.|visions. Since each has ac-
-|cepted public financing, each
'|is bound by spending limits ag
r|a condition of that financing,
The restructuring of the ‘Fed-
eral Election Commission is all
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Continued on Page 15, Column }

30-Day Deadlinels Set
for Restructuring -of
Federal Commission

By LESLEY OELSNER

! Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Jan. 30 — In
a landmark ruling on how po-
litical campaigns are to be
waged, the Supreme Court to-
day upheld public financing for
{Presidential contests, limits on
how much may be contributed
by individuals to any Federal
election race, and strict require-
ments for reporting both con-
tributions and expenditures.

At the same time, the Court
struck down as unconstitutional
all limits on how much can be

The text of court’s decision is
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‘Continued From Page I, Col. 8

‘that must be done, at: -this

point, as a result of the ruling,
.. The long-range effect of the
ruling, though, is vast—both.

in terms of the practical rules|

“for campaigns, and in terms of
the extent of the guarantees
that the Constitution, especial-

" ly ‘the First Amendment, have
1 interpreted to con-|

now be

While the Court did strike
down portions of the new law,
it sustainéd more, and the new
‘law drastically changed the
rules for political contenders.
\ The law was enacted largely
o prevent corruption and the

‘appearance of corruption in the|

!Courft' said, is only a “marginal”
irestriction, for the ‘“quantity -
of communication by the con--
tributor does not increase per-
ceptibily with the size of his
contribution.” &

After making that distinction,
the court then weighed each
of the limits against the
governmental needs undelying
the law.

In the case of contributions,
'it held that “it is unnecessary
ito look beyond the act’s pri-
mary purpose—to limit the
actuality and appearance of
corruption resulting from large
individual financial contribu~
tions”—in order to find suffi-
cient justification.

