing affects both causal forces. It would
permit the federal goverment to set the level of spending in a campaign,
while at the same time freeing candidates from the need to solicit private
funds. Access to the electoral arena would be increased, since many in-
dividuals, who are now discouraged from seeking office because they cunnot
raise funds, would be able to compete. Moreover, the plan would weaken
the leverage of special interest groups in government by denying them
the ability to trade money for influence ut election time. Finaily, it would
lessen the likelihood of illegal campaign practices, not only by strength-
ening the enforcement mechanism for present disclosure laws, but alse by
eliminating some of the factors—lack of adequate funding and the need
to keep contributions secret—which now lead candidates to pa:ticipate
in illegal practices,

However, is federal financing the only way of solving these problems?
Could as much be accomplished by merely setting limits on campaign
expenditures without discardi,g the current practice of funding campaigns
through private contributions? Could solutions to the problem be found
through making more free television time availuble to candidates and/or
by giving them the franking privilege and greater access to voter registra-
tion files> Would not strict enforcement of campaign disclosure laws dis-
courage illegal campaign practices? In short, what is unique to exclusive
federal funding which demands its presence before a plan for election re-
form can be effective’ And will the effectiveness of federal financing de-
pend on its functioning in concert with other reform measures?

As seen above, the plan proposed by the Senate Rules Committee
calls for setting mandatory limits on the amount of money a candidate
may spend in any election and for amendments to the Federal Election
Act of 1971 to tighten its provisions with respect to private donors.
Specifically, the plan proposes the following spending limits.

Senate candidates—the greater of 10 cents per eligible voter or
$125,000 in the primary; the greater of 15 cents per eligible voter
or $175,000 in the general election.

House candidates—the gr.ater of 10 cents per eligible voter or
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$9,000 in the primary; the greater of 135 cents per eligible voter
or 390000 in the general election. (Statewide House races are
treated in the same manner as Senate races.)

Presidential candidates cannot spend more in any state primary
clection than twice as much as a Senate candidate in that state
can spend in a Senate primary, and cannot spend more than 10
cents times the voting-age population of the United States, or
about $16 million in all primaries. In the general election, presi-
dential candidate . may spend 15 cents times the veting-age popu-
lution of the United States, or approximately $24 million.

A candidate for any federal office who is unopposed in the pri-
mary or the general election may spend only 10 per cent of the
usual limit for that office.

The national committee of a political party can spend, over and
above the candidate limits, not more than 2 cents times the
voting-age population of the United States, or approximately
$3.2 million, on behalf of all federal candidates during any calen-
dar year.

The state committee of a political party, including its subordinate
local committees, can spend, over and above the candidate limits,
not more than 2 cents times the voting-age population of that
state_on behalf of all federal candidates during any calendar
vear,s?

In addition, the Senate Rules Committee plan would prohibic any in-
dividual or political committee from giving more than $3,000 toward a
candidave’s expenses in any campaign—primary, runoff, or general clection.
It further specifies that no individual may give more than an aggregate
of 825000 in n given election year and prohibits cash contributions in
excess of 3100. Finally, i restricts spending by the candidate and his im-
mediate family to 350,000 for presidential and vice presidential candidates,
$35,000 for Senate candidates, and $25,000 for House candidates.?

It could be argued that these tough new provisions will correct most
of the current abuses in the election process. By limiting expenditures,
they curb the skyrocketing costs of running for office, thus increasing
access to the electoral arena; by imposing limits on private donations,
they lessen the power of influence peddlers. Assuming the truth of these
claims, are the needs met more adequately by a system of exclusive fed-
eral financing?

RO United States Senate. 8. 3044, op. ¢it. Sce comment accompanying foot-
note 70, supra.

N Ibid.
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A close analysis of the 1972 House and Senate races reveals thav two-
thirds of the contributions to the candidates came from large donors {$100
or more). At what point does a contribution translate into political in-
fluence? $100° 3500 $3000° This kind of correlation has not been de-
termined. Hence, it is questionable that a plan which attempts to curb
political influence brokers by limiting the size of private contributions
will achieve its desired result. Exclusive federal funding enjoys an ad-
vantage because it poses an absolute bar to influence seekers. Analysis
of the 1972 House and Senate races also shows that many candidates were
unable to reach the spending limits established in the Senate Rules Com-
mittee plan. This suggests that reform which aims only at setting ceilings
on campaign expenditures cannot equalize competition between candidates.
Gaps will still occur as long as raising campaign funds depends upon pri-
vate donors. At what point does a differential in spending influence the
outcome of an election? Again, this kind of information is unavaiable.
In a system of exclusive federal financing the question need not be asked,
since both major party candidates would be authorized to spend up to
their limits 9!

In a similar vein, afirmative teams should be prepared to establish
the superiority of exclusive federal financing against other alternative re-
form proposals—the provision of frae broadcast time and other resources
designed to reduce the costs of campaigning and give less 1fHuent candi-
dates access to the public forum, and tough new laws which strengthen
public disclosure laws. While the limits of this analysis do rot permit an
in-depth amalysis of these reforms, the affirmative should keep the follow-
ing questions in mind in attempting to balance off the advantages and
disadvantages of these alternatives visdvfs a plan of exclusive federal
funding:

1. Which reform better guarantees serious candidates at least a
minir .1 access to voters?

2. Which reform increases the candidate’s ability to inform the
voter abour issues and to offer the voter a real choice?

3 Which reform most reduces the pressure on candidates to raise
money?

4. Which reform most reduces the ability of special interest
factions to influence public policy through campaign contribu-
tions?

5 Which reform better offsets the advantage held by the wealthy
in seeking office or in determining who will seek office?9?

91 Common (ause. op. cit.
42 Dunn. op. cit.. pp. 140-141.
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Dissadvantages of of Exclusive Federal Financing

Three disadvantages are generally associated with plans of exclusive
federal financing: (1) its adverse impact on citizen participation, (2)
inequalities in candidate competition, and (3) the disadvantage of estab-
lishing a dual-track system.

