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beneficiaries and it does not address
the flaws of the current pay-as-you-go
finance mechanism. Without funda-
mental reform, using the general rev-
enue to pay for Social Security equals
a stealth payroll tax increase on Amer-
ican workers. I believe using part of
the budget surpluses to build real as-
sets by changing the system from pay-
go to pre-funded is the right way to go.

The President is maintaining that
not one penny of the surplus would be
used for spending increases or tax cuts.
To that, I must say Mr. Clinton is not
being at all truthful to the American
people. In his FY 1997 budget, he pro-
poses $150 billion in new spending,
which is well above the spending caps
he agreed on last year. In the next five
years, he will raid over $400 billion
from the Social Security trust funds to
pay for his Government programs. If
Mr. Clinton is serious about saving So-
cial Security, he should stop looting
the Social Security surplus to fund
general government programs, return
the borrowed surplus to the trust
funds, and withdraw his new spending
initiatives—only then will he be quali-
fied to talk about saving Social Secu-
rity.

Wrapping up, Republicans should not
allow Mr. Clinton to hold any budget
surplus hostage. We should continue
pursuing our ‘‘taxpayers’ agenda’’ and
do what is right for working Ameri-
cans. It is clear to me that returning
part of the budget surplus to the tax-
payers in the form of tax relief is the
right thing to do. But how should we do
it? In my view, the best way is to have
an across-the-board marginal tax rate
cut and eliminate the capital gains and
estate taxes. This will help to improve
American competitiveness in the glob-
al economy and increase national sav-
ings.

However, tax cuts will not solve the
problems once and for all. The origin of
this evil is the tax code itself. We must
end the tax code as we know it and re-
place it with a simpler, fairer and more
taxpayer-friendly tax system.

By creating a tax system that is
more friendly to working Americans
and more conducive to economic
growth—one based on pro-family, pro-
growth tax relief—Congress and the
President can make our economy more
dynamic, our businesses more competi-
tive, and our families more prosperous
as we approach the 21st century.

Again, to omit tax cuts from this
year’s budget resolution is totally un-
acceptable to Republicans seeking to
deliver on our commitment to return
money to the taxpayers. I will not
walk away from our obligation to the
American taxpayers to pursue a Fed-
eral Government that serves with ac-
countability and leaves working fami-
lies a little more of their own money at
the end of the day. I intend to make
good on my promise to the taxpayers,
and I urge my fellow Republicans, espe-
cially our leadership, in the strongest
terms possible, to honor your commit-
ment as well by considering meaning-
ful tax relief in the budget resolution.
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I yield the floor.

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15.

Thereupon, at 12:52 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
COATS).

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
PAYCHECK PROTECTION ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is occurring equally divided on the bill
until 4 p.m.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
to yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The Senator from
Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, today I rise in strong
support of the bipartisan compromise
amendment offered by Senators
McCAIN and FEINGOLD. This would be
reasonable but limited reform of our
campaign finance system, reform that
is long overdue.

This legislation would effectively
change two very important issues with
respect to campaign finance reform.
First, it would ban soft money, those
unlimited, unregulated gifts by cor-
porations, wealthy individuals, and
unions to political parties. The soft
money issue has created a great crisis
within the electoral system of the
United States.

Second, the bill would require those
who run broadcasts which expressly ad-
vocate the election or defeat of a can-
didate within a certain window, 30 days
of a primary or 60 days of a general
election, to play by the same rules ap-
plying to candidates and others who
participate in political campaigns.
Thus, organizations funding such
broadcasts would have to disclose the
individuals and political action com-
mittees which fund their advertise-
ments.

This would curtail what has become
an explosion throughout our American
political system. Phony issue adver-
tisements are unconstrained, cropping
up suddenly, without attribution, to
strike at candidates.

These are two very important re-
forms which must be implemented to
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preserve the integrity of our political
system by inspiring within the Amer-
ican people confidence that we, in fact,
are conducting elections and not auc-
tions for public offices. I believe these
provisions are very, very important.

Again, I commend both Senators
McCAIN and FEINGOLD for their efforts.
I also commend my colleagues from
the States of Vermont and Maine. Sen-
ator JEFFORDS and Senator SNOWE are
proposing another amendment which
would help break the current gridlock
we have on this legislation. The Snowe-
Jeffords proposal also addresses the
issue of phony advertising through bet-
ter disclosure of those who are partici-
pating in campaigns. I think their ef-
forts are commendable.

Frankly I prefer a much more robust
form of campaign finance reform. I be-
lieve that at the heart of our problem
is the Supreme Court decision of Buck-
ley v. Valeo, which more than 20 years
ago held that political campaign ex-
penditures could not be limited. Frank-
ly, I think the decision is wrong. Jus-
tice White, who dissented from that
opinion and, by the way, was the only
Member of that Court with any prac-
tical political experience, declared
quite clearly that Congress has not
only the ability but the obligation to
protect the Republic from two great
enemies—open violence and insidious
corruption.

Indeed, the Court in Buckley did ac-
cept part of that reasoning by out-
lawing unlimited contributions to po-
litical campaigns, but they maintained
that unlimited expenditures were con-
stitutionally permissible.

I believe that we should go further
than this bill proposes today. Indeed,
we have practical examples within the
United States of systems that do con-
strain contributions and expenditures
in political campaigns.

I was interested to note that in Albu-
querque, NM, since 1974, the mayor’s
campaign has been limited to an ex-
penditure of $80,000, equivalent to the
salary of the mayor. I know as I go
around my home State of Rhode Island,
people often ask why a candidate would
spend more money in a campaign than
he or she would receive in salary to
hold that office. In Albuquerque, they
took the rather interesting step of cap-
ping expenditures to the pay of the
mayor.

It turns out that for the last 23 years,
the Albuquerque system worked well.
Unfortunately, last year the Albu-
querque law was challenged in court
under the Buckley v. Valeo theory. Up
until last year, the municipal law was
a model of not only good campaign fi-
nance practice but of also good elec-
toral politics. A former mayor, who
held the position during the challenge
said, ‘“No one’s speech was curtailed,
no candidates were excluded, the sys-
tem worked well.”

I hope we can adopt on another day
robust campaign finance reform that
would begin to revise the Buckley v.
Valeo decision. But today we are here
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to support McCain-Feingold, to take a
limited step forward to ensure that we
go after the two most pressing prob-
lems currently facing our political sys-
tem: the prevalence of soft money and
the explosion of issue advertising by
third parties. These unaccountable
groups surreptitiously enter the race,
deal their blow and leave.

I believe if we support today the
McCain-Feingold formula, we can, in
fact, take a step forward to ensure that
our political system is recognized by
people as legitimate and positive. I
yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield 5 minutes to
the senior Senator from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very
much, Mr. President. I thank both the
Senator from Arizona and the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin for
their yeoman’s work, their persever-
ance and their energy on behalf of this
cause.

I am one who, in a very short period
of time, has had to raise very large
amounts of money for political cam-
paigns. And I am one who has watched
and seen the evolution of soft money
and what that soft money has wrought
upon the American political system.

So I rise today to join with my col-
leagues in very staunchly supporting
the McCain-Feingold legislation.

Since the 1996 election, Members of
Congress and the public have repeat-
edly called for reform of what is, with-
out question, a broken system.

Congress had ample opportunity to
pass this bill last October, but, shame-
fully, after so much talk, there was
still no action to back it up. It should
be no source of pride for this body to
know that the public believes that Con-
gress is all talk and no action on an
issue that has dominated the Wash-
ington agenda for the last year and a
half.

Now we have an opportunity to put
our votes where our mouths are when
it comes to campaign spending reform
and, if nothing else, vote to ban soft
money.

It is interesting to read the news-
papers where Member of Congress after
Member of Congress admits to the vi-
cissitudes and the problems of soft
money. For the first 6 months of 1997,
the Republican Party raised $21.7 mil-
lion and the Democrats $13.7 million.
Both of these figures are increases over
the 1995-1996 cycle, and both are sure to
rise in the coming months.

While many in this body would like
to see stronger legislation, and some
would like to see no legislation at all,
it is important to note that McCain-
Feingold is essentially a stripped-down
bill, pared to address a number of the
most pressing issues. The most impor-
tant aspect is soft money.
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Last fall, we had a healthy debate
about the amounts of soft money flow-
ing in and out of party coffers, so I am
not going to speak at length about
that. But without reform, we can ex-
pect soft money expenditures to rocket
up with no brakes.

The Court’s decision in the Colorado
case opens the door to unlimited inde-
pendent party spending on behalf of
candidates running for office as long as
those expenditures are not coordinated
with the candidates.

Prior to the Colorado decision, par-
ties long supported their candidates
with hard money. Those were the regu-
lated dollars. In our case, limited to
$1,000 contribution per election.

Increasingly, though, candidate advo-
cacy has fallen to soft money, and that
is money contributed in unlimited, un-
regulated amounts from seldom-dis-
closed sources.

Increasingly, the form that soft
money takes is in scurrilous, vituper-
ate ads that are often far different than
reality. I believe that goes for both
sides of the aisle. I think it is a scourge
on our American political system.

We have an opportunity today to say
we ban soft money and to limit express
advocacy to a certain length of time
prior to the election so that the oppor-
tunity for untrue, false and often de-
famatory ads is greatly reduced. If this
bill were to do nothing else, I think
that would be an enormous contribu-
tion to the political culture of a cam-
paign.

One of the reasons, Mr. President, I
did not cast my hat in the California
gubernatorial campaign is because of
the specific nature of campaigns today.
There is very little that is uplifting
about them.

