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LITTLE 1976 EFFECT
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But Some Candidates
[ Could Bar Subsidy
- and Rely on Gifts
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By WARREN WEAVER Jr.

Speocial to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Jan. 30—The
Supreme Court decision today
!on campaign financing, for all
]f its length and air of historic
ipronouncement, will probably
Jnot have a great deal of effect
on the 1976 Presidential elec-
'|tion, in the view of pol
i i
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he would raise more money in
‘private contributions now that
there is no spending limit for
unsubsidized ' contenders.
However, with the contribu-
tion ceilings of $1,000 per per-
son and $5,000 per committee
still in effect, that could be very
difficult. Dr. Mark Siegel, exec-

utive dire¢tor of the Democratic/’

National Committee, said he did
not believe any prospective
Democratic nominee could do it.
Both the Republican contend-
ers, President Ford and Ronald
Reagan, have similar deter-
rents: Their convention, the
third week in August, comes so
late that the winner will have
little time for private  fund-
raising before the campaign,
and both men have effectively
blunted th eissue by accepting
subsidies in the primary cam-
paign. B
New Chance .
. The Court’s proposal of un-
limited campaign spending - to
Presidential candidates who re-

ject subsidies presents a total-| -

ly new opportunity to potential
late entries in the democratic
Competition, such as perhaps
Senators Frank Church of Idahc
and Hubert H. Humphrey of
Minnesota. .

Any would-be nominee - who
was free of the state-by-state
primary limits as well as the
national $10 million ceiling
would still be requiréd, how-
ever, to report all his spending,
which would then invite com-
parison with that of his less
restricted competitors. 4.

The court made it clear that
a constitutional eléction com-
mission could be created only
if Congress would make all its
members appointive by  the
President, subject to Congres-
sional confirmation. The Court
gave the lawmakers 30 days to
act, an almost imperceptible
petiod by Congressional stand-
ards. ’

Could .Lose Jurisdiction
_If the commission is recon-
stituted as the high court re-
quired, it would presumably
still lose a' big area of its
former jurisdiction in admin-
istering  campaign spending
ceilings. . This function might
be retained, however, with
respect to candidates who ac-
cept Federal subsidies.

When the Court sustained the
$20 million subsidies for ma-
jor party Presidential candi-
dates' in the general election,
it. may have lowered. the pros-
pect that Gov., George C. Wal-
lace of Alabama will attempt
a third-party race if he fails
to win the Democratic nomi-
nation, g

Reaction to the Court’s de-
cision from candidates, 're-
[formers and critics of the cam-
‘paign law had a curious same-
Iness; almost everyone on all
'sides of the issues professed to
‘take comfort from the ruling,
in part because of widespread

COURTUPHOLDS PUBLICFUNDS
FOR PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION RACES,
'REMQVES MOST LIMITS ON SPENDING

imes——

|
linitial confusion as to the
practical effect.
| President Ford, for example,
called on all Presidential can-
didates “to join with me in
edhering to the spending limit
|that ‘had been established un-
)der the 1974 law,” apparently
unaware that the limit remained
in force for all subsidized can-
didates. S

" Says Ceilings Stay
At the commission, Thomas
E. Harris, a member who is an
election law expert, said, “The
ceilings imposed by the act
survive if a candidate accepts
public funds.” John G. Murphy
Jr,, the general counsel, said
“the functional effect” of the
ruling was to remove spending
ceilings only from privately
financed campaigns.
| Several ‘Democratic  candi-
|dates, including Senat=s Henry
|M. Jackson of Washington and

"Birch Bayh of Indiana, joined

President Ford in pledging te
observe the ceilings that they
thought the Court had elimin-
ated entirely." i
Conversely, opponents of the
campaign law reacted enthusi-
astically to the Court’s aboli-
tion of campaign spending
ceilings, unaware that it would
probably not affect any of the
1976 -Presidential competitors.
Senator James L.. Buckley,
Conservative-Republican of New
York, one of the plaintiffs in
the court challenge, called the
expenditure ceilings “a blatant
attack on the First Amedn-
ment freedoms of all citizens.”
Loren Smith, counsel for Citi-

- |zens for Reagan, said his group

applauded the Court for elimi-
nating “limits restrictive of all
free political expression.”
Retained Some Limits
‘Several organizations that
supported the new campaign
law, among them Common
Cause and the League of Wo-
men Voters, hailed the decision
as'a victory because the Court

{retained limits on contributions,
" |compulsory financial reporting

by all candidates and commit-
bees and public financing of the
Presidential election.

David Cohen, president of
Common Cause, said he was
encouraged ' that the ruling
would add momentum to the
effort to provide public financ.
ing for Senate and House elec-
tions as well.

Presidential candidates re-
ceiving primary subsidies—12
of them currently—wil] still be
subject’ to spending ceilings
because ‘of provisions in the
campaign law’ requiring them
to agree to such limits to qual-
ify’ for the matching funds in
the first place.

The high court specifical] -
poirted out-that these ‘require--
ments would remain in foree
even though the secton em-
‘bodying spending limits for al'
icandidates was stricken as 1
!constitutiona].
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