Citizen participation. Some experts fear that exclusive federal financ-
ing will diminish citizen interest and participation in elections. The right
to contribute to the party and candidate of one’s choice is a powerful
motivational factor in creating voter interest. When people have a per-
sonal stake in the outcome of an election, they follow the campaign me.e
closely and develop keener insights into the issues and personalities in-
volved. Morcover, their interest is transmitted to other voters around
them. Through discussions and arguments, they stir up reactiou. . uthers
which may lead them to obtain information about the candidates and the
issues they espouse. Thus private contributions are likened to a stone
thrown in the middle of a pond; they create ripples that go out in ever-
widening circles. Take away the citizen’s right to contribute, it is claimed,
and voter interest will substantially diminish.

Voter interest may be diminished for another reason. Exclusive federal
financing could also strip the citizen of his right to participate in elections
through volunteer work. We have already noted that work performed by
volunteers results in substantial savings to a candidate in campaign costs.
We have also seen that voluteered service is extremely difficult to define.
As a consequence, the ambiguities in this area could be used by candidates
to circumvent spending limits by soliciting the equivalent of private con-
tributions in the form of expensive resources donated by experts. In order
to prevent these circumventions, it may be necessary to define “volunteered
services” so narrowly that the citizen, in effect, will be prohibited from
working in campaigns 83

Competition between candidates. One of the thorniest problems with
any plan for federal financing concerns its impact on the competition be-
tween candidates. The assumption that by equalizing spending we equal-
ize the ability of candidates to compete begs the realities of Awnerican
political life. A Republican who is running i a district which 1s pre-
dorninantly Democratic, for example, may require much larger expendi-
tures than his Democratic opponent in order to project his message and
image with enough force to enable him to win. By the same token, the
candidate running again~t an incumbent may be at a disadvantage unless

93 This objection is sugfested by the discussion of spending limitations in
Adamans. op. at., pp. 262.264.
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he can spend more in order to become as well known. If 2 plan does not
compensate for these factors—voter registration, incumbency, rovelty
of ideas and priorities, and minor party status—by permitting the under-
dog to spend more than his established opponent, it risks freezing into
the system inequities which are just as destructive to the electoral process
as the inequalities the plan purports to correct. This fear stands behind
President Nixon’s opposition to the tax checkoff. It gives the Demecratic
party, which has a substantially greater number of registered voters, an
inherent advantage over the Republican party.*? .

But what rational system of compensation is possible? Should it be
based on voter registration, thus subsidizing candidates in inverse ratio
to the number of registered voters ir their party? This would penalize the
party that has done the more effective job of recruiting voters and would
be a disincentive for party activity and effort. Should we allow a national
board to make compensation allowances in determining levels of funding?
What criteria would it employ? Would it not be an open invitation to
political corruption? Like the disadvantage it is attempting to correct, this
formula for compensation would probably release unacceptable evils into
the system.

Dual-track svstem. Finally, exclusive fed=ral financing is criticized
because it will result in 2 dual-track system of financing election cam-
paigns in the United States. The problem of dual tracking is explained in
Financing Presidential Campaigns, where Dunn observes:

Over the long run, American public policy must avoid a “dual
track” campaign finance system that provides substantial financial
relief for those contesting federal office while providing little or
none to candidates for state and local offices. The visibility and
growing role of national government obscures the importance of
state and local governments, where many decisions affecting the
everyday lives and work of Americans are made.

Dual track financing could encourage men without wealth to
campaign for federal office, leaving state office as an exclusive
preserve of wealthy candidates or contributors. This could worsen
the insidious effects of private financing on elections and public
policy below the federal level, particularly since many state and
local officeholders are under less intense public scrutiny than
national officials. It could also intensify problems of recruiting
candidates for state and local office. 98

94 This argument is at the heart of the depate over campaign financing
now raging in Congress. See Washington Post. March 28. 1974.
% Dunn. op. cit.. pp. 133-154,
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Resources on
Political Reform

A democracy cannot succeed unless a
majority of the voters are informed,
virtuous and industrious.”

THOMAS JEFFERSON
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READING LIST*
Selected and Annotated

By William M. Reynoldst

ANNOTATED BOOKS

Adamany, David W. Campaign Finance in America. North Scituate, Mass.:
Duxbury Press, 1972.

Principally deals with campaign financing in Connecticut. Draws conclu-
sions for the nation.

Agar, Herbert. The Price of Union. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company,
1950.
An excellent and scholarly review of the roots of our present governmental
system.

Alexander, Herbert E. Financing the 1968 Election. Lexington, Mass.:
D. C. Heath and Company, 1971.

A thorough analysis of the campaign costs and expenditures of the 1968
Presidential election campaign.

Alexander, Herbert E. AMoney in Politics. Washington, D.C.: Public Affairs
- Press, 1972.
The definitive work on campaign financing—how much it costs, wheie the
money comes from, how it is spent, and the consequences of such expendi-
tures.

Alexander, Herbert E. Regulation of Political Finance. Princeton, N.J.:
Institute on Governmental Studies and Citizens’ Research Foundation,

1966.

State and national approaches 1o the control of the role and the influence
of money in politics.

Alexander, Herbert E., ed. Studies in Money in Politics. Princeton, N.]J.:
Citizens’ Research Foundation, 1965.

A landmark woik of seven studies dealing with regulation of campaign
finance, public reporting of contributions and expenditures. public sub-
sidies for campaign costs. tax incentives for political giving. and party
fund.raising practices.

*This bibliography is a selected list of materials that are apt to be use-
ful to teachers and students discussing and debating the questions and propo-
sitions comprehended under the problem area on political reform.

1This bibliography was preparcd by William M. Reynolds of The George
Washington University in cooperation with his research assistants, Graham
and Judith Chynoweth. and Danicl Rothwell and David Thornburgh, research
assistants in the National Office, University of Oregon, Eugene. Oregon.
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Alexander, Herbert E.. ed. Studies in Money in Politics, Volume II. Prince-
ton, N.J.: Citizens’ Research Foundation, 1970.

Seven studies on money involved in nalional and state primary and final
elections.

American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, The. Twelve
Studies on the Organization of Congress. Washington, D.C.: The Ameri-
can Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1966.

Scholarly suggestions on how Congress should operate.

Anderson, Jack, and Drew Pearson. The Case Against Congress. New York:
Simon and Schuster, 1968.

The “corrupt” Congress is explained.

Archibald, Samuel J. The Pollution of Politics. Washington, D.C.: Public
Affairs Press, 1971.

A fairly brief but provocative discussion of campaign cthics. or lack of it
with emphasis on the role of mass media.

