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under section 501(c)(3) or 501(c)(5) or
501(c)6 or any of the other 25 cat-
egories, or maybe more, if I recall, of
the Internal Revenue code. And I would
remind my colleagues that 501(c)(3),
which is not affected by this legisla-
tion, this amendment—this is the one
that encourages activities, that are,
and I quote directly from the code,
501(c)(3)’s are mnot affected by this
amendment, are to ‘‘Relieving the poor
and distressed,” or for ‘‘Advancing reli-
gion or education.” Thus, this amend-
ment would not affect the Salvation
Army, nor any other of the educational
institutions in your State or any
“charities.” Nor would it affect the
tax-exempt groups that file under
501(c)(5) or 501(c)(6) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code. These organizations include
the labor organizations, and business
organizations, groups such as the
chamber of commerce, and the AFL~
CIO—not dealt with here; no impact at
all.

This amendment deals very directly
with section 501(c)(4) only. You can
read that, the big lobbyists, the big
boys and girls, and quite a list. That is
the category that some organizations
have chosen to file under when they
want to spend an unlimited amount of
money on the lobbying of the Congress.
Unlike a 501(c)(3) which has a floating
cap on how much can be spent on lob-
bying, there is no such cap on a
501(c)(4), none.

This means that an organization
under 501(c)(4) can under current law
enjoy a tax exemption, enjoy receiving
the Federal grant money and enjoy
spending untold millions—that is the
number, untold millions—Ilobbying the
Congress. This is huge loophole bene-
fiting the powerful lobbyists at the ex-
pense of the collective interests of our
citizenry. It is small wonder that we
have such difficulty here casting votes
to benefit the average citizen and
Americans when we are simultaneously
subsidizing the programs and activities
of some of our largest lobbying groups.
This is a reform that absolutely must
be made, and soon. And there is no bet-
ter place than I think the time today
because there is a fundamental basic
incompatibility between the current
construction of 501(c)(4) law and the de-
livery of Federal grant money.

I feel, after looking at it as carefully
as I can, that rather than to design the
limitations on the lobbying, or other
advocacy activities of the 501(c)(4) or-
ganizations, that we should simply ac-
knowledge that this is not the provi-
sion of the Tax Code under which altru-
istic, caring, charitable groups file.
They do not file under 501(c)(4). But
rather, this designation attracts those
groups that are organized principally
to lobby the Federal Government, and
do so without financial limitations.

There are, of course, and be assured,
countless fine organizations doing good
work and good works, organized under
501(c)(4) of the Tax Code. And if they
wish to continue their administration
of Federal grant money, certainly we
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should encourage them to file as a
501(c)(3) or any other available provi-
sion of the Tax Code.

My amendment would not prevent
the truly altruistic groups from doing
just that, but if they wish to enjoy the
benefits of 501(c)(4) and also enjoy the
special privilege to lobby just as many
bucks as their bank account will allow,
then they should not be paid off in Fed-
eral grant money.

I hope we might receive bipartisan
support for this amendment, good bi-
partisan support. I have heard some of
my colleagues take the floor at other
times during this year to state that
such lobbying activities should not be
underwritten by the Federal Govern-
ment. I have heard some on the other
side of the aisle say that the NRA in
particular should not be receiving Fed-
eral grant money. Many concur.

So this is the Senate’s chance to put
an end to these conflicts of interest. I
hope the Senators on both sides of the
aisle will support this needed reform
and vote to curtail the delivery of
grant money to these, the most power-
ful lobbying groups and organizations
in America. It is really a fundamental
test of our sincerity in removing the
decisionmaking process from obvious
conflicts of interest. I ask my col-
leagues for their support with regard to
the amendment.

Mr. President, I will yield to Senator
BROWN whenever he wishes the floor,
but let me speak another few moments.

————————

MEDICARE AND SOCIAL SECURITY
REFORM

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I was
listening with interest to the discus-
sion of Medicare and these issues that
confront us, what we are going to do—
the ancient litany of a tax cut for the
rich, and this type of activity. I just
want the American people to be certain
that they remember that Medicare will
go broke in 7 years and Social Security
will go broke in the year 2031. It would
be very helpful if they could come for-
ward and tell us what we should do
about that.