The McCain-Feingold bill bans soft
money and prohibits parties from fun-
neling money to outside groups and
would prohibit party officials from
raising money for such groups.

Instead, these groups—and there are
similar advocacy groups on both
sides—would have to raise money from
individual contributors or from PACs
to raise money.

There is nothing in the bill barring
these groups from continuing to par-
ticipate in campaigns, but the bill does
prohibit these outside groups from
serving as de facto party adjuncts fund-
ed by the parties.

Also, this bill does nothing to pre-
vent individuals from making unlim-
ited contributions to advocacy groups,
it merely requires them to report their
contributions.

UNREGULATED SPENDING

This brings me to the critical issue of
unregulated spending. This is, essen-
tially, unlimited and undisclosed soft
money spent outside the party system.

A study released last fall by the
Annenberg Public Policy Center esti-
mated that over two dozen independent
groups spent between $135 million to
$150 million on so-called issue adver-
tising during the 1996 election cycle.

Of the ads that were reviewed, 87 per-
cent mentioned clearly identified can-
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didates and a majority of those ads
were negative.

Most of the time we don’t know
where these ads come from or who pays
for them. All we see are vicious per-
sonal attack ads which pop up on tele-
vision during a campaign and, occa-
sionally, a follow-up newspaper article
or report claiming credit and detailing
the particulars of the attack.

Let me give you some examples of
what I am talking about:

This is an issue ad that ran in the
last Virginia Senate election. It was
placed by a group called Americans for
Term Limits:

Announcer: It’s a four letter word. It’s a
terrible thing. It’s really a shame it’s so
widespread. It’s here in Virginia. The home
of Washington and Jefferson of all
places. The word is D-E-F-Y. Defy. That’s
what Senator X is doing. He’s defying the
will of the people of Virginia and America.
By a five to one margin, the people who pay
Warner’s salary support Congressional term
limits. Yet Warner is defying the people’s
will on term limits—on important and need-
ed reform. Senator X has refused to sign the
U.S. Term Limits Pledge and has promised
to fight against enactment of Congressional
term limits. An 18-year Congressional in-
cumbent, Senator X, is defying the clearly
expressed wishes of the people he’s supposed
to represent. Call Senator X and ask him to
stop defying the will of the people on term
limits. Your action can make a difference.
Tell Senator X to sign the U.S. Term Limits
Pledge.

The AFL-CIO ran the following ad in
its much publicized campaign:

Announcer: Working families are strug-
gling. But Congressman X voted with Newt
Gingrich to cut college loans, while giving
tax breaks to the wealthy. He even wants to
eliminate the Department of Education.
Congress will vote again on the budget. Tell
Congressman X, don’t write off our chil-
dren’s future.

Both of these ads are clearly designed
to get voters to support one can-
didate—or in both of these to oppose a
specific candidate—and both mention
candidates by name.

Yet, both are artfully crafted to
elude campaign disclosure laws because
neither use the ‘“‘magic words” that
would make them express advocacy
and subject to campaign finance laws.
The ‘‘magic words’ outlined in a foot-
note on the Buckley case are ‘‘vote
for,”” ‘‘elect,” ‘‘support,” ‘‘cast your
ballot for,” “Smith for Congress,”
‘“‘vote against,” ‘‘defeat,” and ‘‘reject.”

McCain-Feingold modernizes the def-
inition of express advocacy and adds to
its current definition the criterion of
using a candidates name in advertise-
ments within 60 days of an election.

What this means is that campaign
advertisements that use a candidate’s
name within 60 days of the election
would be considered express advocacy
and could not be funded with unregu-
lated and undisclosed money.

Instead, groups wanting to expressly
advocate the election or defeat of an
identified candidate would have to
abide by federal campaign finance
laws, raise hard money to fund their
attacks and disclose the donors.

Will this have a dramatic impact?
The answer is unequivocally yes.
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Candidate ads that name names and
run within 60 days of the election will
be recognized for the express advocacy
they are and would be subject to fund-
ing limits and reporting requirements.
issue ads meant to educate voters on
the issues will still be permitted as
long as they do not cross the line.

Last month, a Wisconsin court
looked at exactly this issue: if the
state can crack down on advertise-
ments clearly designed at influencing
the election, but that stop short of re-
questing voters to support or oppose
candidates.

The debate in the Court mirrors ex-
actly what the issue is here. Wisconsin
Attorney General James Doyle said in
a Washington Post article:

The heart of this issue is if you run an ad
that any reasonable person who looks at it
recognizes to be a political ad, just before an
election, in which you call a particular per-
son names, and use phrases like ‘‘send a mes-
sage’ to that person but do not use the
magic words ‘‘vote for” or ‘‘vote against,”
whether you can then avoid all the basic
campaign finance laws that we have in the
state.

That is what we’re looking at here
and that is exactly the issue we have
before us.

OTHER NOTEWORTHY AREAS IN THE BILL

There are some other areas of the bill
which, I believe, enhance account-
ability for how campaign money is
spent.

Requiring candidates to attest to the
content of ads they fund. I would like
to see this go one step further and re-
quire candidates to attest to the verac-
ity of independent ads that are run on
their behalf. The problem lies not with
the candidates, but with these anony-
mous attack ads.

Leveling the playing field between
self-financed candidates and candidates
who rely on contributions. This bill
prohibits parties from making coordi-
nated expenditures on behalf of can-
didates who spend more than $50,000 of
their own money. I would like to see a
mechanism whereby we would raise in-
dividual contribution limits for can-
didates running against self-financed
candidates.

Lowering the disclosure requirement
for contributions to candidates from
$200 to $50.

Requiring that any person (including
political committees, i.e. unions, cor-
porations, and banks) making inde-
pendent expenditures over $10,000 (ag-
gregate) prior to 20 days before an elec-
tion, file a report with the FEC within
48 hours.

Requiring that any person (including
political committees, i.e. unions, cor-
porations, and banks) making inde-
pendent expenditures over $1,000 within
20 days of an election report that ex-
penditure to the FEC within 24 hours.

Requiring individuals making dis-
bursements of over $50,000 annually
(aggregate) file with the FEC on a
monthly basis.

CONCLUSION

It is important to note that nothing

in this bill prohibits any type of
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speech. We are all aware of the Court’s
guarantee in Buckley that spending is
the equivalent of speech. With the ex-
ception of banning parties receiving
soft money, nothing in this bill limits
how much can be spent on campaigns.

This legislation seeks to hold can-
didates accountable for what they say,
how they say it and, most importantly,
how far unregulated special interests
are allowed to go in paying to impact
elections.

This bill gives Congress the oppor-
tunity to make a real difference. I hope
we will have that chance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5
minutes allocated to the Senator have
expired.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for yielding to me. Let
me, again, tell him how grateful I am
for the work he has done on the issue of
campaign finance reform and the clar-
ity which he has brought into the de-
bate which I think the American peo-
ple now understand.

I say that in the context now of the
discussion that goes on in this Cham-
ber, and I also look at the news of the
day. The media, I think, has really at-
tempted to work up a bit of a feeding
frenzy, showing all kinds of angles as
to how this issue might have divided
Congress, that it has divided the mem-
bers of the same party, that there is a
cry of outrage across the land as people
stand up ready to storm the Capitol in
protest over this issue. But despite the
media’s efforts and despite their hype,
the public really does not care about
this issue. In the most recent Gallup
poll, where people were asked about
the most important problems facing
the country, campaign finance reform
did not appear in the top five items on
the list. In fact, in all honesty, Mr.
President, it did not appear at all.

The same stands true for the latest
CBS News poll and the latest Time/
CNN poll, and even the latest Battle-
ground poll by Ed Goaes and Celinda
Lake, which is a bipartisan effort to
balance out the issues so you cannot
question that it might be distorted one
way or the other. After extensive re-
search of all of the major polling
groups, the issue of campaign finance
reform did not show up as a concern
amongst almost every American.

What is important to the American
people are issues like crime, economic
health, health care, education, Social
Security and the moral decline of our
country. What people really care about
is whether their kid will get to school
and back safely and whether the
schooling they are going to get once
they get there is good and of high qual-
ity.

They care about keeping their jobs
and trying to make ends meet while
they watch a good portion of their
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hard-earned money go to Washington
to support what they think is a waste-
ful Federal bureaucracy.

They care about their future, wheth-
er they can save enough money to
someday retire and whether they have
affordable health care. What they do
not care about is campaign finance re-
form. It isn’t a real issue at all. It is an
issue created here inside the beltway to
try to divide and in some instances to
conquer.

Let us just suppose for a minute that
people really did care about campaign
finance reform, that they sat around
the dinner table at night and said,
“Well, dear, how was your day at the
office? And, oh, by the way, shouldn’t
we reform campaign finance?”’ I doubt
that that question has been asked at
any dinner table in America since the
last election—after hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars were spent by some in-
terests only to generate a passing ques-
tion about how the system works.

What Americans really do need to
know are the details of the campaign
laws that are currently on the books.
You know, once you begin to explain
the laws that are out there today, their
eyes glaze over and they say, ‘“Well,
isn’t that enough?”’ And I think they
need to know about some appalling
campaign practices that were used by
this administration in their reelection.

Now, we had a committee spend mil-
lions of dollars here searching out
these allegations. I use the word ‘‘alle-
gations.” My guess is the only result
from it was that it diverted our atten-
tion away from other scandals beset-
ting this administration for some pe-
riod of time.