Bailey, Stephen K., ed. American Politics and Government: Essays in Es-
sentiali. New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1965.
An excellent and articulate explanation of place and parts played by the
three branches of the federal government.

Bain, Richard C., and Judith H. Parris. Convention Decisions and Voting
Records. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institutien, 1973.

An outstanding volume giving historical insight and factual presentation
of the American political conventions from their early inception until 1972.

Barber, James David, ed. Choosing the President. Englewood Chiffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1974.

A useful anthology on the political ramifications of choosing 2 president.

Bickel, Alexander M. Reform and Continuity; The Electoral College, the
Convention, and the Party System. New York: Harper and Row, 1971.
A brief but excellent treatment of the present system with emphasis on its
strengths rather than all its weaknesses.

Birch, Anthony H. Representative and Responsible Government: An Essay
on the British Constitution. Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto
Press, 1964.

An historical look, up to the present. at representation and responsibility in
the British system.
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Bloom. Melvyn H. Public Relations and Presidentiai Campaigns: A Crisis
in Democracy. New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1973,
An excellent and detailed treatment of the making of an jmage in presi-

denual polities. especially in the 1960, '64, and ‘68 campaigns with a brief
update on the 1972 election,

British Information Services, Reference Division. The Central Government
of Britain, Local Governmen: in Britain. The British Parliament.
Parliamentary Elections in  Britain. New York: British Informa-
tion Services, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1973. Available through B.LS., 845
Third Ave., New York, N.Y. 10022.

Broder, David S. The Partv's QOver: The Faiure of Politics tn America.
New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1972.

A political reporter chronicles the failures of the government and calls for
titizen participation in *“those strangely neglected Institutions, the political
parties ™

Burns, James MacGregor. The Deadlock of Democracy: Four-Party
Politics in America. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967.

A dassic work on four-party politics in America, including a “new perspec-
tive for the 70%."

Burns, James MacGregor. Uncommon Semse. New York: Harper and Row,
Publishers, 1972,

A «all to undertake that most demanding and revolutionary of all activities—
rethinking our goals and our means of attainiag them.

Clark, Joseph S. Congress: The Sapless Branch. New York: Harper and
Row, Publishers, 1964.

Senator Clark of Pennsylvania takes a critical look at Congress, with sug
ge<ted reform.

Committee for Economic Development. F tnanciag a Better Election Sys-
tem. New York: Committee for Economic Development, 1968.
A statement on national policy; recommendations include eliminating need-

less campaign costs. broadening the base of political finance, and enforcing
full disclosure,

Committee for Economic Development A Statement on National Policy
by the Research and Policy Committee. New York: Committee for
Economic Development, 1970.

An analysis of the major structural and procedural problems that currently
limit the effectiveness of the Congress and a discussion of some reforms,
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Congress and the Public Trust. Report of the Agsociation of the Bar of the
City of New York, Special Committee on Congressional Ethics. New
York: Athencum Publishers, 1970.

A well-written study of conflicts of interest and ethical standards in Con-
gress. with suggested reforms.

Congressional Quarterly, The Washington Lobby. Washington, D.C.: Con-
gressional Quarterly, Inc,, 1971.

The role of the lobby in American politics and the laws governing their
activities are discussed in detail.

Corwin, Edward S. The President, Office and Powers, 1787-1948. New
York: New York University Press, 1948,

A discussion of the strength, power, and possible dangers of the Presidency.

Corwin, Edward S., ed. US. Constitution. Washington, D.C.: Legislative
Research Service, Library of Congress, U.S. Government Printing Office,
1953,

A massive, well-documented undertaking dissecting the Constitution almost
word by word.

Crossman, Richard H. The Myths of Cabiner Government. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972.

An Englshman discusses the limits of prime ministerial power.

Crotty, William J.; Donald M. Freeman; and Douglas 8. Gatlin, eds.
Political Parties and Political Behavior. Second Edition. Boston: Allyn
and Bacon, Inc., 1971,

A systematic presentation of materials “calculated to develop an apprecia-
tion of the political party, its operations and the environmental demands
10 which it responds.”

Dahl. Robert A., ed. Political Opposstions in Western Democracies. New
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 196€.
Broad investigation of the questions. problems, and meaning of political op:
position.

Davis, James W. Presidential Primaries: Road to the White House. New
York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1967.

Very readable account of primaries. Especially good in discussing the pros
and cons of national primaries.

Democratic National Committee. “Call to Order . . . A Narrative Report
by the Commission on Rules of the Democratic National Committee.”
Washington, D.C.: Democratic National Committee. 1972.

Q

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



122 THE FORENSIC QUARTERLY

Democratic National Committee. “Democrats All. A Report of the Com-
mission on Delegate Selection and Party Structure.” Washington, D.C.:
Democratic National Committee, 1973.

Democratic National Committee. “Rules of Democratic National Com-
mitzee.” Washington, D.C.: Democratic National Committee, 1572,

Dexter, Lewis Anthony. How Organizations Are Represented in Washing-
ton. Indianapolis, Ind.: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1969.

A “how t0™ baok in government relations.
Domhoff, G. William. Fat Cats and Democrats. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972.

$ very readable study of the sources of big money within the Democratic

arty.

Drossman, Evan, and Edward W. Knappman, eds. Watergate and the
White House Julv-December 1973, Vol. 2. New York: Facts on File,
Inc., 1974.

This is the sequel to Knappman's other volume (see below). It also is
“must” reading on the issue of Watergate.

Dunn, Delmer D. Financing Presidential Campaigns: Studies in Presidential
Selection. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1972.

Comprqhensive. up-to-date treatment of campaign financing. Specially
emphasizes television and radio costs.

Epstein, Leon D. Political Parties in Western Democracies. New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, 1967.

Compares and evaluates political parties in the United States. Great Britain,
and the European nations.

Farrand, Max, ed. U.S. Constitutional Convention, 1787. Revised Edition.
New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1937.
An almost complete collection of a]} documents, notes, records, and other
written items of the Constitutional Convention.

Fenno, Richard F, Jr. Congressmen in Committees. Boston: Little, Brown
and Company, 1973.

A study of Congress sponsored by the American Political Scicnce Association.
Fishel, Jeﬂ' Party and Opposition: Congressional Challengers in American
Politics. New York: David McKay Company, 1973.