———

LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT OF
1995

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator from Wyoming leaves
the floor, I listened carefully to the ex-
planation of his amendment, and I
wanted to commend him for what I
think is an outstanding amendment, a
very important contribution to the un-
derlying legislation. I fully intend to
support him and encourage this effort.
I wish to thank him for his leadership
in this area.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Kentucky. No
one has been more vitally involved in
these issues than my friend from Ken-
tucky, Senator MCCONNELL. And those
are powerfully reliable words. I appre-
ciate it very much.
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Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, what is
the pending business before the Sen-
ate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Cur-
rently the Simpson amendment No.
1839 is pending.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, it is not
my intention to preclude further de-
bate on the Simpson amendment. Obvi-
ously, I join him in the hopes that it
will pass and be accepted. But would
the Senator be comfortable if I tempo-
rarily set it aside and move back to the
Brown amendment?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that we temporarily set aside the
Simpson amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1838

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, are we
now considering the Brown amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, the
Brown amendment is now the pending
business.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, it is my
intention to offer three amendments
for consideration of the body. The first
one, as we have spelled out, is the re-
porting categories; that they are mean-
ingful in reporting the value and, as we
have already discussed, a current limi-
tation of closing the valuation at $1
million could be very misleading.

The second amendment I hope to
offer is one that deals with qualified
blind trusts. Currently, the statutes
under which we operate provide that a
recipient or beneficiary of a qualified
blind trust is allowed under a qualified
blind trust to be advised of the total
cash value on a periodic basis.

Our amendment, the second amend-
ment we will offer, simply would make
it clear that if one is advised of their
total cash value, under the statutes, of
a qualified blind trust, that total cash
value—not the value of the assets un-
derneath but the total cash value—is
disclosed.

The third amendment is one that will
deal with personal residences that ex-
ceed $1 million. While there may be
very few of these—at least I do not an-
ticipate there would be very many—
there is a tax implication which was
passed by previous Congresses in re-
gard to valuation of a residence. That
tax rule that Members are familiar
with involves financing of a personal
residence in excess of $1 million and
imposes limitations or, to be more pre-
cise, limits the deductibility for tax
purposes. Inasmuch as that tax provi-
sion exists and raises potential conflict
of interest for Members voting who
might come under that provision, the
third amendment would provide for the
reporting of personal residences in ex-
cess of $1 million.
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Mr. President, as I understand it,
Members are now considering the first
amendment, which would expand our
reporting categories, and it would be
my intention to allow this to proceed
under a voice vote, if that is the wish
of Members of the Senate, so that we
could maximize the use of our time.

I yield the floor, Mr. President. I
note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, it will be
my intention to lay down the other
amendments that I have referred to. So
I rise at this point for the purpose of
offering an amendment. First, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
Brown amendment be temporarily set
aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1840
(Purpose: To amend title I of the Ethics in

Government Act of 1978 to require the dis-

closure of the value of any personal resi-

dence in excess of $1,000,000)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 1840.

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DISCLOSURE OF THE VALUE OF ANY PER-
SONAL RESIDENCE IN EXCESS OF

$1,000,000 UNDER THE ETHICS IN
GOVERNMENT ACT OF 1978.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102(a) of the Eth-
ics in Government Act of 1978 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:

‘(8) The category of value of any property
used solely as a personal residence of the re-
porting individual or the spouse of the indi-
vidual which exceeds $1,000,000.”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
102(d)(1) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978 is amended by striking ‘‘and (5)”’ and in-
serting ‘(5), and (8)"’.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this sec-
ond amendment is quite straight-
forward, and it was the reason I
thought it appropriate to allow it to be
read in full. What it does is fill a gap in
our reporting requirements. Since we
have specific legislation that provides
separate tax treatment if someone bor-
rows more than $1 million on a per-
sonal residence, there is currently an
issue before Congress in terms of a tax
policy where the ownership of a resi-
dence in excess of $1 million in value
presents a potential conflict of inter-
est.