“To the extent that large

: es 12, 13. e political process. It was chal- contributions are given to se-
printed on Pag 1w lenged, in the lawsuit that led [cure political un(i! pro qupsl.
e aign for Cong- ‘to today’s ruling, by 12 persons from current and potentia
Spe‘?t ne carrégglgtx; or in ‘h?s ... and groups, including former|office holders, the integrity of
ress’ by a candidat ; ..~ Senator Eugene J. McCarthy, our system of representative
‘behalf, and struck down nearly . 'on the ‘ground that it violated |Government is undermined,”
all limits on spending in a cam- ., -2 series of constitutional -pro-|the Court said. “Although the
paign for President. . ' 1‘:{_ISI,Ons and . particularly the scope of such perni;xous prgf-
o Con ; ne ex- . ‘Irst Amendment’s. guarantee of | tices can mnever be reliably
T}?e Court p earm ltteil,ﬁimjted . free speech. ascertained, the deeply disturb-
ception. IEegArding UL T ‘What the Court did in .to-/éxamples surfacing after the
spending for PreS{dentlgll c‘og- day’s ruling was balance the 1972 election demonstrate thag
tenders: In upholding the pub-. governmental interests underly- |the problem is not an illusory
lic financing system, it also up- ing-the law against constitu-|one.” e £,
Id the requirement that can- . tional ‘guarantees—the need to| Speaking of limitations on
he q ‘ ; :
didates who accept Federal fi- ' 'Pl'i"e;lt abuses lsuch as tW&teij- é%ﬁ%‘dsl;?é_esr however, the
i i i gate, ror example, againt possi- : ) !
nancing must in return abide by v gl'e ginfi’ingemelx)lts ‘bgy thé) law|  “The First Amendment de-|)
limits on expenditures. > on free speech. = - * " |riies Government the power toli
T O o s e ' Possible Problems Seen |So(ormine that spending  tol
. m-zu-o; ‘palt in reiorm legisla~ . -The Court found that various|is wasteful, excessive, or un-f,
paign {inancing It - " portions of the law, particularly|wise. In the ' free society. or-
tion that. was enacted last win- the limits on Spending and .con-|dained by our Corstitution’ it],
ter to -prevéent abuses and tributions, but also the requirs-|is not the Government but thal
jillegalities in campaigns of the © .ments regarding reporting .and people—individualy as citizens|.
king disclosed by the Watergate disclosure posed possible First|and candidates and collectively|
e S R Amendment problems. But, ex-las associations and political
* hd Commission cept in the case of spending|committees—who must - retain
‘Order onEomt limits, it found that the inter-|contro] over the quantity and
The Court also ruled that the ests underlying the legislationirange of debate on.public is-
.\new Federal Election Commis- routweighed the need to preventisues in a-political campaign.”
|sion, created to implement the @IeS F‘1$ Ameo?dr;:mlqutnon. . Criticism in Dissents
“|reform legislation, must either &ong'?buiclilcﬁgns i sepexigilllw.g _f%I; “The distinctions drawn by the
be restructured-or, 30 days from instance. the Court majori’ty'—- majority drew some criticism
now, cease exercising all but a in‘an unsigned opinion, joined|from dihsseming {gstivces—cnzg
few of its powers. in.-some parts by five Justices|Cism tl atl some “n‘l” o
The Court ruled that many, and in pther parts by six, seven,|roniC n t‘zatdxt z;t te:gsj lsgngg
of the powers and duties that . or eight—said: .. |of ;t'dexpzless.e “C\;\Ili la ligzgt;ridn~
the new law gave to the com- . - “The present act’s contribu- 3?:;1,,er§roi§ g more stringent
mission—such as the power to Hou.amd expediture Jimita-|prlt o ens protections
initiate civil lawsuits to en- ?g{’;i’o‘ggosgflr;‘;tu‘éi‘t‘:‘;tltzoﬁ: than did. the majority, and. it
force the law—were powers , - munication and association by game f;?gogéitécejs "Zgﬁsf}iﬁ
e e b P s ot s e cxeane 5 o
2 .. Dpolitical ‘parties.” .. s X
Federal officers appointed by . However, the Court went on|, Chief ; JUe.S\t:;(;el I»ewgéirgn“FcI;:r'
the President . to"distinguish between contri-|SUTEEr, 10I' example, sald, “ko;
- . P Butiohs and elsdtions me contributions and expendi-
The majority of commission 5 Limiting expendiiures the| tures are two sides of the same
members are named by officials i Court “said, is a “substzfntiél” First ,lemdenqlmer]xé cl;)ml._” I_\Ieldther,
of Congress. As a result,. the - réstraint on speech, adding that P?Tahd wd; pouic. e tmmiter.
Court said, the commission /> the limit of $1,000 on what “p.er eClll?iiJI?lr’l'LyO ;31%1;118% Xélgarta
- : i SAnd Sp y i -the- )
lacks authority to exercise oan mdlv‘xdual‘_‘nqa'y”s’lgepd _Jnela;‘ ruling that was not signed by|
those powers tive to a clearly idéntified ‘can e M RCANEIRCS
- e didate; for - example, suclf-as|a@ny one Justice as ‘the aufhor.
'l_“he Cgurt stayed the eﬁffact 551 placing ' an  mewspaper adver- lA sqnldr?ary da_t.taiic_h{:cvi‘J tot.ﬁhe
of its ruling for 30 days to give tisement -advocating “that, *per-|TWing im c_ate' WHICH"JUS DS
Congress a chance to enact .. sen’s. election, “would  appear "]‘ome,d ‘which -parts; separate
ial legislati .1 1o exclude all citizens ' and|Statements by five Justices alsor
remedial legislation. a1 ¥R ; R P ; .
= N groups except candidates, poli-|indicated points of ‘agreemert
The current contenders - in group D, oandigates, ROl o0 ;
h denti L RO tical parties, and the instity-jand disagreement. Eight ' Jus-
the Presidential primaries have tional ' press from ‘dny signifi-|tices participated ~— Chief Jus-
.|already been operating under cant. usel of the most effective tice Burger, and Justices - Wil-
the new contribution, disclo- .modes of communication.” :(kam - J. Brennan Jr., POtt?T
/|sure and public financing pro- #1f " Limitig the amount'an indi-|Stewart, Thurgood Marshall,
: vidual may contribute to a can-{Lewis Powell Jr, Hamry . A.