They need to know what Congress
wants to do to reform campaign fi-
nance laws and to level the playing
field so that neither political party has
an unfair advantage over the other.
They need to know what we are going
to do to make all political contribu-
tions voluntary so that no person,
union or nonunion worker, is forced to
pony up their money for political pur-
poses without their expressed consent
or permission.

Is it possible that today in America
people are forced to contribute money
that goes to political purposes they do
not want? Oh, yes, Mr. President, you
bet it is. And that is the issue in an
amendment before us. I do not care
how the other side tries to whitewash
it, the bottom line is hundreds of thou-
sands of American working men and
women who are members of unions,
when given the opportunity to give vol-
untarily, walk away from the forced
contribution that goes on currently
within their unions.

Americans need to know what we are
going to do to give them complete and
immediate access to campaign con-
tribution records about who gives and
to whom. This prompt and full disclo-
sure of so-called ‘‘soft money” cam-
paign donations will make the names
of the donors immediately public and
allow voters to decide if the candidate
is looking after their best interests.
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So I have suggested to you today
what I think Americans want to know
and, most importantly, what Ameri-
cans do not want to know or do not
care to know or sense no urgency in
knowing.

However, under the McCain-Feingold
plan, there would be an across-the-
board ban of soft money for any Fed-
eral election activity, Mr. President. I
feel this is a grave mistake for the po-
litical process. Report it? You bet. Re-
port it promptly? You bet. Let the
American people know they have a
right to know. To ban it? Well, let us
talk about that for a moment.

Let me first recognize my colleagues
who have worked hard on this issue,
and let me also recognize that I think
they are people with a deep concern. I
have great respect for them. I have re-
spect for their tenacity and their dili-
gence as they brought this issue to the
floor. But I just flat disagree with
them. And I think a good many other
of my colleagues disagree with them.
And I think there is a substantial basis
for that disagreement.

As for the ban on soft money, I have
several major reservations on how this
measure would ultimately impact the
current campaign finance system, not
improving it, but creating such a hard-
ship on this country’s State and local
political parties that it would force
them to spend more time concen-
trating on raising money in order to
exist.

Under the McCain-Feingold proposal,
the ban on soft money, any State and
local party committees would be pro-
hibited from spending soft money for
any Federal election activity.

Right now, State and local parties re-
ceive so-called ‘‘soft money’” from
their national political parties. Here in
Washington, both the Republican Na-
tional Committee and the Democrat
National Committee receive money
from donors. Some of that money is
then distributed to the respective po-
litical parties in counties and locales
around this country. There are thou-
sands of State, county and local party
officials who receive this financial aid.

Then, under certain conditions—and
they are clear within the law—the
money is used for activities such as
purchasing buttons and bumper stick-
ers and posters and yard signs on be-
half of a candidate. The money is also
used for voter registration activities on
behalf of the party’s Presidential and
vice Presidential nominees. The money
is also used for multiple candidate bro-
chures and even sample ballots.

Let us talk about election day. You
go down to the local polling site.
Maybe it is a school or a church or an
American Legion hall. Sometimes
there is a person standing out there
who hands you a sample ballot listing
all of the candidates running for office
in your party and the other party. And
it is quite obvious some people at that
point are not yet informed. They tend
to vote their party. This is an assist-
ance. No subterfuge about it. It is very
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up front. It is very clear and it is what
informing the public and the electorate
is all about.

But under the McCain-Feingold pro-
posal, it would be against the law to
use soft money to pay for a sample bal-
lot with the name of any candidate
who is running for Congress on the
same ballot that the State and local
candidates were on.

Under McCain-Feingold, it would be
against the law to use soft money to
pay for buttons, posters, yard signs,
and brochures that include the name or
the picture of a candidate for Federal
office on the same item that has the
name or the picture of a State or a
local candidate office on it. What you
are talking about is setting up a mo-
rass of laws to be implemented and to
be enforced that becomes nearly impos-
sible to do.

I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 5 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Kentucky yield the Sen-
ator from Idaho the additional 5 min-
utes?

Mr. McCONNELL. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CRAIG. Under McCain-Feingold,
it would be against the law to use soft
money to conduct a local voter reg-
istration drive for 120 days before the
election. These get-out-the-vote drives,
which have proven to be effective tools
for increasing all of our parties’ inter-
ests and the public’s interests, would
simply be banned.

Why would we want to ban all that I
have mentioned? Because under these
new laws in McCain-Feingold’s plan
State and local officials would have to
use hard money instead of soft money.
And already by what I have said, the
public is confused. What is hard
money? What is soft money? How does
it get applied? We have the FEC that is
out there now trying to make rulings
on something that happened 3, 4, 5
years ago. What we are talking about
is timely reporting, not creating great-
er obstacles for the process.

Most importantly, what we are talk-
ing about, Mr. President, is free speech.
It is what the majority leader has
called very clearly the greatest scandal
in America. Well, the greatest scandal
in America is not campaign financing.
The greatest scandal in America is try-
ing to suggest that there is a scandal
when it does not exist, a scandal that
under anyone’s measurement just does
not meet the muster.

Poll America. I have mentioned that
polling. And it does not work. Back
home in my State, when I suggested at
town meetings that campaign finance
is an issue, they scratch their heads
and say, ‘“Why?”’ Most importantly,
today, now they are coming out and
saying, ‘‘No. And, Senator CRAIG, let
me tell you why it wouldn’t work. Be-
cause I, as an individual, am a member
of a small group, and I can contribute
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collectively and that small group’s
voice can become louder. And if I am
able to make my voice louder, then I
can affect, under the first amendment
of the Constitution, my constitutional
right as a free citizen of this country
by the amplification of my voice, my
ideas, and my issues in the election
process.”’

Of course, our colleague and leader
on this issue, Mitch MCCONNELL, has
made it so very clear by repeating con-
stantly what the courts of our country
have so clearly said—that the right to
participate in the political process, the
right to extend one’s voice through
contribution is the right of free speech.

So no matter how you look at what is
going on here on the floor, no matter
how pleading the cries are that major
reform is at hand, let me suggest a few
simple rules. Abide by the laws we
have—and 99 percent of those who
enter the political process do—abide by
those laws, and you do not walk on the
Constitution and you guarantee the
right of every citizen in this country,
whether by individual power or by the
collective power of individuals coming
together, the insurance of free speech.

Why has the Senate rejected this
issue in the past? And why will they re-
ject it Thursday when we finally vote
on this once again? Because we will not
trample on free speech. We recognize
what Americans across the board have
said to us: Provide limited instruction,
which we already have in major cam-
paign finance reform over the last sev-
eral decades, and then we trust that we
will be able to extend our voice in the
political process, and through that our
freedoms, our constitutional freedoms,
will be guaranteed, and the political
process will not be obstructed by the
bureaucracy that is trying to be cre-
ated here today by McCain-Feingold.

Let us look at the reality of this sit-
uation. Because of these new restric-
tions, local party officials—say like
the Republican party chairman in Cus-
ter County, ID,—will be forced to seek
out hard money donations from local
businesses and individuals to fund
these political activities.

In a county of a little better than
4,000 people, this party official—who is
more than likely a volunteer—now has
to spend more of his or her time fund-
raising, not to mention the fact that
those with more money stand a better
chance of winning an election.

Party affiliation will become insig-
nificant.

In other words, raising hard money
will become a bigger concern for these
State and local officials than ever be-
fore. And, whomever raises the most
money can then fund more political ac-
tivities.

Mr. President, what kind of cam-
paign finance reform is this? What are
we trying to accomplish? We’ve just
added more laws to a system that is al-
ready heavily burdened with regula-
tions, forced thousands of State and
local party officials to go out and raise
money, and created more confusion for
the voters. If the point of the McCain-
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Feingold plan is to reform the cam-
paign finance system, the last thing
you want to do is ban soft money.

Instead, full and immediate public
disclosure of campaign donations
would be a much more logical ap-
proach.

With the help of the latest tech-
nology, we could post this information
on the Internet within 24-hours. Let us
open the records for everyone to see.

Anyone interested in researching the
integrity of a campaign, or in finding
out the identity of the donors, or in
looking for signs of undue influence or
corruption would only have to have ac-
cess to a computer. They could track a
campaign—dollar for dollar—to see
first hand where the money is coming
from.

But Mr. President, what bothers me
the most about the McCain-Feingold
proposal is not what is in the bill, but
what has been left out.

As I said, it is—what the majority
leader once called—‘‘the great scandal
in American politics * * * and the
worst campaign abuse of all.”” That is
the forced collection and expenditure
of union dues for political purposes.

Mr. President, this is nothing short
of extortion.

Let me make myself clear, I fully
support the right of unions and union
workers to participate in the political
process. Union workers should and
must be encouraged to become in-
volved and active in the electoral proc-
ess. It is no only their right but their
civic responsibility.

Back in my home state of Idaho, I
meet with union workers in union
halls, on the streets, and in their
homes. And I hear their complaints,
their anger and their outrage over how
their dues are being spent and mis-
handled by national union officers.

They say to me ‘‘Senator CRAIG,
every month I am forced to pay dues
that are used for political purposes I
don’t agree with. But what can I do? If
I speak out, they’ll call me a trouble
maker!”’

During the 1996 elections alone,
union bosses tacked on an extra sur-
charge on dues to their members in
order to raise $35 million to defeat Re-
publican candidates around the coun-
try. It is likely they used much more of
the worker’s money than they re-
ported, but I am sure we will never find
out the truth.