Thus, this amendment would fill the
gap in our current reporting require-
ments. It would allow disclosure of per-
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sonal residences that are in excess of $1
million or, I should say more precisely,
it provides for that disclosure and
would provide information with regard
to potential conflict of interest when
voting on tax issues of that kind.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the second Brown amend-
ment be temporarily set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1841
(Purpose: To amend title I of the Ethics in

Government Act of 1978 to require an indi-

vidual filing a financial disclosure form to

disclose the total cash value of the interest
of the individual in a qualified blind trust)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. Brown]
proposes an amendment numbered 1841.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST IN
QUALIFIED BLIND TRUST.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102(a) of the Eth-
ics in Government Act of 1978 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:

‘“(8) The category of the total cash value of
any interest of the reporting individual in a
qualified blind trust, unless the trust invest-
ment was executed prior to July 24, 1995 and
precludes the beneficiary from receiving in-
formation on the total cash value of any in-
terest in the qualified blind trust.”

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
102(d)(1) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978 is amended by striking ‘‘and (5)"’ and in-
serting ‘“(5), and (8)”’.

(¢c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the amendment made by this
section shall apply with respect to reports
filed under title I of the Ethics in Govern-
ment Act of 1978 for calendar year 1996 and
thereafter.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, Brown
amendment No. 1841 deals specifically
with qualified blind trust. Under the
current statutes, we provide an excep-
tion or an exemption from reporting,
and it is done only in an area where a
trust is involved and where it meets
the standards of qualified blind trust
under law.

Under the statutes of a qualified
blind trust, the beneficiary of that
trust is allowed to receive certain in-
formation. The beneficiary is allowed
to be advised of the earnings of that
trust, which is obviously necessary for
tax purposes, and also under the law is
allowed to receive information of the
total cash value of that trust and can
be reported to the beneficiary as often
as four times a year under the current
statute.

Ironically, though, we have exempted
the beneficiary from disclosing that in-
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formation which they are allowed to
receive under the terms of the qualified
blind trust. This amendment merely
provides that the total cash value be
reported, along with the other informa-
tion in someone’s disclosure. It does
not require disclosure of the assets in
which the trust is invested. But it does
provide that the beneficiary of that
trust report the information that they
receive from the trust; that is, the
total cash value.

Mr. President, there is a specific ex-
emption included in the third Brown
amendment, that is amendment No.
1841. That exemption is this: If some-
one is the beneficiary of a qualified
blind trust and that trust was executed
prior to today and the terms of that
trust precludes the beneficiary from re-
ceiving information on the total cash
value, then one need not report it.

So while the statute allows people to
receive information on the total cash
value, it is certainly possible that some
Members operate or receive benefits
under a trust that does not advise them
of that total cash value. It would be
our intention to not push those Mem-
bers into a difficult bind under these
circumstances and, thus, we have pro-
vided this exception; that is, if the
terms of the trust do not allow the ben-
eficiary to be advised of its total cash
value, then the Member would be ex-
empt from having to report that infor-
mation; that is, it would not have to
report the information that they do
not have and cannot get under the
terms of the qualified trust.

The change, though, is this: If some-
one has a qualified blind trust and is
advised under the terms of that trust
the total cash value, then they would
no longer be exempt from reporting
that. It, in effect, puts Members on
equal footing. It seems to me this fills
a very important loophole in our cur-
rent disclosure provisions.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that we temporarily set aside
amendment No. 1841 and return to the
Brown amendment No. 1838.

Mr. McCONNELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just
briefly, I want to commend the Senator
from Colorado for three excellent
amendments that I think fit the spirit
of the underlying legislation, and I
want to commend him for presenting
them. I fully intend to support them
and hope the Senate will as well.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator the Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question on amendment No. 18417

Mr. BROWN. Sure.

Mr. LEVIN. As I understand the
amendment, the categories of total
cash value of any interest of the re-
porting individual would be the same
categories as are provided by law for
other assets; is that correct?

the
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Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. So if Brown amendment
No. 1838 were adopted, it would be the
new categories as provided in Brown
amendment No. 1838 that would be ap-
plied to the blind trust situation.

Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. On Brown amendment
No. 1840, the one relating to the value
of a house, is it my understanding that
the valuation of the home would be
done in accordance with one of the var-
ious methods of valuation which are
currently allowed for other assets?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct, in my
understanding. The Senator, I know, is
well versed in this and may be willing
to straighten me out on this, but my
understanding is you can report his-
toric costs if you do not have a firm fix
on what the current valuation is.

