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Electoral ethics

The electoral process which sends delegates to the
two major party conventions to eventually choose the
parties’ presidential candidates is simple.

Any number of delegate candidates file their
names with the name of the idential candidate of
their choice and pay a filing fee. The persons
receiving the largest number of votes in their
congressional district get to attend the convention
and ballot for the candidate of their choice.

Apparently some persons in the First

N

Congressional District were not satisfied with their
own candidate’s ability to gain the election of
delegates pledged to Hubert Humphrey. Instead of
intensifying their own campaign effort, they have
sought persons to file for the delegate spots
committed to Humphrey's closest rival-George
McGovern.

The process by which these persons have sought to
diffuse McGovern support in favor of possible
Humphrey support may have been quite legal. The
fact remains, though, that a serious question of
electoral ethics is involved. Conflicting stories are
now available from those persons involved.

The story on page one¢ of today’s Daily Nebraskan -
points out an apparent attempt by Humphrey
supporters to diffuse the voting power that may have
clected more McGovern deélegates than Humphrey
delegates to the Democratic National Convention.

When the electoral process becomes suspect, it
remains hard if not impossible to have faith in the
entire governmental instutitution.
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collected as many contributions as possible before April 7.
. reported Nixon's chief fund-raiser had

became effective, according to the Congressional Quarterly.

Because the bill requires that every contribution be listed,
but does not specify a meaningful format, Congressmen may
attempt to obscure information with an unnecessary number
of entries and figure breakdowns. Fred Wertheimer, head of
the campaign finance division at Common Cause, has said,
“There s a good chance that candidates—especially House
candidates—will try to render the law ineffective by
information overkill. They could choke it with so much paper
and figures that the press could never decipher it until long
l.ﬂetthedection.“dmm

Some provisions are loosely drawn, as is apparent
on examination of Carl Curtis’ campaign contributions report.
Between April 17 and 22, Curtis reports no contributions. The
form is punctuated by a typewritten comment at the bottom
of the page: “All funds are handled by committees. Any
tender of money or checks to me were tumed over to an
appropriate committee. | have no receipts and no
“ ”

COmPL Smints, SRk 1 g s st ceiiiets, but
committees, it for a candidate, but
';Iy ﬁ:‘u:*co-ﬂl::'i ,.
sppear only on report.

Curtis avoided having to list most major contributors and
their donations ising funds at a dinner, well in advance of
the April 7 cut fdate.%'hesso-c-phtedhnﬂuhdillbont
$89,000 hmdeumpmﬁt, which is thedballm e?t:redonlyon the

ion reports as April 7. two
contributors are named in the April 7-April 17 report.

Although these procedures are legal, they are intentional
measures to conceal the facts and so are suspect. Such actions
are in marked contrast to the four presidential candidates who
revealed all campaign contributions and contributors.