But under the Paycheck Protection
Act, union workers will have new and
exapanded rights and the final say on
how their money is being spent. The
legislation not only protects the rights
of union workers, but also makes it
clear that corporations adhere to the
same measure.

Unions and corporations would have
to get the permission in writing from
each employee prior to using any por-
tion of dues or fees to support political
activities. And, workers will have the
right to revoke their authorization at
any time.

Finally, employees would be guaran-
teed the protection that if their money
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was used for purposes against their
will, it would be a violation of Federal
campaign law. Mr. President, this is
commonsense legislation and it is the
right thing to do.

Mr. President, I thank my colleague
from Kentucky for his leadership on
this issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Just briefly, I
thank the Senator from Idaho for his
outstanding contribution to this de-
bate. We are grateful for his knowl-
edgeable presentation. I thank him
very much. I yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield 10 minutes,
the first 5 minutes to the Senator from
California and the following 5 minutes
to the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

Others have spoken to the merits of
the McCain-Feingold bill. They have
done so quite eloquently. And I want to
share in that praise. Reining in special-
interest money is absolutely necessary.
Why do I say that? Because this is a
Government of, by, and for the people.
We learned that in school. It is one of
the first things we learned, that Gov-
ernment is of, by, and for the people—
not a Government of, by, and for the
special interests and the people who
are very wealthy and the people who
could put on pin-striped suits and come
up here and lobby us. It is a Govern-
ment of, by and for the people. It is not
for sale. It must not be for sale. We
have an obligation to make sure that it
is not. We have an obligation to make
sure that there isn’t even a perception
that it is for sale.

Now, for those who say they don’t see
the difference between a $5 check, a $25
check, even a $1,000 check versus a
$50,000 corporate check or a $100,000
check and even a $1 million check
which is allowed under the current sys-
tem, for those who don’t see the dif-
ference, I say to them that to me, to
this Senator, you are simply not cred-
ible. You are not credible. Even if there
isn’t one bit of a desire on the part of
someone giving a $1 million check, it
sure looks that way. So we have to
have rules in place so that we are not
perceived as being a Government that
is for sale. That is the soft money.
Those are the huge dollars that Sen-
ators MCCAIN and FEINGOLD are trying
to stop.

By the way, those are the huge dol-
lars that play a big role in campaigns
today. Right now in Santa Barbara,
CA, there is a very important race
going on. Congressman Walter Capps
died while in office and there is a spir-
ited race to replace him, two good can-
didates fighting it out on the issues.
Mr. President, money is flowing in
from outside California into this race.
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Money is flowing in from people out-
side my State to influence an election
in my State and it is flowing in huge
amounts, and it is flowing into nega-
tive advertising. Mr. President, that
does not lift the debate.

We heard from the senior Senator
from California, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, about
the need to raise enormous sums of
money. She talked about her own deci-
sion not to run for Governor because of
that. Let me tell you something I have
said on this floor before. To raise the
amount of money that she would have
needed, or I need today to run for the
U.S. Senate, would come to $10,000 a
day for 6 years including Saturday and
Sunday. Now, for 3 years when I got
here I couldn’t bear to ask anyone for
a penny because I had just come from
a very tough race and I didn’t want to
ask anybody for any money, so I didn’t
get started for 3 years. That means I
have to raise $20,000 a day for 3 years to
make this budget. It takes time. It
takes effort. It is hard. It takes you
away from the things you want to do,
not to mention the time to think about
creative ways to solve the problems
that matter to real people.

Now I agree with Senator CRAIG that
when you ask people what they care
about the most, they don’t list cam-
paign finance reform. They list edu-
cation, crime, sensible gun control, So-
cial Security, the environment, HMO
bill of rights, pensions. But if you ask
them, do you want your Senator to be
free of conflicts or potential conflicts
when he or she votes on the economy,
votes on HMO reform, votes on the
minimum wage, votes on sensible gun
control, they will say, of course, I want
my Senator to do what is in his or her
heart; I don’t want my Senator to be
conflicted in this either in fact or in
perception.

We have a job here to do. My con-
stituents do care. My constituents do
write me about this. My constituents
do show up at my community meetings
and they want me to be strong for cam-
paign finance reform. I get sick, Mr.
President, when I hear people come on
this floor or on television and say huge
money in politics is the American way.
They have actually said that—it is the
American way. I don’t think that is the
American way. I don’t think it is right
to say that huge money in politics is
the American way. I think our found-
ers would roll over in their graves.
They didn’t write a Constitution so
that the privileged few could get access
or the perception of access. They
founded this Nation based on a Govern-
ment of, by and for the people. I feel
sick when I hear free speech equated
with money. Yes, I know the Supreme
Court said that. But I disagree vehe-
mently with that decision. If someone
wealthy has more free speech than
someone who is of modest income or
poor, there is something wrong.

So I want to say to my friend, RUSS
FEINGOLD, and my friend, JOHN
McCAIN, thank you for your persist-
ence. I say to Senators SNOWE, JEF-
FORDS, and CHAFEE, thank you for
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working with us. I think we will have a
victory here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement, 5 minutes was
yielded to the Senator from Michigan.

It is the understanding of the Chair
that the time was yielded to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. The time was yielded to
the Senator from Michigan, but the
Senator from Massachusetts wanted to
inquire if we could lock in a sequence if
possible. Would it be possible to ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to proceed for 5 minutes following the
Senator from Michigan?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Senator from Massachu-
setts sought consent to follow the 5
minutes allocated to the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Reserving the
right to object, this is off the other
side’s time?

Mr. KERRY. Unless the Senator
wants to be good enough to give it to
me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It ap-
pears that is the case.

Mr. McCCONNELL. We are under di-
vided time from now until the vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. McCONNELL. I have no problem,
provided it is coming off Senator FEIN-
GOLD’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). The time will be so
charged.

The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. McCain-Feingold takes
direct aim at closing the loopholes that
swallowed up the election laws. In par-
ticular, it takes aim at closing the soft
money loophole which is the 800-pound
gorilla in this debate.

As much as some want to point the
finger of blame at those who took ad-
vantage of the campaign finance laws
during the last election, there is no one
to blame but ourselves for the sorry
state of the law. The soft money loop-
hole exists because we in Congress
allow it to exist. The issue advocacy
loophole exists because we in Congress
allow it to exist. Tax-exempt organiza-
tions spend millions televising can-
didate attack ads before an election
without disclosing who they are or
where they got their funds because we
in Congress allow it.

It is time to stop pointing fingers at
others and take responsibility for our
share of the blame. We alone write the
laws. We alone can shut down the loop-
holes and reinvigorate the Federal
election laws.

When we enacted the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act 20 years ago in re-
sponse to campaign abuses in connec-
tion with the Watergate scandal, we
had a comprehensive set of limits on
campaign contributions. Individuals
aren’t supposed to give more than
$1,000 to a candidate per election or
$20,000 to a political party. Corpora-
tions and unions are barred from con-
tributing to any candidate without
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going through a political action com-
mittee.

At the time that they were enacted,
many people fought against those laws,
claiming that those laws—the $1,000,
the $2,000 restrictions and the other
ones—were an unconstitutional restric-
tion of the first amendment rights to
free speech and free association. The
people who opposed the current limits
on laws which are supposed to be there
but which have been evaded through
the loopholes, the people who opposed
the law’s limits, took their case to the
Supreme Court. The Supreme Court
ruled in Buckley that the campaign
contribution limits were constitu-
tional. I repeat that, because there has
been a lot of talk on the floor about
limits on campaign contributions being
violations of free speech. The Supreme
Court in Buckley specifically held that
limits on campaign contributions were
constitutional.

It is unnecessary to look beyond the act’s
primary purpose—to limit the actuality and
appearance of corruption resulting from
large individual, financial contributions—in
order to find a constitutionally sufficient
justification for the $1,000 contribution limi-
tation. Under a system of private financing
of elections, a candidate lacking immense
personal or family wealth must depend on fi-
nancial contributions from others to provide
the resources necessary to conduct a success-
ful campaign . .. To the extent that large
contributions are given to security political
quid pro quo’s from current and potential of-
fice holders, the integrity of our system of
representative democracy is undermined . . .
Of almost equal concern is . . . the impact of
the appearance of corruption stemming from
public awareness of the opportunities for
abuse inherent in a regime of large indi-
vidual financial contributions. . .

That is the Supreme Court speaking
on limiting contributions and saying
that Congress has a right to stem the
appearance of corruption which results
from the opportunities for abuse which
are inherent in a regime of large indi-
vidual financial contributions.

Then the court said:

Congress could legitimately conclude that
the avoidance of the appearance of improper
influence ‘‘is also critical . . . if confidence
in the system of representative government
is not to be eroded to a disastrous extent.”

Now the question is, what are we
going to do about it? What are we
going to do about the unlimited
money? Now the test is us. It is time to
quit shedding the crocodile tears, quit
pointing the fingers. It is time for us to
act. It is our responsibility legisla-
tively and it is a civic responsibility.

I thank the Chair and I thank the
Senator from Wisconsin for his leader-
ship, along with Senator MCCAIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement the Senator
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the rising
cost of seeking political office is noth-
ing less than outrageous. Last year
(1996), House and Senate candidates
spent more than $765 million —a 76 per-
cent increase since 1990 and a six-fold
increase since 1976. In the same time
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frame, the more telling figure for our
purposes, the average cost for a win-
ning Senate race went from a little
more than $600,000 to $3.3 million. And
some of us involved in 1996 races raised
and spent a great deal more.