Mr. LEVIN. My recollection is, and I
am not sure I do have any greater
knowledge than my friend from Colo-
rado, but my recollection is that there
are at least three methods of valuation
which are allowed for real estate. You
can take cost—I think there is a depre-
ciation factor—historic valuation,
there is a tax assessment valuation and
there are a number of other ways, per-
haps. But whatever it is that is allowed
for real estate under the current re-
quirements would be allowed when it
comes to the valuation of a home under
Brown amendment No. 1840; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. I might
say that it certainly would not be my
intention to require in any way an an-
nual appraisal or something like that.
I think the alternatives that exist in
law, at least in my view, are more than
satisfactory for reasonable disclosure.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we are at-
tempting to determine whether or not
there are Senators that wish to debate
any of the three Brown amendments,
and pending that determination, I ask
that the amendments either be laid
aside so that we can return to some
other business, or if anybody else wish-
es to come to the floor to debate the
bill or any of the amendments which
have already been laid aside, that they
do so.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, for clari-
fication purposes, I wanted to mention
for the RECORD what I think is an im-
portant aspect of this. Amendment No.
1841, which deals with the qualified
blind trust, uses the term ‘‘total cash
value.”” The reason that we use that
term is that it is the precise language
that the current statute uses; that is,
the current statutes provide that you
can have a trust that qualifies as a
qualified blind trust and still report to
the beneficiary the total cash value. So
that is the origin of that.

In contacting the Ethics Committee,
we sought to learn what was meant by
the term ‘‘total cash value.” We are ad-
vised that they do not have an inde-
pendent legal opinion on the use of
that term, even though they have ques-
tions about its usage in filing. But we
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are also advised that they believe that
it means and relates to, in effect, the
value of the trust, market value of the
trust, the value it would have if the
trust were converted to cash on the
current market.

It seems to me that is a reasonable
definition, and it is certainly with that
understanding in mind that we have
used that term; that is, to give full dis-
closure to what is the current value
under the current market conditions of
the value of that trust, those trust as-
sets.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator will yield for an addi-
tional question which relates to line 1
on page 2. It says there, ‘‘the category
of the total cash value of any interest
of the reporting individual.”

I want to see if my understanding is
correct. Is the cash value of interest re-
lated purely to the value of the asset?
And is my understanding correct that
this amendment does not require the
disclosure of income from that asset?
Or is that already required under law?

Mr. BROWN. It is my understanding
that the law already requires the re-
porting of income accruing to the bene-
ficiary of the trust, but in the past has
not required the disclosure of the total
cash value of the underlying assets.

Mr. LEVIN. So whatever the current
law is relative to disclosure of income
from the qualified blind trust, it is not
affected by this amendment?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1839

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, last week
I introduced legislation on this floor to
deal with the very topic that the Sen-
ator from Wyoming came to the floor
earlier this afternoon to introduce, an
amendment to the lobby reform bill
that is now pending before the Senate.
The issue is the Federal Advocacy Re-
form Act of 1995, and to be able to deal
with it in the amendment form tied to
this is most appropriate.

For a few moments this afternoon I
would like to talk briefly about the
scope of this amendment and why I
think it is so important for us to con-
sider in the context of Federal lob-
bying.

People are correctly focused on lob-
byists and gifts to legislators as the
Senate convenes today to debate these
important topics. But I think we also
need to worry about Government’s
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gifts to lobbyists. Some of my col-
leagues would say, ‘‘Senator, what are
you talking about?”’ But the Senator
from Wyoming, AL SIMPSON, this after-
noon very clearly laid out the growing
phenomenon in this country of more
and more Federal tax dollars going in
the form of contracts and grants, and
in some instances outright gifts, to ad-
vocacy groups which then allows them
to use the tax base, the tax dollars of
this country, to argue their maybe
very narrow point of view. The ques-
tion is, is this in the best interests of
our country? Should we allow these
kinds of things to go on?

It is not a new question that we ask.
Mr. President, 75 years ago Senators
stood on this floor and clearly argued
that Federal tax dollars should not be
used for the purpose of advocacy for a
narrow or single purpose. But Federal
tax dollars should at least be spread for
the common good and they should be
cautiously used, but in all cases the
common good or the broad base of the
American public’s interests ought to be
at mind.

Over the last good number of years,
we have watched grow to a point now
where over $70 billion annually in the
form of grants go out to a broad cross-
section of interests across this coun-
try, and in many instances, then, we
find those tax dollars right back here
on the doorstep of the U.S. Capitol,
being advocacy dollars for sometimes a
very narrow, specific point of view.

