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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. CHAFEE. Does this unanimous
consent request change that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
not.

Mr. CHAFEE. So we will still vote at
4 on DOD?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This re-
quest does not change that.

Mr. CHAFEE. | thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the
vote is scheduled for 4? We will be vot-
ing at 4?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. SESSIONS. | will simply wrap up
by saying there is not an easy way
around this. The original McCain-Fein-
gold attempted to contain all collec-
tions of money outside a political cam-
paign in a lot of different ways. The ef-
fect of that was to say that a pro-
choice group, a pro-life group could not
raise funds and speak out on issues,
even as it related to a particular can-
didate or campaign. When it became
clear, | submit, that would not meet
constitutional muster, we now have
McCain-Feingold lite, as they say. It
simply says you can’t give but a lim-
ited amount of money to a political
committee, Republican or Democratic
committee or Republican or Demo-
cratic congressional campaign com-
mittee and, | suppose, some other
party, if they have that much strength
and qualify, but basically, political
parties can’t receive moneys except
under the limited powers given. They
have had to abandon the goal of prohib-

It does

iting independent political action
groups from receiving money and
spending it.

I had groups against me that had
spent money that I am not sure who
they were. They were basically fly-by-
night groups. | have heard other Sen-
ators talk about waking up and turning
on the television and being attacked by
some citizens for the environment or
citizens for this or that. People put
their money into those groups. They
run ads, and they call your name. That
is not covered by this bill. All it says is
you can’t give to a political party who
may be involved in the election and
you are limited in how much money
you could give to them. But a political
party is better than these fly-by-night
groups. A political party has to be
there the next election. If they cheat
and lie and misrepresent, you can hold
them accountable, and it probably will
hurt them in the next election. They
have people whose reputations are
committed to those parties.

If we are going to control anything,
we ought to do these other groups,
rather than political parties, because
they have an incentive to maintain
credibility, and this bill would not do
anything except for political organiza-
tions.

| thank the Chair and yield the floor.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 2000—CON-
FERENCE REPORT—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 4 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate will now
proceed to vote on the conference re-
port accompanying H.R. 2561, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

Conference report accompanying H.R. 2561,
making appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. The yeas and nays have
been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant called the
roll.

Mr. REID. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) and the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) are necessarily ab-
sent.

I further announce that if present
and voting the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) would vote ‘“‘aye.”

The result was announced—yeas 87,
nays 11, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 326 Leg.]

YEAS—87
Abraham Durbin Lugar
Akaka Edwards Mack
Allard Enzi McConnell
Ashcroft Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Frist Moynihan
Bennett Gorton Murkowski
Biden Gramm Murray
Bingaman Grams Nickles
Bond Grassley Reed
Breaux Gregg Reid
Brownback Hagel Roberts
Bryan Hatch Rockefeller
Bunning Helms Roth
Burns Hollings Santorum
Byrd Hutchinson Sarbanes
Campbell Hutchison Schumer
Chafee Inhofe Sessions
Cleland Inouye Shelby
Cochran Jeffords Smith (NH)
Collins Johnson Smith (OR)
Conrad Kerrey Snowe
Coverdell Kyl Specter
Craig Landrieu Stevens
Crapo Lautenberg Thomas
Daschle Leahy Thompson
DeWine Levin Thurmond
Dodd Lieberman Torricelli
Domenici Lincoln Warner
Dorgan Lott Wyden

NAYS—11
Bayh Graham Robb
Boxer Harkin Voinovich
Feingold Kohl Wellstone
Fitzgerald McCain

NOT VOTING—2

Kennedy Kerry

The conference report was agreed to.

Ms. COLLINS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. GRASSLEY. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

October 14, 1999

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 1999—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Alabama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr.
thank the Chair.

Mr. President, there is a difficulty in
a free country, one that guarantees the
right of free speech and the press, to
tell a group of citizens they cannot
raise money and speak out at any time
they choose to carry forth the message
they believe in deeply. We are not talk-
ing about a game here. It is nice to sit
around and say: How can we do some-
thing about this money in campaigns?
It is such a burden to raise money.
People try to buy influence. It is true
people do try to ingratiate themselves
to Members of Congress. How do you
stop it? How do you do it, consistent
with the great democracy of which we

President, |

are a part?
This bill as it is written, the
““McCain-Feingold lite”’—the final

version that has been altered, as we
have gone by—is a feeble, sad attempt,
really, to control spending in a way
that is not going to be at all effective.
In fact, it is going to be counter-
productive and unwise, at the same
time wundermining the great first
amendment of our Constitution.

This bill would fundamentally only
ban contributions of soft money; that
is, contributions of money of certain
amounts that are limited in the stat-
ute. If you give more than that to a
party, then that becomes soft money.
It would ban these contributions to
parties or party organizations.

Parties are good things. A lot of fine
political scientists have been con-
cerned over a number of years that par-
ties have begun to lose their strength.
But they go out to educate the public.
People can call them to get informa-
tion. They help young, inexperienced
candidates get into the political fray.
They help them fill out their forms
right and make sure they comply with
the campaign laws and the other laws
involved in these elections. They serve
good purposes. They are, at their foun-
dation, a group of American citizens
who share a general view of govern-
ment who desire to come together to
further those ends through their orga-
nization. So we are banning money to
them. Who does not get soft money or
money over the $1,000 contribution lim-
its? Parties cannot get it. At the same
time, there would be no ban on con-
tributions to organizations that are
not historic, that will not continue to
exist from election to election. They
will go away.

In Alabama, in 1996, the ad that was
voted the worst ad in America was run
in our supreme court race. It was a
skunk ad, and it was a despicable ad. It
was done by money that apparently
was given by a trial lawyers’ associa-
tion to an organization. | think the
title of it was the ‘“Good Government
Association.” They raised this money
and put it into this thing. It had one
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