And over the last 3 election cycles
“‘soft money,” which is money not reg-
ulated by federal election contribution
laws, and which largely fuels the bar-
rage of negative attack ads, has in-
creased exponentially. In the 1988
cycle, the major parties alone raised a
combined $45 million in soft money. In
1992 that amount doubled—and in the
1995-96 cycle that figure tripled again,
to a staggering $262 million. Initial
FEC reports show this sorry trend con-
tinues in the current cycle.

And if Congressional Quarterly and
other sources are correct, the Major-
ity’s draft of the campaign fundraising
investigation of the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee report, due out later
this week, will bluntly declare that in
1996 the federal campaign finance sys-
tem ‘‘collapsed.”

The draft of the Minority’s portion of
that report, according to the same
sources, apparently continues that
theme, stating that our dependence on
large contributions from wealthy per-
sons and organizations is so great that
‘““the democratic principles underlying
our government are at risk.” It goes on
to state, as reported by Congressional
Quarterly:

“We face the danger of becoming a govern-
ment not of the people, but of the rich, by
the rich, and for the rich. ... Activities sur-
rounding the 1996 election exposed the dark
side of our political system and the critical
need for campaign finance reform.”

Is it any wonder, Mr. President, that
Americans believe that their govern-
ment has been hijacked by special in-
terests—that the political system re-
sponds to the needs of the wealthy, not
the needs of ordinary, hard-working
citizens—and that those of us elected
may be more accountable to those who
financed our campaigns than to aver-
age Americans? Many of them sense
that Congress no longer belongs to the
people. We are witnessing a growing
sense of powerlessness, a corrosive cyn-
icism. The reasons for this cynicism
and disconnect are clear. More than
anything, Mr. President, they are the
exorbitant cost of campaigns and the
power of special interest money in poli-
tics—the special interest money used
to campaign for elective office. Special
interest money is moving and dictating
and governing the process of American
politics, and most Americans under-
stand that.

An NBC/Wall Street Journal poll
finds that by a margin of 77 percent to
18 percent the public wants campaign
finance reform, because ‘‘there is too
much money being spent on political
campaigns, which leads to excessive in-
fluence by special interests and
wealthy individuals at the expense of
average people.” Last spring a New
York Times poll found that an aston-
ishing 91 percent favor a fundamental
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transformation of the existing system.
The evidence of public discontent could
not be more compelling.

In the 1996 Presidential and Congres-
sional elections we witnessed an ap-
palling no-holds-barred pursuit of stun-
ning amounts of money by both parties
and their candidates. And I must admit
that in my own re-election campaign,
despite an agreement between my op-
ponent and me to limit expenditures,
the amounts raised and spent were
staggering.

The American people believe—with
considerable justification—that the
scores of millions of dollars flowing
from the well-to-do and from special
interest organizations are not donated
out of disinterested patriotism, admi-
ration for the candidates, or support
for our electoral system. They have
seen repeatedly that public policy deci-
sions made by the Congress and the Ex-
ecutive Branch appear to be influenced
by those who make the contributions.

Who can blame them, Mr. President,
for believing either that those con-
tributions directly affect the decision-
making process, or, at the least, pur-
chase the kind of access for large do-
nors that enables them to make their
case in ways ordinary Americans sel-
dom can?

It is no surprise that those who profit
from the current system—special inter-
ests who know how to play the game
and politicians who know how to game
the system—continue to try to block
genuine reform. If we want to regain
the respect and confidence of the
American people, if we want to recon-
nect people to their democracy, we
must get special interest money out of
politics. That process begins here with
the bill before us.

One reason the results of the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee’s work may
have less impact than it should is the
perhaps unavoidable need of each party
to highlight the sins of the other. But
I am not interested today in assigning
blame, Mr. President. As our distin-
guished colleague, the ranking minor-
ity Member of the Committee, Senator
GLENN has said, ‘“There is wrong on
both sides.” Indeed, the minority draft,
again as reported by Congressional
Quarterly, says the investigation
showed that:

Both parties have become slaves to the
raising of soft money. Both parties have been
lax in screening out illegal and improper
contributions. Both parties have openly sold
access for contributions.

Mr. President, the creative minds of
campaign managers and candidates
alike have found ways to undermine
every reform over the years. To attack
the problem by a piecemeal approach
will not work. One man who knew all
about abuse of the campaign finance
system, Richard Nixon, once said that
campaign finance reform cannot work
if it “‘plugs only one hole in a sieve.”

Thanks to a unanimous consent
agreement last fall, we are here today,
finally, to have the first real debate
and meaningful action in this Congress
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on a proposal for campaign finance re-
form advanced by my good friends,
Senators JOHN MCCAIN of Arizona and
RUSSELL FEINGOLD of Wisconsin. I sup-
ported their original bill, because it as-
sembled a package of meaningful re-
forms that seemed to Bridge the party
divide that has too often poisoned this
debate and prevented any real change.
And, although its scope is now reduced,
I continue to support this version of
the bill, because it does move us for-
ward. Throughout my years in this
body my goal has been the same as
JOHN McCAIN’s and RUss FEINGOLD’s: to
get special interest money and special
interest access out of politics.

As we begin this debate, most of the
pundits tell us that true reform again
has no chance. My friend, the junior
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. McCON-
NELL) has assured us all repeatedly
that McCain-Feingold is dead. Yester-
day, however, The Washington Post,
said that ‘‘the success of this venture
depends on the stubbornness of the ad-
vocates.”” I am proud to count myself
among this group which is determined
to see that real reform begins now. And
that means continuing to work in the
coming days with all those on both
sides of the aisle with the fortitude to
keep reform alive.

In a recent speech, Bill Moyers
quoted a distinguished Republican,
former Senator Barry Goldwater, who
said some ten years ago that the
Founding Fathers knew that ‘‘liberty
depended on honest elections,” and
that ‘‘corruption destroyed the prime
requisite of constitutional liberty, an
independent legislature free from any
influence other than that of the peo-
ple.” The Senator continued:

To be successful, representative govern-
ment assumes that elections will be con-
trolled by the citizenry at large, not by
those who give the most money. Electors
must believe their vote counts. Elected offi-
cials must owe their allegiance to the peo-
ple, not to their own wealth or to the wealth
of interest groups who speak only for the
selfish fringes of the whole community.

Those who join JOHN McCCAIN and his
hardy band could do no better than to
follow Barry Goldwater’s advice today.

Today’s version of McCain/Feingold
still correctly identifies a number of
glaring deficiencies in the current cam-
paign finance system and seeks to rem-
edy them. This bill should pass, Mr.
President. The American people want
these reforms.

Mr. President, because it so fas-
cinates those on the other side of this
issue, I'd like to take a moment to ex-
plain briefly why the so-called First
Amendment objections to a soft money
ban do not hold water. Simply put, as
a distinguished group of 124 law profes-
sors from across the country has point-
ed out, there is nothing in Buckley v.
Valeo that even suggests a problem in
restricting, or even banning, soft
money contributions. Last September,
those distinguished constitutional
scholars, led by New York University
Law School Professors Ronald Dworkin
and Burt Neuborne, joined in a letter
to the sponsors of this amendment.
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We need to remember that this 1976
Supreme Court decision expressly re-
affirmed the right to ban all hard
money, corporate and union political
contributions in federal elections, stat-
ing that Congress had a basis for find-
ing a ‘“‘primary governmental interest
in the prevention of actual corruption
or the appearance of corruption in the
political process.”” And the Court rec-
ognized the potential for corruption in-
herent in the large campaign contribu-
tions that corporations and labor orga-
nizations could generate.

These esteemed scholars point out
that the most vital statement of the
Supreme Court came in 1990, in Austin
vs. Michigan Chamber of Commerce.
The scholars tell us, and I quote,
the Court found that corporations can be
walled off from the electoral process by for-
bidding both contributions and independent
expenditures from general corporate treas-
uries. Surely the law can not be that Con-
gress has the power to prevent corporations
from giving money directly to a candidate,
or from expending money on behalf of a can-
didate, but lacks the power to prevent them
from pouring unlimited funds into a can-
didate’s political party in order to buy pre-
ferred access to him after the election.

Accordingly, these professors con-
tinue—and again, I am quoting—‘‘clos-
ing the loophole for soft money con-
tributions is in line with the long-
standing and constitutional ban on cor-
porate and union contributions in fed-
eral elections and with limits on the
size of individual’s contributions that
are not corrupting.”

There have also been a number of ref-
erences in this debate to the 1996 Su-
preme Court case of Colorado Repub-
lican Federal Campaign Committee vs.
FEC. These same scholars have said
that
any suggestion that [the Colorado Repub-
lican case] cast doubt on the constitu-
tionality of a soft money ban is flatly wrong.
[The Colorado Republican case] did not ad-
dress the constitutionality of banning soft
money contributions, but rather expendi-
tures by political parties of hard money,
that is, money raised in accordance with
FECA’s limits. Indeed, the Court noted that
it ‘“‘could understand how Congress, were it
to conclude that the potential for evasion of
the individual contribution limits was a seri-
ous matter, might decide to change the stat-
ute’s limitations on contributions to polit-
ical parties.”

Mr. President, I suggest to you that
these definitive findings on the First
Amendment issue have settled the ar-
gument. We can now move forward to a
healthy and productive debate within
the boundaries our Constitution sets
before us.