didate or party, however, the

Blackmun, William H. Rehm-
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' v { iy W T p ' il : 7 Associated Press
- Eugene J. McCarthy, former Democratic Senator from'Minnesota,v’ileft, and Senator James L. Buckley, Republican—
Conservative of New York, hold news conference in Washington to express their satisfaction with the court tuling.

quist. and Byron R. White.. John'
Paul Stevens, who was sworn
in after the arguments in the
case, did not participate. .
The voting breakdown was
as follows: _ _:
gSustaining limits .on.-con-|
tributions: . The vote was -6-2,
with Justices Burger and Black-
mun dissenting. . - .. .
" gStriking down limitations
on expenditures: The vote was
6-2 on limiting expenditures by
a candidate or his family, with
Justices White and Marshall
dissenting; for other spending
limits, the vote was 7-1, with
only Justice' White dissenting.
QSustaining disclosure and
reporting requirements: All the
Justices® agreed,” with the ex-
ception that. the Chief Justicé
opposed " the' requirements for
reporting ‘names ‘and addresses
of contributors ‘of *more*than
$10 and reporting names, ad-
dresses, and business occupa-
tions ‘of those who contribute
morae than $100. . .
€Sustaining public financing:
All .but Chief Justice Burger
agreed on the general principle;
Justice Rehnquist dissented on
the specifics of "the financing
plan under which, he said,
minor- party and indeperident|
candidates -are discriminated |
against.. o B
GThe structure of:the' ‘com-
mission: All-agreed;except that-
Chief Justice Burger disented
from the Court’s sustaining the
validity of #ctions- the F.E.C.
has taken to'date..  x: .o,
In - addition, there ‘was ' dis-
agreeiment among  several  Jus-:
tices ‘on 'the' rationale of vari-
ous parts of ' the holding. The
only Justices who were in com-
plete agreement on the entire
majority opinion. were Justices
Brennan; ‘Stewart and Powell. |
The Court’s ruling regarding

the Federal Election Commis:accord with the appointments
sion was generally based on the|clause. So, the Court said, be-
constitutional principle of sepa-|cause the majority of the com-
ration of powers, and specifi- mission members are not now
cally on.the so-called “appoint-|selected in this manner but are
ments clause” -of the Constitu-|instead selected by legislative
tion, which provides for Presi-|officials, the commission must
dential appointment. of Federalicease performing al but the leg-
officers. i ~ |islative type of work.

The Court held that only| - The Court decided all of the
some . of the commission’s|other” issues by balancing the
powers could “be. considéred|Visions against the pjossibie
legisiative — such as informa-{purposes ‘behind the various
tion-gathering -and. investigat:[provisions.against the possible.
ing: Other powers,- the Courtfconstitutional problems that the
said, such as. Imle—making,(PI'OV‘IS‘IOTIS raised. |
initiating = civil " lawsuits ‘de-|-¢ T T i
signed to enforce vtheustatute,z . Brown U. Costs Rising |
and ‘deciding which-mattersnto! ™ PROVIDENCE, Jan. 30 (AP)i
refer to-the JusticeDepartment|~+Basic student costs at Brown|
for criminal . prosecution, wereUniversity « would go from|
powers . ‘reserved for other|$5,750 to $6,275 under recom-:
branches, of Government. mendations announced yester-

To perform these latter non-{day. The recommendations
legislative kinds of duties, the|must be approved by the uni-
Court reasoned, the commisison|versity president and the
membership must be selected in Brown Corporation, i