“Focusing on congressional elections and the role of American parties as
instruments of political opposition, this book is a collective biography of
congressional challengers.”
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Gardner, John W. “Rebirth of a Nation.” Washington, D.C.: Common
Cauge, 1974 offset.
Essay on what can be done to prevent future Watregates.

Garriguer, Charles Harris. Yow're Paying for It! A Guide to Graft. New
York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1936.

The report of 2 disillusioned author who sees cormuption in government
as endemic,

Green, Mark J.; James M. Fallows; and David R. Zwick. Wio Runs Con-
gress? New York: Bantam Books, Inc., 1972.

Discussion of “fundamental problems besetting Congress,” such as campaign
funding, the clection process, lobbying, and executive preemption of the

Congress.

Hall, Donald R. Cooperative Lobbying—The Power of Pressure. Tucson:
University of Arizona Press, 1969.
Scholarly approach to the interaction of pressure groups.

Hansard Society. Problems of Parliamentary Government in Colonics. New
Southgate, London: Chiswick Press, 1953,

Primarily of interest for a definition of parliamentary government.

Harris, Fred R. Now is the Time, A New Populist Call to Action. New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1971.

A somewhat general work dealing with several kinds of reform including
campaign financing.

Harris, Joseph P. Congressional Control of Administeation. Washington,
D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1964.

Discussion of Congress’s increasing difficulty in controlling administrative
operations, with history and suggested reforms.

Hawley, Willis D. Nonpartisan Elections and the Case for Party Politics.
New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1973.

A group conflict analysis of primarily local political party reform with a
strong bent toward partisan politics.

Heard, Alexander. The Costs of Democracy. Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1960.

An important book on campaign finances, including proposals for altering
the present system.

Hermens, Ferdinand A. The Representative Republic. Notre Dame, Ind.:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1958.

A thorough discussion of government forns aad policy as well as 4 specific
discussion of fepresentative governments all over the world.
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H. oert, Ray; Robert Jones; John Lorenz; and Ernest Lotito. The Po-
litical Image Merchants. Washington, D.C.: Acropolis Books, Led.,
1971.

Excellent anthology on the various aspects of campaigning with heavy em-
phasis on media politics.

Hinckley, Barbara. The Semiority System in Congress. Bloomington: In-
diana University Press, 1971.

A “thorough and objective study of the seniority system to determine how it
functions and what it shows about the selection of leaders in Congress.”

Hinckley, Barbara. Stability and Change in Congress. New York: Harper
and Row, Publishers, 1971.

A study based on the institutional structure of Congress s modified by
seniority, committees, and parties.

Hirsch, Herbert, and M. Donald Hancock, eds. Comparative Legisiative
Systems. New York: The Free Press, 1971.

The first theoretical reader in comparative legislative systems.

Holcombe, Arthur N. Our Perfect Union; From Eighteenth Century Princi-
ples to Twentieth Century Practice. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1950.

Details United States government system, with explanation of balances be-

tween separation of powers at the federal leve!, Jifference between federal
and state powers. and the two-party system.

Jennings, Sir William Ivor. Cabinet Government. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press, 1959.

A description of a collection of precedents regulating the conventions of
cabinet government.

Jones, Charles O. Minority Party Leadership in Congress. Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1970.

Examination of the “organization and operations of minority parties” in
the twentieth century.

Keefe, William J., and Morris S. Ogul. The American Legisiative Process:
Congress and the States. Third Edition. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Pren-
tice-Hall, Inc., 1973,

Very readable background study of the American system of government.
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Key. Vladimer O., Jr. Politics, Parties, and Precsure Groups. New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1958.

The classic in its field. Answers most of the theoretical questions one will
have about American govemment.

Key, Vladimer O., Jr. The Responsible Electorate: Rationality in Presi-
dential Voting 1936-1960. Cambridge, Mass.: The Belnap Press of
Harvard University, 1966.

An analysis of the “rationality in presidential voting 1936-1960."

Knappman, Edward W., ed. Watergate and the White House June 1972—

July 1973. Vol. 1. New York: Facts on File, Inc., 1973.
This is “must” reading for those interested in keeping the cast of char-
acters and events surrounding Watergate in some useful order.

Kornberg, Allan. Legislatures in Comparative Perspective. New York:

David McKay Company, 1972.
Primarily empirical and data-based articles. several of which focus on insti-
tutioralization.

Ladd, Everett C., Jr. American Political Parties. New York: W. W, Norton
and Company, Inc., 1970.

A historv of American political parties as an unique American invention.

Lee. Richard, ed. Politics and the Press. Washington, D.C.: Acropolis
Books, 1970,

Helpful anthology of articles dealing with the press and politics from
various perspectives.

Longiey, Lawrence D., and Alan G. Braun. The Politics of Electoral Col-
lege Reform. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1972.

A rather complete treatment of the electoral college with special atiention
given to the campaigns of 1960 and 1968.

Lowi, Theodore J. The End of Liberalism: Ideo’ogy, Policy and the Crisis
of Public Authority. New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1969.

Attacks “political quiescence by analyzing the self-defeating character of its
pluralist ideological base and its conservative and counterproductive policies.”

$ owi, Theodore J. The Politics of Disorder. New York: Basic Books, Inc.,

1971.
A thoughtful extension of Lowi's controversial The End of Liberalism,

which shows explicitly that there are alternatives to political, pluralistic
government.
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Mahood, H. R. Pressure Groups in American Politics. New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1967.

Discusses role of “formally organized pressure groups in public policy for-
mation” and emphasizes the “existence of a group theory of politcis.”

Matthews, Donald R., ed. Perspectives on Presidential Selection. Washing-
ton, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1973.

A fine collection of essays concerning Presidential selection in America as
compared to other countries like Great Britain and France. Several articles
evaluate the United States clectoral college.

McCarthy, Max. Elections for Sale. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company,
1972.

The author has an axe to grind as the title indicates, but his discussion of
money in political campaigns is a useful one.

McConnell, Grant. Private Power and American Democracy. New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, Inc, 1966.

A study of private interests and their effect on the American political system.

Merriam, Charles Edward, and Louise Overacker. Primary Elections. Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1928.
l-llliastory and analysis of the primary election system, with suggestions for
change.