I will acknowledge that, in my judg-
ment, this amendment does not go far
enough. Its useful reforms are by no
means all we need. That is why, Mr.
President, I, along with Senators
WELLSTONE, GLENN, BIDEN and LEAHY,
introduced S. 918, the ‘‘Clean Money,
Clean Elections Act’ last June.

Like the bill before us, S. 918 also
bans soft money and takes steps—
stronger steps than we can take
today—truly to rein in those phony
issue ads that are only thinly veiled,
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election-oriented advocacy ads, many
of which are purely negative attacks.
It would also strengthen the Federal
Election Commission, reduce the costs
of campaigning in many ways, such as
by requiring free air time for can-
didates—and it would effectively re-
duce the length of campaigns. Our bill
contains nearly all the other solid re-
forms included in the original McCain-
Feingold bill.

But fundamentally, the Clean Money
bill creates a totally new, voluntary,
alternative campaign finance system
that removes virtually all private
money—and all large private contribu-
tions—from federal election campaigns
for those who choose to participate.

Let me briefly summarize our pro-
posal: Any Senate candidate who dem-
onstrates sufficient citizen support by
collecting a set number of $5 qualifying
contributions from voters in his or her
state is eligible for a fixed amount of
campaign funding from a Senate
“Clean Election Fund.” To receive pub-
lic funds, a Clean Money candidate
must forego all private contributions
(including self-financing) except for a
small amount of ‘“‘seed money”’ (to be
used to secure the qualifying contribu-
tions raised in amounts of $100 or less),
and he or she must limit campaign
spending to the allotted amount of
‘“‘clean money’”’ funds. Additional
matching funds, up to a certain limit,
will be provided if a participating can-
didate is outspent by a private money
candidate or is the target of inde-
pendent expenditures.

“By placing a premium on organizing
rather than fundraising,” as Ellen Mil-
ler of Public Campaign has pointed out,
Clean Money Campaign Reform shifts
‘““the priorities of electoral work back
toward those that ought to matter
most in a representative democracy:
issue development and advocacy, can-
vassing, and get-out-the-vote drives.”’

And most important, once elected,
Clean Money office holders are free to
spend full-time on the jobs they were
elected to do. The days of dialing for
dollars would truly be over.

This reform effort began in the State
of Maine where in November 1996, a
statewide Clean Money, Clean Elec-
tions initiative passed by a margin of
56 to 44 percent. Last June Vermont’s
state legislature adopted a similar
measure by a two-thirds margin in the
Senate and by better than six to one in
the House. Other efforts are underway
across the nation. In my home State of
Massachusetts, 2,000 volunteers col-
lected 100,000 signatures for a Clean
Money initiative—well over the num-
ber needed to place it on the ballot this
fall. In thirteen other states, from
JOHN MCCAIN’s Arizona to Connecticut,
from Georgia to Oregon, coalitions of
effective grassroots advocates are all
working hard for Clean Money reform.

I believe the day is coming, Mr.
President, when the Congress will have
no choice but to approve this fun-
damentally simple reform. It will fi-
nally put an end to the senseless
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money chase and totally eliminate the
influence of private money in our cam-
paigns—and thereby let the people buy
back their politicians.

That day is not yet here. I am a real-
ist. Although the grassroots work in
the vineyards of state legislatures and
state initiative campaigns is on the
march, we are not close enough to
reach that goal in this chamber today.
But today we can make a down pay-
ment on the debt we owe the people
who sent us here by supporting
McCain-Feingold. I support it without
reservation.

I congratulate and thank both spon-
sors of this bill for their efforts in put-
ting together this bill and fighting for
it. It is good legislation. It is needed
legislation. It heads us in the right di-
rection.

I commend Senator FEINGOLD for his
hard work, his determined bipartisan-
ship, and his commitment to making
our political process a cleaner, better
and more democratic system. The jun-
ior Senator from Wisconsin, who joined
this body after a race in which he was
outspent three to one, has worked tire-
lessly to make real progress possible.

And I especially commend the work
of Senator MCCAIN. All of us under-
stand the stamina it takes to assume a
mission of this kind, and to stick with
one’s convictions despite opposition
from friends. JOHN MCCAIN has always
excelled as a patriot, and with this leg-
islation, he has done so again. He cou-
rageously pursues a just cause. I am
proud, once again, to stand with JOHN
MCcCAIN and support his amendment.

Mr. President, one reason the nay-
sayers are again predicting defeat for
reform is their reliance on smoke-
screens like the so-called ‘‘paycheck
protection’ proposal that is clearly de-
signed as a poison pill to sink this re-
form. We cannot let that effort deter
us. Nor can we ignore the plain fact
that it is being pressed by the big busi-
ness lobbyists whom my friend RUSS
FEINGOLD has called ‘‘the Washington
Gatekeepers,” the ones who in many
cases decide who get the largest con-
tributions. These folks, as the Senator
points out, are the ones ‘“who transfer
the money to the politicians and
produce the legislative votes that go
with it.”

The American people must not—and I
believe they will not—be fooled by
these attempts at sabotage. This is not
a complex issue. All of us face a stark,
but simple choice—a choice between
the disgraceful status quo and an im-
portant step forward. Despite the ef-
forts to muddy the waters, we can and
should prevail—especially if all those
hearing and reading about this debate
will let their voices be heard now by
contacting their own Senators.

Mr. President, I want to strongly em-
phasize one point—the single most im-
portant point today, in fact the only
important point today—as we approach
this vote on this amendment. Do not be
deceived by this complicated expla-
nation or that complex rationale. Do
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not be misled by diversions and red
herrings. Understand this vote for what
it is. This is the most important vote
the 105th Congress will have cast to
date on campaign finance.

It is, in essence, stunningly simple.
Because this vote will show which Sen-
ators are for real campaign finance re-
form and which Senators are against
real campaign finance reform.

There is no place to run, and no place
to hide. If a Senator is for real cam-
paign finance reform—for reducing the
influence of special interest money on
the key decisions of our democracy—he
or she will vote for the McCain-Fein-
gold amendment. If a Senator votes
against this amendment, no one will
need further evidence that, despite all
the lofty rhetoric about constitu-
tionality, about freedom of speech,
about personal rights, and all the rest,
that Senator is not committed to real
campaign finance reform. If McCain-
Feingold prevails on this vote, the ef-
fort goes on. If the opponents of reform
defeat this amendment, they have pre-
vailed for the 105th Congress.

Perhaps yesterday’s New York Times
said it best:

It is too early to predict how this fight will
turn out. But when it ends, Americans will
know where each Senator stands on pro-
tecting his or her own integrity and the in-
tegrity of government decision-making from
money delivered with the intention to cor-
rupt.

I urge all my colleagues to support
the McCain-Feingold amendment.

Mr. President, this is without any
question the most important vote we
will have had in this Congress and no
one should mistake that this vote is
about the First Amendment or that
this vote is about one genuine alter-
native versus another. It is really a
choice between those who want to keep
campaign finance reform alive, those
who really want to vote for campaign
finance reform, and those who don’t.

Every conversation on the Hill re-
flects that. There are countless quotes
that have appeared from individuals on
the other side of the aisle in the House
or Senate, talking to their colleagues
about how this is really a vote about
institutional power and the capacity to
stay in power and be elected. The sim-
ple reality is that all Americans are
coming to understand is that Repub-
licans have a stronger finance base,
they have raised more money, more
easily, they pour more money into
campaigns, and money is what is decid-
ing who represents people in the United
States of America.

Last year, the House and Senate can-
didates spent $765 million, a 76 percent
increase over 1990 and a sixfold in-
crease from 1976. We have seen voting
in America go down from 63 percent in
1960 to 49 percent in the last election
because increasingly Americans are
separated from a Government that
they know is controlled by the money.

The fact is that in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts where I ran
for re-election last year I spent $12 mil-
lion to run for the U.S. Senate. I had
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never spent more than $2.5 or $3 mil-
lion on media alone in a previous race.
That is a measure of the escalating
costs of campaigning under the system
in place today.

In a recent speech, Bill Moyers
quoted Barry Goldwater, a leader of
the conservative movement in this
country, who reminded us 10 years ago
that the Founding Fathers knew that
“liberty depended on honest elections”
and that ‘‘corruption destroyed the
prime requisite of constitutional lib-
erty, an independent legislature free
from any influence other than that of
the people’ to be successful.

Senator Goldwater also said ‘. . .
Representative government assumes
that elections will be controlled by the
citizenry at large, not by those who
give the most money. Electors must
believe their vote counts. Elected offi-
cials must owe their allegiance to the
people, not to their own wealth or to
the wealth of interest groups who
speak only for the selfish fringes of the
whole community.”

So that is what this vote is about
today.

Mr. President, to those who hide be-
hind the First Amendment, let me
make it clear that there is nothing in
the First Amendment that prohibits a
ban on soft money or prohibits what we
seek to do in this legislation.

Simply put, a very distinguished
group of 124 law professors from across
the country has pointed out that there
is nothing in the 1976 Supreme Court
decision of Buckley v. Valeo that even
suggests a problem in restricting or
banning soft money contributions.
Last September, those distinguished
constitutional scholars sent a letter to
the sponsors of this amendment and
they said we need to remember that
the Buckley decision expressly re-
affirmed the right to ban all hard
money, corporate and union political
contributions in Federal elections. And
it stated that Congress specifically has
a basis for finding a ‘“‘primary govern-
mental interest in the prevention of ac-
tual corruption or the appearance of
corruption in the political process.”
More than twenty years ago, Mr. Presi-
dent, the High Court recognized the po-
tential for corruption inherent in the
large campaign contributions that cor-
porations and labor organizations
could generate.