I think it is now time for this Senate,
as we debate the broader question of
lobbying, to argue, is that the right
thing to do? With nearly a $5 trillion
debt, a $200 billion deficit, and the very
real concern that this year for the first
time this Congress is going to establish
increasingly narrow and tighter public
priorities as to where our dollars get
spent, is it not time we do the same in
this area and with these categories?

Our associates and friends in the
House are approaching it from a dif-
ferent point of view. Amendments will
be offered before the appropriations
process over there that will deal with
more than the 501(c)(4) category inside
the Internal Revenue Code that the
Senator from Wyoming and I are dis-
cussing this afternoon. They will talk
about the ‘“‘not for profits” and ‘‘for
profits,”” the 501(c)(3)’s and all of those
that fall under the broad category of
section 501 of the IRS Code.

But, today, our amendment is very
clear and it is narrow. It says that, for
those not-for-profit advocacy groups,
who choose to be, for their purpose, ad-
vocating a point of view, that they
should be disallowed from receiving
Federal dollars. It is very straight-
forward and very simple in its ap-
proach.

When I introduced S. 1056 last week,
Senator SIMPSON worked with me in
the cosponsorship of that, along with
my colleague from Idaho, DIRK KEMP-
THORNE, and Senator COVERDELL, Sen-
ator GREGG, Senator NICKLES, Senator
LoTT, Senator KyL, Senator
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GRAMS, and Senator FAIRCLOTH, and it
was only but for a few moments on Fri-
day that I worked that issue. Obviously
it is one of great concern and I think
very popular, and it ought to be de-
bated here on the floor and tied to this
important legislation we are dealing
with this afternoon.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a position paper developed by
the Heritage Foundation be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Heritage Foundation]
RESTORING INTEGRITY TO GOVERNMENT: END-

ING TAXPAYER-SUBSIDIZED LOBBYING AC-

TIVITIES

To compel a man to furnish funds for the
propagation of ideas he disbelieves and ab-
hors is sinful and tyrannical.—Thomas Jef-
ferson.

INTRODUCTION

The federal government subsidizes lob-
bying by tax-exempt and other organizations
through grants and contracts to advocacy
groups. Each year, the American taxpayers
provide more than $39 billion in grants to or-
ganizations which may use the money to ad-
vance their political agendas.

Federal funding of private advocacy is not
limited by ideological scope. Organizations
to the left and right of the political center
use taxpayers’ funds to promote their ideas
and positions. Almost every interest in
America—from agriculture to zoology—has
one or more organizations receiving govern-
ment funding. Recipients range from the
American Association of Retired Persons,
which received over $73 million in a one-year
period, to the American Bar Association,
which received $2.2 million. Over the past
forty years, Congress has helped create a
vast patronage network or organizations
that enjoy tax-preferred status, receive fed-
eral funds, and engage in legislative or polit-
ical advocacy. The days of big city political
machines disbursing patronage may be com-
ing to an end, but the disbursement of finan-
cial dividends to political friends is a promi-
nent feature of the federal budget. As Herit-
age Foundation Senior Fellow Marshall
Breger has written:

“Lacking the imprimatur of democratic
consent, government subsidy of private advo-
cacy can be seen for what it is—the public
patronage of selected political beliefs. That
these advocacy subsidies are rarely made
openly but are often disguised through
grants and contracts for legitimate public
functions merely underscore the dangers in-
herent in a system of expansive government
subsidy.”’ 1

Clearly, the right to petition government
to redress grievances should not be infringed.
Individuals and organizations using funds
from the private sector should be encouraged
to engage in the legislative and political
process. It is an entirely different matter,
however, to employ the coercive power of the
federal government to force taxpayers to fi-
nance organizations which lobby Congress or
other government entities. It is every bit as
unjust to force liberal taxpayers to fund or-
ganizations on the right as it is to force con-
servative taxpayers to finance organizations
on the left. The fundamental principle is
that it should be anathema to force tax-
payers to underwrite advocacy with which
they disagree.