Michener, James A. Presidential Lottery: The Reckless Gamble in Oue
Electoral System. New York: Random House, 1969.

A fairly precise analysis of the Electoral College and its weaknesses. with
several proposals for change.

Minow, Newton N., John Bartlow Martin, and Lee M. Mitchell. Presi-
dential Television. New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1973.

A provocative treatment of American presidents’ manipulation of tele-
vision to circumvent Congress, the courts. and the major opposition
parties in checking presidential power.

Nichols, David. Financing Elections: The Politics of an American Ruling
Class. New York: New Viewpoints, 1974.
Relatively useful treaiment of the role of money in politics, especially as
it relates to the acquisition of power.

Nichols, Roy F. Tke Invention of the American Political Parties. New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1967.

Analysis of the “process of improvisation and adaptation” of the party
system as 2 “key to understanding this democracy's operating mechanism.”
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Parris, Judith H. The Convention Problem: Issues in Reform of Presi-
dential Nominating Procedures. Studies in Presidential Selection. Wash-
ington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1972.

In-depth treatment of the convention svstem. Very balanced. responsible
analvsis.

Pattesson, Caleb Perry. Presidential Government in the United States, the
Uneritten Constitution. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1947.

A call v adopt a constituticnal system closer to that of the British.

Patterson, Samuel C., and John C. Wah ke, eds. Comparative Legislative
Behavior: Frontiers of Research. New York: Wiley-Interscience, a di-
vision of John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1972.

A svstematic analysis of parliamentary institutions on a “cross-national
comparative basis.” including an analysis of the United States.

Peters, Charles, and John Rothchild. /nside the System. Second Edition.
New York: Praeger Publishers, Inc., 1973.

The problems of our system detailed by a number of authors.

Polsby, Nelson W., ed. Congressional Behavior. New York: Random House,
1970.
Articles on congressional behavior primarily from the standpoint of mem-
bers of Congress.
Pomper, Gerald. Nominating the President; The Politics of Convention
Choice. Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press, 1966.

The history of nominations of Presidents and Vice Presidents, with sug-
gestions for reform.

Porter, Kirk H.. and Donald Bruce Johnson, comps. National Party Plat-
forms: 1840-1964. Supplements 1968, 1969. Urbana, Ill.: University of
Ilinois Press, 1970.

An aid to determining exactly what a political party is. and what determines
and what constitutes the platform of a natcional partv.

Read. Conyers, ed. The Constitution Reconsidered. New York: Columbia
Uaiversity Press, 1938.

A collection of papers. discussing and sumetimes analyzing the political.
vwonomic. and social ideas influencing the Constitutional Convention.

Reedy, George E. The Trwilight of the Presidency.’New York: New Ameri-
can Library, 1971.

An exposé of the difficulties of being an honest President.
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Ripley, Randall B. Majority Party Leadership in Congress. Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1%69.

A scholarly history.

Ripley, Randall B. Party Leaders in the House of Representatives. Wash-
ington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1967.

Analyzes “the legislative role of the party leaders by investigating the degree
and nature of their influence on the legislative members of the House.”

Ripley, Randall B. Power in the Senate. New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1969.

Description of the internal power distribution in the Senate, including dis-
cussion on party leadership.

Saloma, John S., III. Congress and the New Politics. Boston: Little, Brown
and Company, 1969.

A scholarly study of Congress, with suggested reforms.

Saloma, John $., I1I, and Frederick H. Sontag. Parties: The Real Oppor-
tunity for Effective Citizen Politics. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.,
1572,

An incisive view of political parties in the Seventies with specifics on coming
party modernization, based on the assumption that citizens will “reclaim”
their parties.

Sayre, Wallace S., and Judith H. Parris. Voting for President: The Elec-
toral College and the American Political System. Studies in Presidential
Selection. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1970.

A dctailed evaluation of the electoral college system and the major pro-
posals for reform.

Scammon, Richard M., and Ben J. Wattenberg. The Real Majority: How
the Silent Center of the American Electorate Chooses Its President.
New York: Coward-McCann, Inc., 1970.

An attempt to analyze the United States political system by examining the
voters.

Schlesinger, Arthur M., Jr., ed. History of U.S. Political Pasties, Vol. I.IV.
New York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1973.

Detailed examination (over 2000 pages) dealing with these eras: “from
fractions to parties” (1789-1860); “the gilded age of politics” (1860-1910);
"If&)ml ;quare deal to new deal” (1910-1945); and “the politics of change”
(1945-1972).

Sindler, Allan P. Political Parties in the United States. New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1966.
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An evplanation of the party system. with eritical appraisal and discussion of
trends that mayv lead to reform.

Sorauf. Frank J. Party Politics in America. Sceond Edition. Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1972.

Basic text on party politics.
Sorauf, Frank J. Political Parties in the American Svstem. Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1964.

Suggests the outlines of a theory of the political party by asking how the
structutes and roles of the party are determined and how the tunctioning
party relates to the entire political process.

Sundquist, James L. Dynamics of the Party System: Alignment and Re-
alignment of Political Parties in the United States. Washington, D.C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1973,

\ tiew of major realignments in the partv system concentiating ou eledions
of the IR30s, [ and 19306, with predictions of the fature of parties.

Thayer, George. Who Shakes the Money Tree? New York: Simon and
Schuster. 1973.

\ critical view of money in politics with good histotical relationships diawa
aud particular focus given to the role of spedial interes.

Thompson, Hunter S. Fear and Loathing on the Campaign Trail °72. San
Francisco: Straight Arrow Books, 1973.

A very winty, detailed, frank diary of the campaign of 1972 with a hias Lvor-
ing George McGovern and scorning Richard Nison.

Truman, David B. The Congress and America’s Future. Second Edition.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973.

A highly regarded collection of thoughtful articles on congressional refoim

Truman, David B. The Governmental Process: Political Interests and Public
pinion. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1964,

A dassical beook on political interests and public opinjon. first printed in
1950,

Twentieth Century Fund, The. Electing Congres:, The Financial Dilemma.
New York: The Twentieth Century Fund, Inc., 1970.

Bricf. but provocative. discussion of the financing question in eongressional
clections.

Walker, Harvey. The Legislative Process: Lawmaking in the United States.
New York: Ronald Press, 1948.