In the more recent 1990 Supreme
Court case of Austin v. Michigan
Chamber of Commerce, these scholars
pointed out, ‘‘the Court found that cor-
porations can be walled off from the
electoral process by forbidding both
contributions and independent expendi-
tures from general corporate treas-
uries.”

Mr. President, it is clear not only in
that language, but in the language of
Colorado Republican Federal Campaign
Committee v. FEC—which the other
side often tries to cite to the contrary
—there is a certainly a legitimate basis
for banning soft money consistent with
the other restraints that the Court has
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already found permissible with respect
to hard money. The Supreme Court
said there that it could indeed under-
stand how Congress might ‘‘conclude
that the potential for evasion of the in-
dividual contribution limits was a seri-
ous matter,” and might indeed ‘‘decide
to change the statute’s limitations on
contributions to political parties.” And
it’s absolutely inconsistent that we
should be allowed to set limits on cam-
paign contributions, which we are al-
lowed to—that we are allowed to have
Federal limits on the total amount of
contributions somebody can make—
$25,000—and not be able to restrict in
the context of soft money, the same
kinds of contributions.

So, Mr. President, this is about
power and money. And most people in
America understand precisely what is
going on here. Our colleagues have an
opportunity to vote for reform, and I
hope they will embrace that today. If
they don’t, it will be clear who stands
in the way of that reform.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, this
has been a great debate. I think about
the abilities of those of us in this body
to participate in unlimited debate, and
I think it is a great thing. Great and
free debate is a characteristic of Amer-
ican society. Unfortunately, people use
the freedom and the money they raise
sometimes to run negative ads. I cer-
tainly see nothing in McCain-Feingold
that would stop that kind of activity
from happening. But this is an impor-
tant vote. As a matter of fact, I con-
sider it a very fundamental and crucial
vote for America.

In my 1996 campaign, just over a year
ago, in the primary, I faced seven Re-
publican candidates. Two of them were
multimillionaires, and two of those in-
dividuals spent $1 million-plus out of
their own pockets to further their
dream of being elected to this great
body. They used most of it to attack
me. I was attorney general, I was lead-
ing in the polls, and I took most of the
brunt of that. Two other individuals in
that race raised or spent themselves
over a half-million dollars to attempt
to put their message out to the Ala-
bama people. I spent approximately a
million dollars during that primary. I
was outspent $6 million to $1 million in
that primary. And then in the general
election, there was also a very vigorous
and contested general election. My op-
ponent spent approximately $3 million,
as I recall, in that race.

One of the key parts of that race and
one of the things that was most inter-
esting and painful to me was that I was
attacked and received a volume of at-
tack ads from money that really was
raised by the Alabama Trial Lawyers
Association. You see, in Alabama,
there is a contested, bitter fight over
the attempt by many in the Alabama
legislature to reduce the aberra-
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tionally high verdicts in plaintiff liti-
gation in the State. It embarrassed the
State and there was a bitter fight over
it.

The Trial Lawyers Association,
which wanted to continue to file those
lawsuits and receive those big verdicts
opposed that legislation. It was bit-
terly fought over. Tort reform passed
the house of representatives twice but
twice it failed in the Alabama State
Senate. My opponent was the chairman
of the senate judiciary committee,
where most of those bills died. He was
also, himself personally, a plaintiff
trial lawyer. He had a plaintiff trial
lawyer lawsuit filed during the elec-
tion. He was suing somebody for fraud
during the election. That was an im-
portant issue. It was an issue that the
people of Alabama needed to discuss
and know about. The Trial Lawyers As-
sociation raised, I guess, what you
would call ‘“‘soft money’’ in the amount
of around a million dollars to express
their views and to oppose me because 1
took a different view.

Earlier today, I saw somebody with a
chart that had an ad similar to the ad
that was run against me. It complained
about an attorney general—obviously,
in a different State—and it said, ¢if
you don’t like what he did, call his of-
fice and complain.” This was their at-
tempt to get around some of the cam-
paign expenditure rules and laws that
existed in our country. We faced those
ads and were frustrated by them.

When I came here to this body, I was
prepared to consider what we could do
to fix that situation. Frankly, I was
not happy with having such a sum of
money being raised and used against
me in my campaign. I have given it a
lot of thought. I talked to the man-
ager, the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky, Senator MCCONNELL, and
others. I have done some research. I
have considered the Constitution and
what I believe is fair and just and con-
sistent with the great American de-
mocracy of which we are a part. Based
on that, I have concluded that we must
fundamentally recognize the primacy
of the first amendment, which provides
to all Americans the right of free
speech. That includes the right to
spend money to project your views, as
the Supreme Court has said. To limit
that is a historic event and an
unhealthy event, in my opinion.

They say, ‘‘Jeff, we are not trying to
limit people’s free speech; we just want
to limit your speech during a cam-
paign, just during an election cycle.”
When do people want to speak out most
if it is not during a campaign? Isn’t it
then that people are most focused on
the issues and have the greatest oppor-
tunity to change the direction of their
country? Isn’t that when they want to
speak out? It certainly is. If you want
to limit free speech, I say to you that
the last place you want to limit it, is
during a campaign cycle. That would
be terribly disruptive of freedom in
America.
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Now, they say, ‘Well, it really
doesn’t interfere with the first amend-
ment.” But I was on this floor, Mr.
President, early last year—in March of
last year, as I recall—when the Demo-
cratic leader and other Members of this
body proposed—and people have forgot-
ten this—a constitutional amendment
to amend the first amendment to the
U.S. Constitution, to justify their at-
tempt to control free debate in Amer-
ica during an election cycle. It was an
attempt to reduce the expenditures
during that election cycle and give this
Congress, incumbent politicians, the
right to restrict their opponents’ abil-
ity to campaign against them. I
thought that was a thunderous event.

I said at the time that I considered
that a retreat from the principles of
the great democracy of which we are a
part—as a matter of fact, the largest
retreat in my lifetime, maybe the larg-
est retreat in the history of this coun-
try. And, amazingly, 38 Senators voted
for it. You have to have two-thirds, and
that was not nearly enough to pass this
body. But I was astounded that we
would have that. But at least those
people who favored the amending of the
first amendment were honest about it.
They knew what they were attempting
to do with election campaign finance
reform, and that is to affect the ability
of people to raise money to articulate
their views during an election cycle
and that a constitutional change was
needed to effect such a change.

So, Mr. President, I have a lot of
issues that could be discussed here. I
am not going to go into any others. I
simply say that I believe this is a his-
toric vote. I think it does, in fact, re-
flect our contemporary view of the im-
portance of the right of free speech. We
have had the American Civil Liberties
Union and other free speech groups op-
posing McCain-Feingold because they
are principled in that regard. But oth-
ers who have, in the past, been cham-
pions of free speech curiously are now
attempting to pass this legislation,
which I think would restrict the ability
of Americans to speak out aggressively
and criticize incumbent officeholders
and attempt to remove them from of-
fice and express their views in a way
they feel is important.

So, Mr. President, those are my
thoughts on the matter. I will be op-
posing this legislation. As to the ques-
tion of union contributions, dues being
used against the will of the members,
against their own views on political
issues, I think that is something we
could legislate on. Somebody said such
a change would be a ‘“‘poison pill” for
campaign finance reform. Well, it is a
poison pill to me. I am not going to
support any campaign reform that is
going to allow somebody’s money to be
taken and spent on political issues
they may oppose.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Alabama for
his important contribution. It seems to
me that it shows real principle. When
you have been through a campaign and
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you have had independent expenditures
or issue advocacy—either one—used
against you and you didn’t like it, but
you fully recognize that it is constitu-
tionally protected speech, that is com-
mendable. So I thank the Senator from
Alabama for his important contribu-
tion to this debate.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the senior Senator
from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank my
colleague from Wisconsin. Mr. Presi-
dent, I think the previous speakers
have demonstrated—speaking of the
Senator from Alabama—that this de-
bate is more than just about money. It
really is about our core values and
what kind of people we are in this
country.

The argument made on this floor
that money is equal to speech is to sug-
gest then that the poor can’t speak as
loudly as the rich. The reality check is
that money magnifies speech, particu-
larly in these times when money can
buy technology and access to the mass
media in ways that were not available,
of course, when the Constitution was
written. To suggest that money is
equal to speech is the same thing as
saying that the rich and the poor have
equal rights to sleep under bridges. We
have heard that analogy before. We
know that is abject nonsense. So it is,
in my opinion, abject nonsense to sug-
gest that in a context in which money
buys elections the poor have the same
rights as the rich. That does not com-
port with reality.

The reality check is—and the people
know that to be the case; they know
that right now—money plays such a
role as to buy elections and that elec-
tions dictate the direction of our de-
mocracy. And so this debate really is
about a crisis of inestimable proportion
going to the core of what kind of de-
mocracy we are going to enjoy in this
country.

I am very pleased that the Senate is
again turning its attention to S. 25. It
is certainly not a perfect bill. It does
not solve all of the problems created by
the current state of the law. However,
it at least brings us a little bit closer
to the sort of comprehensive campaign
finance reform that I believe we all
desperately need. We have, in my opin-
ion, a responsibility to restore the
faith of the American people in the po-
litical process that our democracy is as
equally open to the poor as it is to the
wealthy, that every citizen has the
same and equal right to participate in
the process of elections and, therefore,
the same and equal rights to dictate
the direction of our Government.