Taxpayer funding of advocacy organiza-
tions is wrong—fiscally, morally, and logi-

Footnotes at the end of article.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cally. It is fiscally irresponsible to spend fed-
eral revenues on activities that provide no
meaningful return to the American people. It
is morally wrong for the government to take
sides in any public policy debate by assisting
the advocacy activities of an elite few. And
it is logically wrong for the government to
fund activities that often result in lobbying
for increased federal expenditures. The rea-
sons are summarized aptly by George Mason
University professor James T. Bennett and
Loyola  College professor Thomas J.
DiLorenzo in their comprehensive study, De-
stroying Democracy.

““A large number of individuals with strong
views can express their preferences by con-
tributing funds to a group that promotes
that issue. With tax-funded politics, how-
ever, a small number of zealots with access
to the public purse can obtain resources from
government to advance its views even
though few individuals in society share the
group’s philosophy. Whenever government
funds any political advocacy group, it effec-
tively penalizes those groups that advocate
opposing public policies and provides a dis-
tinct advantage to the group or groups that
it favors in the clash of ideas.”’ 2

THE FUNDING OF FACTION

The Founding Fathers recognized the dan-
gers of factions in a republic. James Madison
wrote in Federalist Number 10 that ‘“‘Among
the numerous advantages promised by a
well-constructed Union, none deserves to be
more accurately developed than its tendency
to break and control the violence of fac-
tion.”” Madison defined faction as ‘‘a number
of citizens, whether amounting to a majority
or minority of the whole, who are united and
actuated by some impulse of passion, or of
interest, adverce to the rights of other citi-
zens, or to the permanent and aggregate in-
terests of the community.”

What the Founding Fathers referred to as
factions we now call special interests. In-
stead of restraining factions, however, the
federal government today subsidizes them.
This distorts the political process by favor-
ing one faction over another and by nour-
ishing a network of special interests—a wel-
fare-industrial complex—with a direct self-
interest in a growth of the welfare state. The
financial cost to the taxpayer is far higher
than the amount funneled to these organiza-
tions. Each one not only lobbies for its con-
tract or grant, but also advocates for bigger,
more expensive social welfare programs, fur-
ther complicating efforts to put the nation’s
fiscal house in order. Moreover, while these
organizations often claim that the money
they receive helps the less fortunate, the re-
ality is that it bolsters their own political
power, perks, and prestige.

The advocacy network and its leaders con-
tribute to what author James Payne has re-
ferred to as a ‘‘culture of spending’’ in Wash-
ington which makes it extremely difficult to
trim government programs: ‘‘Leaders of such
federally dependent interest groups should
not be seen as representing independent cit-
izen opinion. They are quasi-governmental
officials with a vested interest in the spend-
ing programs that benefit their organiza-
tions.”3

Not every dollar given to an advocacy
group goes directly to political advocacy ac-
tivities. However, federal dollars are fun-
gible. Every federal dollar frees private re-
sources to be spent on political, lobbying,
and other advocacy activities. Moreover, fed-
eral funds make the organization appear to
be a larger force in the political arena than
it would if it were totally reliant upon pri-
vate contributions. For example, the Na-
tional Council of Senior Citizens receives 96
percent of its funding from the federal gov-
ernment.
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The NCSC is but one of many advocacy or-
ganizations receiving federal funds. Here are
just a few other examples:

The AFL-CIO benefited from more than
$2,000,000 between July 1993 and June 1994.
According to the AFL-CIO News Online, the
AFL-CIO used the Memorial Day recess to
increase pressure on Members of Congress
with its ‘““‘Stand UP”’ campaign: ‘‘In those [5
targeted] districts, the AFL-CIO provided
radio ads and coordinators to work with
local union officials and legislative action
committees. Other activity included direct
mail, jobsite leafleting, phone call drives
using the AFL-CIO’s toll-free hotline, peti-
tion drives, town meeting attendance, and
letters and columns submitted to local news-
papers.’’ 4

Recently, the Service Employees Inter-
national Union produced a newspaper adver-
tisement opposing tax cuts and efforts in
Congress to slow the growth of welfare and
Medicare. SEIU claims Congress is attempt-
ing to ‘“‘loot” welfare programs and ‘‘steal”
from low-income home-energy assistance to
help finance ‘‘corporate special interests.”
The ad lamented the impact on Fannie John-
son and her family in Ohio.> This labor spe-
cial interest benefited from $137,000 in tax-
payer funding in 1993 (for an ‘‘anti-discrimi-
nation public education campaign’’). Termi-
nating it would eliminate the tax burden of
nearly 30 families j