Detailed description of how the American pcople get their wav through
the legislative proc»ss.
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Winter, Ralph K., Jr.. and John R. Bolton. Campaign Financing and Po-
litical Freedom. Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute for
Public Policy Research, 1973.

\ bricf. but uscful. summary and analysis of campaign laws and practices
relating to htanding questions,

Winter, Ralph K., Jr. Watergate and the Law, Political Campaigns and
Presidential Poxer. Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute
for Public Policy Research, 1974.

An excellent concise analsis of Watergate and the Presidency.

Zeidenstein, Harvey. Direct Election of the President. Lexington, Mass.:
D. C. Heath and Company. 1973.

Excellent trcatment of the clectoral process and the avenues for change.
especiallv direct election proposals.

Articles from General Periodicals*
“The American Presidency;” “The American Two-Party System;” *“Ameri-
can Political Reform.” Current History, June, July, and August, 1974.

‘The three summer isstes of Current History, which focus this year on prob-
lems of political reform. bave been an important part of resource material
used by high school students in forensics.

Blake. R. A. “Rethinking Campaigns.” America, January 29, 1972, pp. 91-2.

Bendiner. R. “Presidential Primaries Are Haphazard, Unfair and Wildly
Illogical. "New York Times Magazine, February 27, 1972, pp. 11+.

“Campaign Disclosure Law.” Congressional Quarterly Report, June 17,
1972, pp. 1459-60.

“Campaign Finance Fact Sheet: Responses to Objections to Campaign
Finance Reforms.” Common Cause, n.d., offset.

\n ll-page discussion of major objections to Common Cause’s plan for
campaign hnancing and Common Cause’s responses and rationale.

Carleton, William G. “A Six-Year Term for the President?” South Atlantic
Quarterly. Spring 1972, pp. 165-7€.

Commager, H.S. “How Long Should a President Serve?” Current, Novem-
ber, 1973, pp. 14-7.

*These references incdude spedial sections. issues. and periodicals with
pa ticular relevance to the topic areas.
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Cranston, A. “Campaign Furnds: How to Cure the Corruption.” Nation,
September 17, 1973, pp. 242-4.

“Common Cause Public Financing Proposal: Summary.” Common Cause,
n.d., offset.
A 4-page summarv of Common Cause’s proposal for public tinandng legisla-
tion.

“Common Cause Releases Study of 1972 Congressional Campaign Fi-
nances.” News from Common Cause: Report #1, September 13, 1973.
A 2%.page compilation of comprehensive spending figures on congressional
races and an analssis of those figures.

“Congressional Quarterly Guide to Current Anerican Government.” Con-
gressional Quarterly, Spring 1974,

A 125-page analvsis of present government conditions, A look at Watergate,
the Presidencs. Congress. lobbies, and the Supreme Court.

“Convention Financing: Corporate America’s Role.” Congressional Quar-
terly Report, July 8, 1972, pp. 1656-60.

“Disgrace of Campaign Financing; Who’s Who Among the Big Givers.”
Time, October 23, 1972, pp. 24-30.

Fingerhut, Vic. “A Limit on Campaign Spending—Who Will Benefit?”
Public Interest, Fall 1971, pp. 3-13.

Gartner, Michael. “Campaign Financing: A Dubious Law.” Wall Street
Journal, April 5, 1972, p. 16.

“Key Provisions of Public Financing Bill Approved by the Senate Rules
Committee on February 6, 1974.” Common Cause, February 12, 1974,
Offser.

A 4.page outline sctting forth major elements of public financing bill re-
ported by the Rules Committee.

Kriss, R. P. “National Primary: Building a Bigger Circus?” Saturday
Review, Apnil 1, 1972, p. 28,

“Major Provisions of S. 372, As Passed by the Senate.”” Common Cause,
September 1973, Offset.

A +page -ummary of S. 372 and the position of Common Cause on cach
of the areas covere? in the campaign financing bill.

Marshman, D. M. “Who Really Elects the Presidents?” Amesican Heritage,
February, 1973, pp. 1034,
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“Numing Vice Presidents: Efforts to Improve the System.™ Conzreronal
Qucrterly Political Repore, 1974,

A Bpage exploration of weforms 1o improve the naming of Vice Presidents.
Nutional Committee for an Effective Congress. House Financi:l Diseiocure

Resorts. Washington, D.C.: National Committee for an Effective Cone
: 4
gress, 1973, Offset.

“The Question of a Single Six-Year Presidential Term: Pro and Con.”
Congresrional Digest. March 1972, pp. 65-9¢.

Menhers of Congross state their case. pro and con.

“New lIdeas for Clean Elections: With Interviews with R. S. Strauss and
G. Bush.” U.S. News & World Report, June 4, 1973, pp. 79-31.

“Paying for Politics: New Drive to Tap Tax Dollars.” I".S. News &> World
Report, January 21, 1974, pp. 25-7.

Pincus. W. “Campaign Financing.” New Republic, October 27, 1973, pp.
16-9.

Pomper. G M. “Nixon and the Fnd of Presidential Politics.” Sociery.
March, 1973, pp. 14-6.

“The Question of Federal Financing of National Election Campaigns.”
Congressional Digest, February, 1974, pp. 33-64.

Reichley, A. J. “Let’s Reform Campaign Financing. But Let's Do It Right.”
Fortune, December. 1973, pp. 94-7+.

“Should Tax Dollars Pay for Politicss What Party Leaders Sav.” U.S.
Newe 27 Waorld Report. August 20, 1973, op. 31-4.

“Summary of Political Committees’ Contributivns to Congressional Can-
didates in the 1972 General Election.” News from Common Cause:
Report #3, November 30, 1973.

A Mrepage anaives and breakdown

“Tax-supported Campaigns: Check Off Plan.” Ve Republic. December

22, 1973, pp. 3T

“The Washington Lobby: .\ Continuing Struggle to Influence Governmeut
Policy.” Congressional Quarterly Guide to Current American Govern-
men:, Spring 1973.
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A 13-page description of pressure groups on legislation in such areas as ¢itil
rights, consumer interests, crime, environment. education. and health.

“What Lessons from Watergate? A Symposium,” Current. November 1973,
pp- 3-14.

“Vintage Year for the Incumbent.” Time, November 20, 1972, pp. 37-8.