At the present time, too many people
feel removed from the decisions that
affect them in their lives. Many do not
believe they are capable of influencing
their Government’s policies. A League
of Women Voters’ study found that one
of the top three reasons that people fail
to vote is the belief that their vote will
not make a difference. We saw an ex-
pression of the cynicism during the
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1994 elections when just 38 percent of
all registered voters cast their ballots.
We saw it again in 1996 when only 49
percent of the voting age population
turned out to vote—the lowest propor-
tion in some 72 years.

I have noticed in my own State of Il-
linois a falloff in voter participation
and turnout. In 1992, Mr. President, I
won my election for the Senate with 2.6
million votes, which represented 53 per-
cent of the total vote. By 1996, when
Senator DURBIN ran, he won with 2.3
million votes, which was 55 percent of
the total votes. Senator DURBIN, in
other words, won by a greater margin
but with fewer votes cast. And if our
citizens continue to participate in the
electoral process in fewer and fewer
numbers, the United States runs the
risk of jeopardizing its standing as the
greatest democracy on Earth.

Now, campaign finance is dimin-
ishing our democracy. Consider for a
moment the fact that 59 percent of the
respondents in the Gallup/USA Today
poll agreed with the statement ‘‘Elec-
tions are for sale to whoever can raise
the most money’’ while only 37 percent
agreed with the statement ‘‘Elections
are won on the basis of who’s the best
candidate.”” What is causing this per-
ception? The people are aware that we
are spending more on congressional
campaigns than we ever have before.
The Federal Election Commission has
reported that congressional candidates
spent a record-setting total of $765.3
million in the 1996 elections. That rep-
resents an incredible 71 percent in-
crease over the 1990 level of $446.3 mil-
lion. And those numbers do not even
take into account the massive expendi-
tures of ‘‘soft money’’ by political par-
ties on behalf of House and Senate can-
didates.

The average winning campaign for
the House cost over $673,000 in 1996.
That’s a 30 percent increase over 1994,
when the average House seat cost its
occupant $516,000. In 1996, 94 candidates
for the House spent more than a mil-
lion dollars to get elected. Winning
Senate candidates spent an average of
$4.7 million in 1996. In that year, 92 per-
cent of House races and 88 percent of
Senate races were won by the can-
didate who spent the most money.
Forty-three of the 53 open-seat House
races and 12 of the 14 open-seat Senate
races were won by the candidate who
spent the most money.

One of the major factors responsible
for these huge costs increases in the
avalanche of negative advertising that
has muddied the political landscape in
recent years. Political figures have
come to rightly expect that they will
be attacked from every imaginable
angle come election time and are rais-
ing more and more money to fend off
charges that often have nothing to do
with the people’s business. Moreover,
politics has become so vicious and neg-
ative over the last few years that able
public officials are leaving public serv-
ice and potentially outstanding can-
didates are choosing not to run at all.
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These individuals know that politi-
cians today have to spend a large por-
tion of their time raising money, and
that is simply not an attractive job de-
scription for many people capable of
making outstanding contributions to
our government. For example, in ex-
plaining his retirement from govern-
ment service, former Senator Paul
Simon, one of the most able individ-
uals ever to sit in this chamber, cited
fundraising responsibilities as a burden
that he no longer wished to bear.

All of the problems associated with
the immense role that money plays in
the electoral system have been exacer-
bated in recent years by an increase in
the number of wealthy candidates con-
tributing outlandish sums to their own
campaigns. In 1994, for example, one
candidate for the Senate spent a record
$29 million, 94 percent of which was his
own money. During the 1996 election
cycle, candidates for federal office con-
tributed $161 million to their own cam-
paigns. One presidential candidate
helped finance his campaign with $37.4
million of his own money. Fifty-four
Senate candidates and 91 House can-
didates put $100,000 or more of their
own money into their campaigns, ei-
ther through contributions or loans. It
is true that in 1996 only 19 of those can-
didates won their elections, but the
fact remains that the current system
allows such candidates to drive up the
costs of campaigns and make it more
difficult for average citizens to contend
for political office. If we allow this
trend to continue, it won’t be long be-
fore only the wealthiest Americans will
be able to fully participate in the polit-
ical process.

The time has come to reduce the role
that money plays in our electoral sys-
tem. Besides providing elected officials
with more time to tend to the people’s
business, doing so will result in fewer
negative ads, for if a candidate has less
money to spend or faces a spending
limit, he or she will have to be more
careful about how expenditures are
made. The capacity to run fewer ads
would help ensure that candidates
focus on establishing a connection with
the voters by using television and radio
time to discuss their stands on the
issues, instead of running negative ads.

S. 25 and an amendment to the bill
that I understand its distinguished au-
thors plan to introduce takes signifi-
cant steps in the right direction. The
bill would ban ‘‘soft money” contribu-
tions to national political parties and
would bar political parties from mak-
ing ‘“‘coordinated expenditures’ on be-
half of Senate candidates who do not
agree to limit their personal spending
to $50,000 per election. The proposed
amendment would create a voluntary
system to provide Senate candidates
with a 50 percent discount on television
costs if they agree to raise a majority
of their campaign funds from their
home states, to accept no more than 25
percent of their campaign funds in ag-
gregate PAC contributions, and to
limit their personal spending to $50,000
per election.
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Ideally, S. 25 would place an absolute
limit on the ability of candidates to
fund their own campaigns. In Buckley
v. Valeo, the Supreme Court ruled that
limitations on candidate expenditures
from personal funds place direct and
substantial restrictions on their ability
to exercise their First Amendment
rights. It may be time to revisit the
Buckley decision by passing legislation
tailored closely around what the Court
said. Putting the issue back in front of
the Court would give it the oppor-
tunity to clarify how the position it
took in 1976 is supposed to govern cam-
paign finance law in the very different
era in which we now live.

In Buckley, the Court struck down a
provision of the 1971 Federal Election
Campaign Act that barred presidential
candidates from spending more than
$50,000 out of personal resources. As
three distinguished law professors at
the University of Chicago have stated,
it is possible that, with a new set of leg-
islative findings, the Court might up-
hold a statute that imposed signifi-
cantly more generous limits. . . [T]he
Court might find that with a much
more generous (though not unlimited)
opportunity for candidates to spend
their own money, the infringement of
individual freedom is less severe—per-
haps not ‘‘substantial,” in the Court’s
language.

One argument for such a provision is
that an important element of the
democratic process is requiring that
candidates demonstrate support from a
broad range of individuals. Legislation
of this type would be similar in intent
to laws requiring candidates to obtain
a minimum number of petition signa-
tures in order to secure a place on the
ballot. Such legislation would arguably
be consistent with Buckley, for in that
case the Court recognized that the gov-
ernment has ‘‘important interests in
limiting places on the ballot to those
candidates who demonstrate substan-
tial popular support.” Given the cru-
cial role that money plays in today’s
elections, it is not unreasonable to ask
the Court to extend its interpretation
of what constitutes ‘‘substantial pop-
ular support’” into the realm of cam-
paign financing.

The most effective approach to com-
prehensive campaign finance reform
would be legislation establishing over-
all campaign spending limits. If the
Supreme Court’s decision in Buckley is
regarded as prohibiting the enactment
of mandatory caps on overall campaign
spending, then we should at least cre-
ate a system that offers candidates
cost-reducing benefits in exchange for
their voluntary compliance with such
caps. The Court has made clear that
such a voluntary system would be con-
stitutional. Overall spending Ilimits
would not only open up our system to
greater competition, they would help
to shift the focus of elections from ad-
vertising to issues. Until we cap run-
away campaign spending, we will only
be working at the margins of a problem
that is turning our electoral system—
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one of the pillars of our cherished de-
mocracy—into a grotesque circus of
saturation (and frequently negative)
advertising and round-the-clock fund-
raising.

S. 256 may not effect the type of far-
reaching reforms that I would like to
see, but I strongly approve of its goals
and spirit. The time has come for us to
send a signal that we share our fellow
citizens’ concerns regarding the enor-
mous role that money has come to play
in our political system. Passing S. 25
would send that signal and would place
us on the road toward creating a sys-
tem in which the people’s priorities
would be our own. I therefore urge my
colleagues to support the bill.

I commend my colleagues, the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin and the Senator
from Arizona, for their perseverance in
this important area and say to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin and the Senator
from Arizona, this may be one stage in
the battle. But it seems to me that we
have an absolute responsibility to cure
this corrupt system. And it is a corrupt
system. It is full of mousetraps. It fa-
vors people who are wealthy over peo-
ple who are working class, ordinary
citizens, and it is having a diminishing
effect on our democracy and the peo-
ple’s faith in it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, for the
last 5 years we have been debating the
issue of campaign finance reform and
for the last 5 years we have failed to fix
the system that most Americans agree
is broken. I have voted for campaign
reform legislation several times now,
and each time it has been killed off by
filibuster. Today we are once again pre-
sented with the opportunity to do what
is right and stop the rising tide of spe-
cial interest money that is drowning
the democratic process.

We last debated the McCain-Feingold
campaign finance reform bill in Octo-
ber. Since that time the bipartisan
group of Senators committed to reform
has continued to work together to
build a coalition and to craft a measure
that is fair and offers meaningful
change. I have been proud to support
that effort.

Changing the status quo has been an
uphill battle. The opponents of reform
cleverly disguise their argument. They
wrap themselves in the flag and pos-
ture as protectors of ‘‘free speech.”
They make complicated and con-
voluted arguments about ‘‘threats to
the Constitution.” but here’s what
they are really saying: if you have more
money, you are entitled to more influence
over ca