Articles from Law Reviews

Baker, Michael. “Constitutional Remedy for the High Cost of Broadcast
and Newspaper Advertising in Political Campaigns.” California Law
Review. 60:1371-1414. September 1972,

An excellent article dealing with the extremely high costs of the vecent
campaigns. The author also presents a good analysis of Constitutional law
in light of recent cases and this cost. He argues that election costs threaten
the democratic process and demands action.

Bayh, Birch. “Electing a President—The Case for Direct Popular Election.”
Harvard Journal on Legislation. 6:127-38. January 1969.

The senator list he flaws and dangers of the electoral college in looking
at past elections and predicting possible futurc ones. He suggests the district
and proportional alternatives as possible replacements.

Blumstein, James F. “Party Reform, the Winner-Take-All Primary, and the
California Delegate Challenge: The Gold Rush Revisited.” Vanderbil:
Law Review. 25:975.92. October 1972.

This article presents good information on the party selection process and
the recent problems that hiave arisen in this area. It alse contains an out-
standing analvsis of Constitutional election law.

“A Constitutional Remedy for the High Cost of Broadcast and Newspaper
Advertising in Political Campaigns.” California Law Review. 60:1371-
1415. September 1972.

This artide deals with the shortcomings of the 1971 Federal Election Cam-
paign Act and presents an argument in favor of a Constitutional remedy
using case law and previous government actions, Claiming a denial of Con-
stitutional rights. the author maintains that a new financing mechanism is
required.

“Constitutional Standards for Encouraging Political Contributicns.”
lozea Law Review. 55:981-97. April 1970.

[his article deals with the constitutionality of the state and federal statutes
which promote political contributions through tux reduction programs. In
examining the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments. the author concludes
that these programs are Constitutional even in excluding minor party candi-
dates if the law is constructed right.
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Court, H. Leonard and Charles Harris “Free Speech Implications of
Campaign Expenditure Ceilings.” Harcard Civil Rights-Civid Liberties
Lazw Review. 7:214-39. January 1972,

The authors of this article develop the need for congressional controls over

campaign financing and argue the Constitutivnality of such restrictions in
regard to the First Amendment.

Ferman, Irving. “Congressional Controls on Campaign Financing: An Ex-
pansion or Contraction of the First Amendment.” American University
Luz Review, 22:1-.38. Fall 1972,

This article focuses on the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 in light
of the First Amendment and the impact of the act on guaranteed freedoms.
The author concludes that the act is fraught with Constitutional difficulties.

Fisher, Louis. “Presidential Spending and Congressional Controls.” Law
and Contemporary Problems. 37:135-72. November 1971.

An excellent analysis of the expansion of the office of the President. The
author presents the major areas of expansion, some of the problems that
it has caused. as well as some possible solutions to the gradual increase in
power. Using impoundment, wars, and adminsstrative funding as examples,
the author presents a strong argument.

Fleishman, Joel. “Freedom of Speech and Equality of Political Oppor-
tunity: The Constitutionality of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971.” North Carolina Law Review. 51:389-483. January 1973.

Ihis article presents a detailed analysis of the 1971 act. its background,
provisions, and goals. The author maintains that the act can not meet its
objectives and hsts different ways to avoid restrictions. He also su :gests that,

if enforced, it would put many unfair restrictions on some candidates. The
article concludes with some less drastic but workable alternatives.

Freund, Paul. “Direct Election of the President: Issues and Answers.”
American Bar Association Journal. 56:773-5. August 1970.
The article calls for the direct popular election of the President, citing
many hazards inherent within the current system. The current inequity,

damaging eflects to the two-party system, and the possibility of having a
President not chosen by the majority are used to justify the stand.

Gossetr, William. “Direct Popular Election of the President.” American
Br dsocation fournal, 36:225.31, March 1970.
This article deals with the different proposals for changing the selection of
a president and offers the advantages of the differcnt methods. The author

supports the adoption of the direct popular election to solve the problems
of the svstem.

Lacy. Donald P., and Philip L. Martin. “Amending the Constitution: The
Bottleneck in the Judiciary Committees.” Harvard Journal on Legisla-
tion. D:660-93, May 1972
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The aathor of this artidde condudes that the present C onstitutional amenda-
tory svstem actuadlyv srves a legitimate purpose

Redish, Martin H. “Campaign Spending Laws and the First Amendment.”
New York Unersity Law Review. 46:900-34. November 1971.
\pproaching the topic from a unique standpoint. the author maintains that
the high cost denies the poor their right to express their views in an clec
1oral race. Dealing with spending limitation~ in the Constitutional frame-
work of the First Amendment. the author presents a call for change.

Rosenthal. Albert. “Campaign Financing and the Constitution.” Harvard
Journal on Legistation. 9:359-423. March 1972,

An ountanding anide that deals with _thc prospects and implications of
limiting the campaign expenditures, restricting the size of contributions. 1¢-

quiring disclosure. using government .wubsidies, limiting the type of win-
rributor and the type of expenditure,

Sterling. Carleton W. “Control of Campaign Spending: The Reformers’
Paradox.” dmerican Bar Association Journal. 59:1148-33. Qctober 1973.

Lhis is a good invoduction to compaign finanding. It deals with some of the
aurtent problems and potential solutions. as well as discussing some of the
problems that the alternatives would bring with them.

Wick. William D. “The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 and Po-
litical Broadcast Reform.” Ne Paul Lazwe Review, 22:582-628. Spring
1973.

Lhis article deals with television and radio coverage in recent elections. It
+so presents the 1971 act and shows some of the wass in which it is being
tircumvented.

Articles from Political Science Periodicals

Deckard. Barbara. “State Party Delegations in the United States House
of Representatives—An Analysis of Group Action.” Polity, Spring 1973,
pp. 311.34.

Based on congressional interviews, the article seeks to explain “varying de-
grees of alliance among members of different state party delegations.”

Dreyer. Edward C. “Media Use and Electoral Choices: Some Political
Consequences of Information Exposure.” Public Opinion Quarterly,
. Winter 1971-1972, pp. 544-58.

Using the data from five sets of presidential elections, the author attempts
to measure the impact of the media on the election outcome. The media
exposure in the inter- and intra-election situation is considered,
Graber. Doris. “The Press as Opinion Resource During the 1968 Presid-
dential Campaign.” Public Opinion Quarterly, Fall 1971, pp. 168-82.
Q
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The author tries to determine the effects of press coverage of clections on
vating behavior. “This is done in comparison to possible impact of political
advertising in the same media.

Heuwinkel, Richard J., and Chatles W. Wiggins. “Party Competition and
Purty Leadership Attributes.” American Journal of Political Science,
February 1973, pp. 139-69.

Analyzes svstematically the role played by interparty competition in leader-
ship recruitment.

Hinckley, Barbara. “Coalitions in Congress: Size in a Series of Games.”
American Politics Quarterly, July 1973, pp. 339.39.

The discipline of coalition theory applied to Congress.

Kostroski, Warren Lee. “Party and Incumbency in Postwar Senate Elec-
tions: Trends, Patterns and Models.” American Political Science Re-
view, December 1973, pp. 1213-34.

Finds that party has undergone an overall_ decline in influence while in.
cumbency has undergone a roughly proportionate increase.

Lucy, William H. “Polls, Primaries and Presidential Nominations.” The
Journal of Politics, November 1973, pp. 830-48.

By analvzing the polls and primarics of the previous elections, the author
concludes that the nominating convention usually reaffirms the choice tha.
the prople would have otherwise made. He casts doubt on the wisdom of a
direct primary because of poor turn-out and other factors.

McGregor, Eugene B., Jr. “Rationality and Uncertai: ty at National
Nominating Conventions.” The Journal of Pulitics, May 1573, pp. 458-
78.

I'his article deals with the uncertainty of conventions and the behind-the-
seeres power plavs that occur there. often changing the final results. It has
espedially good information on mult -ballot conventions and their outcome.

Nicgorski, Walter. “The New Federalism and Direct Popular Election.”
Review of Politics. January 1972, pp. 3-15.

The author calls for the abolition of the electoral college on the grounds
that it denies the true spirit of democracy. A bricf history is included.

Obler, Jeffrey. “The Role of National Party Leaders in the Selection of
Purliamentary Candidates.” Comparative Politics, January 1973 pp-
157-84.

This article is an excellent analysis of the parliamentary svstem's ability 1o
keep tight party control and thus accomplish more. It gives an in-depth

analssis of the Belgian situation with references to the American and British
svstems for comparison,
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Ranney, Austin. “Turnout and Representation in Presidential Primary
Elections.” American Political Science Review, March 1972, pp. 21-37.

1lus article shows the several shortcomings of primary cleciions and s!l(l\\\'
that thev are not the perfect answer to sclection. The author uses statistics
from polls and primasies to pose his point.

Smiley, D. V. “The National Party Leadership Convention in Canadu: A
Preliminary Analysis.” Canadian Journal of Political Science, Deccmber

1968, pp. 373~97.
An explanauion of the process of the “only country in the British parlia-
mentary tradition which chooses its party leaders through representative
party conventions called for that purpose.”
. . .
Sundquist. James L. “Whither the American Party Systemi™ Poirtical
Science Quarterly, December 1973, pp. 359-81.

\uempt 10 “interpret the shifts of party strength ip the past decade.”

“Toward a2 More Responsible Two-Party System.” American Political
Scrience Review, September 1950, Supplement A.

\ laudmatk appraisal of the American two-party system.

Turner, Julius. “Responsible Parties: A Dissent from the Floor.” Ameri-
can Political Science Reviese, March 1951, pp. 141-52.

Robuital 1o the landmark appraisal ot the two-party swtem.

Welch, Susan. and Eric H. Carlson. “The Impact of Party on Voting Be-
havior in a Nonpartisan Legislature.” American Political Science Re-
stezr, September 1973, pp. 854-67.

Well toatnoted artide on legislative influences.

Government Documents™

U.S. Congress. House, Hoew Our Laws Are Made, 92nd. Cong., 2nd sess.,
1472, Document No. 92-323.

U.S. Congress, House, Republican Tusk Force on Congressional Reform
and Minority Staffing, We Propose: A Modern Congress. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Compuny, 1966,

A series of articles by public officials.

*Unless otherwise indicated, these documents are available from the US.
G.overnment Printing Office, “Washington, D.C.
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U.8. Congress, House, Select Committee on Committees, Panel Discussions
on Committee Organisation in the House, Vols. 1, 2. 3, 93rd Cong., 1st
sess., Sumnier 1973.

Discussions anst wotking papers on committee organization having implica-
tions for congressional and executive branch reform.

U.S. Congress, Joint Com.nittee on the Organization of the Congress,
Final Report, No. 1414, 89th Cong., Ind sess., 1966.

Recommendations on the rele and procedures of Congress.

U.S. Congress, Senate, 4 Bl to Amend the Federal Election Campaign
dct of 1971, to provide for public financina ~f primary and general
election campaigns for Federal elective office and to wmend certain
other provisions of law relating to the financing avd conduct of such
campaigns, S. 3044, 93rd Cong., 2nd sess., 1974.

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Government Operations, 4 Survey
of Public Attitules. Hearings before the Subcommittee on Intergovern-
mental Relations, 93rd Cong., st sess., 1973.

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Rules and Administration, Federal
Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1974, Hearings before the
Committee to accompany S. 3044, 93rd Cong., 2nd sess., 1974.

US. Congress, Senate, Committee on Rules and Administration, Public
Financing of Federal Elections, Hearings before the Subcommittee
on Privileges und Electiens. on S. 1103, S. 1954, S, 2417, 93rd Cong., Ist
sess., 1973.

U.S. Congress, Senate, Hearings on Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971: May 24, 25, 1971, Committee on Rules and Administration, Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elections, 92nd Cong., 1st sess.

U.S. Congress, Senate, Hearings on Federal Election Reform, 1973: April
11, 12, June 6, 7, 1973, Committee on Rules and Administratian, Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elections, 93rd Cong., Ist sess.

U.S. Congress, Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activi-
ties, Election Reform: Basic References, Committee Print, 93rd Cong,,
1st sess., November 1973.

About 700 pages of background studies and documents on campaign and
clection reform compiled for the benefit of the Select Committee on Presi-
dential Campaign Activities.

U.S. Cengress, Senate, Committee on Government Operations, Subcom-
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Confidence and Concern; Citi-
zens View American Government, Parts 1, 2, 3, Committee Print, 93rd

Cong., 1st sess., 1973,



